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INTRODUCTION
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War on Terrorism and New World Order
Since 9/11, the War on Terror has become an essential part of the US security
doctrine. The US doctrine of „war against terrorism‟ coupled with its earlier notions of
„rogue states‟ has resulted in a major shift within the strategic dynamics of various
regions such as the Middle East, East Asia, Central Asia and South Asia. The „War
on Terror‟, as interpreted by the US and other major powers, has become instrumental
in shaping the new world order to align with their respective national interests. The
war on Terrorism also has a strong economic dimension and is being seen as
furthering the strategic interests of the US and other major actors involved in this war,
rather than solely focusing on the eradication of the menace of terrorism. So far no
concrete steps have been taken to address the root causes of terrorism. The present
approach, that uses concocted information and has double standards in its application
to eradicate international terrorism, might prove to be counter-productive and rather
contributing to increasing terrorism across the world.
This research refers to the post -9/11 notions such as unilateralism, preemption
strikes, regime change etc. This research also focuses how Pakistan faced a number of
problems and provided a protective shield to South Asia and played a role of Front
Line State.
Priority of America
President Bush announced that America‟s priority would be first to disrupt and
destroy terrorists‟ organizations of global reach and attack their leadership, command,
control and communication; material support, and finance. The USA would continue
to encourage regional partners to take up a coordinated effort to isolate the terrorists
and we will disrupt and destroy terrorist organizations by direct and continuous action
using all the elements of national and international power. Their immediate focus will
be those terrorist organizations of global reach and any terrorist of state, sponsor of
terrorism, which attempts to gain or use weapons of mass destruction or their
precursors. Defending the United States, the American people, and our interests at
home and abroad by identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our
boarders. While the United States will constantly strive to enlist the support of the
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international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise
our right of self defence by acting preemptively against such terrorists, to prevent
them from doing harm against our people and our country; and denying further
sponsorship, support, and sanctuary to terrorists by convincing or compelling states to
accept their sovereign responsibilities.
On September 20, 2001, President Bush stated; „Every nation, in every region,
now has a decision to make. Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists‟. He
asked every nation to join the US in its war on terrorism.
Pakistan’s coming into Limelight
Pakistan came into the limelight soon after the 9/11 events when on September
13 President George W Bush sought Pakistan‟s cooperation in hunting down those
responsible, believed to be headquartered in Afghanistan. He appreciated the
willingness of President General Pervez Musharraf to assist the United States. Earlier,
Secretary Colin Powel had spoken in detail with President Musharraf, seeking
Pakistan‟s support. On the same day, the new US ambassador to Pakistan, Wendy
Chamberlain, presented her credentials in Islamabad and had a 40-minutes one-to-one
meeting with General Musharraf in which details of Pakistan‟s cooperation were
reportedly discussed at length. The fact of the matter is that for the last two decades or
so Pakistan had already been fighting terrorism of various kinds perpetrated against it
from various quarters. First, it was in the context of the Afghan war during the Soviet
occupation KHAD, the main security agency and intelligence agency of Afghanistan
(wikepedia.org/wiki/khad). RAW, “Research and Analysis Wing is the main external
intelligence agency of India to collect external intelligence and counter terrorism”
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ResearchandAfghanistanWing)

and

KGB,

“the

main

security agency for the Soviet Union acting as internal security, intelligence and
secret police” (en.wikipedia.org/wiki/KGB) sponsored of Afghanistan. Its spillover
into Pakistan was in the shape of sectarian terrorism (involving Saudi and Iranian
sectarian power play in Pakistan). Side by side with these developments, Pakistan
faced the ongoing onslaughts of acts of cross-border terrorism from India, due to
Pakistan‟s principled support to the Kashmir cause.
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After taking the nation into confidence, President Musharraf addressed his
countrymen on September 19, 2001, in a very open and candid manner. He explained
in very simple words the gravity of entire situation and asked the nation to trust his
judgment and support his decision. He said.
“The decision we take today can have far-reaching and wide-ranging
consequences.

This act of terrorism has raised a wave of deep grief, anger and

retaliation in the United States. Their first target from day one is Osama bin Laden‟s
movement Al-Qaeda. The second target is the Taliban and that is because Taliban
have given refuge to Osama and his network. The third target is a long war against
terrorism at the international level. Pakistan is being asked to support this campaign.
What is the support? There are three important things in which America is asking for
our help. First is intelligence and information exchange, second support in the use of
our airspace and the third is that they are asking for logistic support from us… we
know that whatever are the United State‟s intention they have the support of the UN
Security Council and the General Assembly in the form of resolution for war against
terrorism and this is a resolution for punishing those people who support terrorism.. If
we take a wrong decision in this crisis it can lead to the worst consequences. On the
other hand, if we take a right decision, its results will be good. The negative
consequences can endanger Pakistan‟s integrity and solidarity. Our critical concerns
can come under threat. When I say critical concerns, I mean our strategic assets and
the cause of Kashmir… On the other hand we can re-emerge politically as a
responsible

and

dignified

nation and

all our

difficulties can be minimized”

(http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2001/me_pakistan_09_02.html
).
Indian Intention to Exploit the Situation
India wanted to seize the opportunity to put more pressure on Pakistan on
account of its alleged support to the infiltration across the LOC, what India now refers
to as „cross-border terrorism‟. Secondly, India wanted to cash in on its traditionally
good relations with the non-Pashtun segment of the Afghan society, the Northern
Alliance, which had also been supported by Iran, USSR, and some Central Asian
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states. India was hoping that the fall of Taliban would pave the way for the
establishment of a Northern Alliance government in Kabul. It did not suit Pakistan‟s
strategic interests to have hostile governments on both its Eastern and Western
borders. But in the months following 9/11, the Northern Alliance did form an interim
government in Kabul that continues to have problems with Pakistan.
Pakistan’s Role in War against Terrorism
Immediately after the events of 9/11, having analyzed the pros and cons of the
unfolding situation, Pakistan joined the US-led coalition against terrorism as an active
player in the UN-backed international war against terrorism. The international
community also acknowledged that without the active and sincere participation of
Pakistan, the desired results in terms of breaking the al-Qaeda network could not have
been achieved. Pakistan helped USA in apprehending over 500 al-Qaeda and Taliban
members required by the US. If the coalition members claim that they have been able
to succeed in destroying the Osama network and capturing its senior leadership, it was
certainly Pakistan‟s unflinching support that made it possible.
Demands from Pakistan
Informal sources have indicated that Pakistan was asked to:
i)

close the Pakistan-Afghanistan border and to cut off all activities and
transits of Osama Bin Laden‟s al-Qaeda group members in and around
Pakistan;

ii)

freeze the assets of Afghanistan‟s Taliban rulers in Pakistan;

iii)

halt the supply of fuel to the Taliban;

iv)

Provide intelligence information collected by its ISI on Osama Bin
Laden, his al-Qaeda organization, and the Taliban;

v)

allow the use of its airspace for offensive military operations against
Afghanistan;
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vi)

permit the stationing of US forces in Pakistan, for the capture of
Osama Bin Laden;

vii)

Respond positively to further US requests for assistance.

However, the Fact Sheet of the US State Department of the period gave details
of Pakistan‟s cooperation as follows:

Pakistan provided basing and over flight permission for all the US and
coalition forces.



Pakistan deployed a large number of troops along the Afghanistan
border in support of Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF).



Pakistan spent a large portion of its logistical reserves to support the
coalition, which was a very significant contribution, given Pakistan‟s
economic difficulties and its own requirements for its self-defense.



On March 14, 2002, a team of five officials as country representatives
from

Pakistan

was

attached

with

Centcom

(http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ci/bgn/3453-html).


ISI has helped in various phases of operations.

Both the countries have kept a low profile on the contents of cooperation,
given the sensitivity of Pakistan‟s civil society on this issue and growing anti-US
sentiments in the country. Both the countries, however, have benefited from this
cooperation.
Some of the important aspects of this cooperation are as follows:


Formation of a Joint Working Group on Counter-terrorism and Law
Enforcement.



Revival of the Defence Cooperation Group (DCG). Pakistan held a
DCG meeting with its US counterpart in late September 2002.
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Revival of the Joint US-Pakistan Military Exercises. In October 2002
the first joint US Pakistan military exercises in nearly five years took
place, with approximately one hundred and twenty soldiers from each
country participating.



Renewal of US Assistance to Pakistan‟s Security-related Programmes.



Lifting of Sanctions. For Pakistan‟s cooperation in the war against
terrorism.

Today terrorism is recognized as one of the major menaces ailing South Asian
states and societies. This research aims to look at the problem of terrorism in
individual states and the impact it has had on the society; finally looking at how the
civil societies have considered this threat or responded to it. One of the basic
hypotheses of this research is that one would fail to get a civil society reaction in
South Asia similar to what one saw in the US primarily because of the peculiar
identification of the issue in individual states.
Pakistan has been fulfilling all of its commitments made on the issue of
terrorism. The Pakistani public demands that henceforth Pakistan must insist and
make it a condition for its cooperation with the US that it should use its influence as a
facilitator to help find a just solution of the Kashmir problem, for bringing about
sustainable peace in South Asia. The current US policy approach appears to be how to
manage the Kashmir issue and not for solving the problem once and for all. The US
thinks that in this why Pakistan will be compelled to play a role of front line state and
face a bundle of problems to protect the South Asia.
The main part of the thesis comprises of four chapters, besides „Literature
Review‟, „Introduction‟ and „Conclusion‟.
Chapter 1:

Conceptual Framework: Terrorism has, no doubt, taken many forms; it
is also define in many ways. However, it is proper to mention different
available definitions as well as different types and forms it has taken so
far. There present chapter deals with the same two fundamental issues.

8

Chapter 2:

Pakistan-US Relations: There have been many ups and downs in
cyclical Pak-US relations during more than 60 years of Pakistan
history. The flux and reflux of these relations may be divided in to six
eras from 1947 to up to date. The characteristics of their relations are:
neutrality, political alignments, estrangement, the most allied ally,
sanction of ally, key ally and major non NATO Frontline Ally.

Chapter 3:

„War on terrorism: Role of Pakistan as a Front Line State‟ deals with
impact of these events on Pakistan, especially when it became the front
line ally of the United States. The reaction of the people and the
political parties to this policy approach has also been examined.
The Chapter also covers the U turn in Pakistan‟s foreign policy against
the Taliban Government- a comprehensive solution that can help the
world against the clash of civilizations. This chapter will also cover the
idea and movement that can help the world to be a better living place
for all human beings with fundamental rights.

Chapter 4:

War on Terror: Implications for South Asia: The main and the most
crucial aspect explored here is Pakistan‟s strategic role during the war
on terror as a protective shield for the whole of South Asia.
Particularly the services of Pakistan for the region are highlighted and
evaluated. Here the implications for South Asia are also examined.

Methodology/Sources
Methodology means the ways of producing knowledge, analysis of data by
which theories can be tested, verified, rejected or accepted.
Methodology is the technique of study how research is done objectively and
properly. In this research I adopted descriptive and analytical way of writing. The
secondary sources and references for undertaken research are the published books,
journals, newspapers and internet. All these methods employed in this research led to
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draw the concrete conclusion and make suggestions. To continue research on specific
topic several institutions of strategic studies have been visited.

Objectives
i.

This research ventures by using scientific methods, techniques and
channels to appraise the modern trends of terrorism and the rapidly
changing global socio-political scenario. How was the World affected?
Role of Pakistan in War on Terrorism and implications for South Asia.

ii.

Expand Muslim outlook of philosophical reflection upon the clash of
civilization, basic issues confronting Muslim World and their relations
to future.

iii.

Infuse a deeper perception of the realities of War on Terrorism, beyond
shallow presentations of new media and the conflicting beliefs of
superficial systems of thoughts.

iv.

An analytical, critical, argumentative approach for assessing the role of
US with rest of the World and judging its impacts on South Asia.

v.

This study will help to realize the need to become more open to new
questions,

ideas,

developments and the continual exploration of

unknown or hidden facts.

Research Questions
This research will deal with the following questions:
i.

What is terrorism; what are its various dimensions, implications of
historical brief survey of terrorism, and types of terrorism?

ii.

What are the basic differences between Jihad and terrorism dichotomy
of Islam and West? What have been their roles and implications for
South Asia?
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iii.

What is the opinion of the Muslim World? Why for every
transgression it is only the Muslim World which must bear the burnt?
Why is west not looking for the root causes of terrorism and only
targeting terrorist on the name of war on terrorism?

iv.

What is the role of Pakistan as front line state in the war on terrorism?
After becoming a staunch ally of US what are the security and stability
problems for Pakistan? What are the relations of Pakistan with
Muslims countries?

v.

What are the suggestions that can close the widening gulf between
Islam and West? What are the divergences of interests, which need to
be realized and evaluated?

Significance of the Study
So far the most of the research in sight on this topic revolves around Pakistan
as a frontline state in the global war on terrorism, which is indeed a meritorious status
for this Islamic Republic. But even more important and unique feature of the present
research is to explore Pakistan‟s meritorious services of great strategic significance as
a frontline state in South Asia providing a protective shield to the regional states,
particularly India, against any onslaught of terrorism which has its roots in
Afghanistan. The present study also concentrates on the ways and means to combat
terrorism which eminent predominately from Afghanistan and which can be identified
as a threat from the North to the whole of South Asia? The role of Pakistan as a front
line State in this war on terrorism is not due to its ability to perform an effective role
in the war on terror but due to its geostrategic position. Therefore it should not be
emphasized on Pakistan to do more; rather Pakistan should be expected to extend
more co-operations.
This tag of terrorism has divided the Muslim world in following categories:-
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i.

Those countries which are considered staunch allies of US and are
partners in the security concerns like Turkey, Kuwait, Jordan and
Saudi Arabia.

ii.

The others which were opposing the US Policies toward the Muslim
World like Iran and Syria.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
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This part of the study reviews the literature available on US, the India –
Pakistan‟s defense policy, the regional co-operation in South Asia, and the role of
Super Powers in South Asia, definition of Terrorism as given by the US Defense
Department, Globalization and International Terrorism, Europe‟s Jihadis dilemma,
proliferation of Biological Weapon in Terrorist‟s hand, Al- Qaeda operations, Taliban
Islam and access to oil resources and New Great Game in Central Asia and last but
not least the Soviet Afghan War. Following are the brief exerts of the above studies.
Pakistan came into being on August 14, 1947 and since then the India Pakistan
relations remained very tense. During the demarcation of boundaries, the Kashmir
issue was created through Red Cliff Award, the division of assets was suspended and
a large number of refugees were driven to Pakistan in a very miserable condition.
Then Indian Government stopped canal water and encouraged the „Pukhtunistan‟
movement against Pakistan. The Congress leaders showed no positive attitude in
response of Quaid-e-Azam Muhammad Ali Jinnah‟s message of good will. However,
to neutralize the growing military strength of India and fearing her aggression,
Pakistan joined defense Pacts of SEATO in 1954, CENTO in 1955 and Baghdad Pact
in 1955. Dr. Safdar Mahmoood (1968) gives the following words of Liaqat Ali Khan
in Pakistan Affairs:
“Pakistan cannot afford to wait. She must take her
friends where she find them”.
Explaining the background of Pakistan‟s decision to join Western – sponsored
military Pacts like CENTO, SEATO and Baghdad Pact, Dr Safdar Mahmood says that
actually in the early years after independence Pakistan had first put its faith in the UN
to help resolve the problems with India, including Kashmir dispute. Pakistan
approached British Common Wealth who refused on the ground that bilateral disputes
between members could not be discussed of that forum.
In 1950, Liaqat Ali Khan visited US and did not go to Soviet Union
when as Nehru paid a visit to USSR and established friendly relations with her.
According to Dr Safdar Mahmood, Nixon maintained a pro – Pakistan stance in later
years which had important consequences.
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Pakistan US diplomatic ties may be marked by many ups and downs. Pakistan
has moved between being US most „Front Line Strategic key ally‟ to „most sanctioned
friend‟ because US and Pakistan‟s interests and related security policies have been at
odds as often as they have been in phase.
Hassan Askari Rizvi‟s (1984) essay “Pakistan Defence Policy” explains that it
is an exposition of the determinants of the country‟s defence policy. He signifies that
defence requirements enjoy top priority due to Pakistan‟s geostrategic location in the
region and the pattern of relationship with its neighbours. Summing up his analysis,
he asserts that Pakistan would continue to assign top priority to its defence
requirements

in

the

coming

years

(pu.edu.pk/images/journal/csas/…/Dr.%20Umbreen%20Javaid%204.pdf).
Writing about role of superpowers in SAARC, Hamid Kizilbash argues that
the superpowers have not behaved as outrageously in South Asia as in other parts of
the world and that they have not interfered in the politics of the states in the region.
While one may contest his viewpoints, one could hardly disagree with the author‟s
assertion that the basic difference in the behavior of the two superpowers is that while
USSR has given complete and unwavering support to its ally, this has not been
possible for Washington.
Kizilbash discusses two different perceptions that shape the thinking and
approach after Sept, 11 incidents. He is of the view that the massive destruction
caused by the suicide bombers in New York and Washington resulted into a large
scale retaliation by the US against invisible enemy. Secondly, due to subsequent
developments taking place after such a tragic incident exposed the contradictions in
US foreign policy particularly those issues which are pertaining to terrorism. This
particular flaw of US foreign policy resulted into ideological paralysis, followed by
policy paralysis. In the name of fighting international terrorism US in fact started a
battle against those who were once “Great Friends” and were admired as Mujahideens
and True Leaders. After Sept 11, attacks on the same Great Friends, “True Leaders”
and Mujahideen were turned into greatest enemies of the world peace being declared
by US administration as terrorists and vicious war campaign launched against them on
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the name of terrorism. The most worrying aspect of this war on terror is increasing
propensity to give credence to the clash of civilization.
P. Samual Huntington (1996) in his book “The Clash of Civilization” explains
the concept of Jihad, holy war, infinite justice, crusades etc. He opines the definition
of terrorism given by US defence department is enough to launch an attack on other
countries in the name of war on terrorism.
Bob Woodward‟s (2002) work provides a thorough discussion on the
definition of terrorism itself. Under US law terrorism is, “the use of force or violence
against persons or property in violation of the criminal laws for purposes of
intimidation, coroner ransom”. The international court of justice defined the exact
meaning of attack under article 51 of the UN charter “which could justify a hostile
military response from the victim and which is directly relevant to judging the
justification of self defence of individual or collective”.
There are some interesting constitutional lessons to be drawn from this history
regarding the question of war powers and the declaration of war clause, principally
that this is another piece of evidence, that the framers did not consider and ratify the
declaration of war to be a condition precedent to war making. The current wave of
international terrorism, characterized by unpredictable and unprecedented threats
from non-state actors, not only is a reaction to globalization but is facilitated by it.
This strategy may have been indispensable when confronting the nation state
terrorists of the 20th century. But it has little to offer policymakers fighting al Qaeda.
This is one more reason why we ought to think of this conflict as warfare. But the
tactics of nation state warfare are not appropriate either. Brian Jankins (1982) captures
this distinction well when he writers, “We must therefore wage political warfare,
which is notably different from advertising American values or winning hearts and
minds – efforts aimed at the broader population. Political warfare comprises
aggressive tactics aimed largely at the fringes of the population, whether personal
discontent and spiritual devotion turn to violent expression. Political warfare targets
them on their way into enemy ranks and constantly recalibrating their commitments.
It accepts no foe as having irrevocably crossed the line. It sees every prisoner not
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merely as a source of intelligence, but as a potential convert. It accepts local
accommodations to

avoid

violence, offers amnesties to induce divisions and

defections, and cuts deals to co-opt enemies”. Brain M. Jenkins writes to counter
terror that “We must conquer our own fear”.
The third chapter of the thesis explains that the 9/11 development and the
subsequent US led war against terrorism changed the global complexion of power
because for the first time after the 2nd world war US decided to use all available
resources at its disposal with support of NATO, EU and other like minded countries.
In this war against terrorism Pakistan played a vital role as US ally and front line
state. Pak-US relations are ever changing and growing since 1950 till now, but the
9/11 incident changed the scenario on Sept, 13, 2001. Pakistan offered unstained
cooperation in the fight against terrorism. Now the situation is when Pakistan has
joined the war against terrorism in the presence of grievances of Muslim world, this
Pakistan‟s support to cooperate has presented both opportunities as well as challenges.
Some political thinkers of the world are of the view that Pakistan joined the
coalition because of economic and trade benefits.
Lawrence Zigring (2004) in “Pakistan at the Crosscurrent of History” explains
the following three groups:
1. Religious Fundamentalists: This group is of the view that US has come to
dictate what kind of Islam is to be followed by the Muslims of Pakistan.
2. Liberals: This group is unable to understand the answer why Pakistan as an
Islamic Republic has joined the US war on terror against their own brothers,
but justify the cause by different interpretations leaving several questions to be
answered in detail.
3. Believers of Modernity: This group of think tanks also presents the one side
rather dark side of the picture to get the answer why Pakistan joined the
coalition. To them Pakistan joined the war on terrorism to solve the security
problems, economic issues, narcotic issues, along with other coax issues like
problem of Kashmir or Nuclear technology.
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But the detailed study suggests that Pakistan became a front line state not by
its ability to perform as effective role in the Afghan crisis specially, but as an accident
of being geographic neighbor. Therefore, there is nothing to be pompous about. In this
regard this is an erroneous assumption that Pakistan is playing a front line state role
with his own will and wish. Pakistan does not have a capacity to perform any such
feat, politically, economically and above all as an ally. After 9/11 attacks Pakistan
was carrying a rigid foreign policy towards Afghanistan that had less concern about
the international opinion. Since the happening of 9/11 incidents, Pakistan designed a
clear cut policy. Due to this change in foreign policy a segment of Muslims considers
it as a signal of sympathy for people of Afghanistan and Iraq, while other interpret it
as an outright support for the American position against International terrorism. The
reality is that the Pakistan Govt, was facing serious danger that adhered with their
policy. Any flaw in the policy could de-stabilize the society. As a result on number of
occasions assurances were made to go along with the new fight against terror.
Pakistan joined the anti-terrorism campaign because Pakistan herself was a victim of
terrorism and wanted to eliminate terrorism both inside and across the borders.
Pakistan was also overtaken by a trouble to retrieve their religion from those who held
it as hostage to obscurant and discursive argument. It was a time for Pakistan to
represent the Muslim concerns and objectives in context that centre on reconstruction
and positive thinking. It was the time to make world known that Sectarianisms and
terrorism were demonic not Islamic, and strategies to combat required the input of the
best and the brightest, to calculate and to make the best of miserable situation.
Bob Woodward‟s (2002) “Bush at War”, is an informed account of the first
one hundred days of the Bush administration‟s handling of the war on terrorism. The
Author used it rather extensively in this essay to give credence to some of his
conclusions about US Policy particularly towards Pakistan. Interestingly, the writer
hardly mentions India in US calculations. This suggests that India was not much of a
factor as the US made up its mind on its course of action in the wake of 9/11.
Woodward describes in “Bush at War”, how the Bush administration came to
use the word „harbour‟ in respect of those states that gave shelter to and otherwise
helped or tolerated terrorist groups. He notes that US strategists were of the view that
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the war on terrorism should not be portrayed as a war against Islam or Afghans but
rather against the Taliban and Al-Qaeda. When Pakistan‟s Foreign Ministry stated
that it was satisfied with US evidence linking Al-Qaeda to the events of 9/11, US
officials were relieved. According to Woodward, „The clear endorsement of the
American case by a Muslim state was a boon‟.
There is no substantial evidence of such a threat. The idea gained currency
with General Musharraf‟s public statement that he had joined the US war on terrorism
in order to protect Pakistan‟s strategic assets, In his first meeting with General
Musharraf after 9/11, President Bush denied that the US had contingency plans to
team up with Israel to take control of Pakistan‟s nuclear weapons.
Woodward takes down the list of seven demands including; to stop Al-Qaeda
operatives from coming into Pakistan, intercepting arms through Pakistan and ending
logistical support for Bin Laden, blanket over flight and landing rights access to
Pakistani Naval, Air bases and border areas, „immediate‟ intelligence and immigration
information, condemnation of the September 11 attacks and controlling domestic
support for terrorism against the US, „its allies or friends‟, cutting off fuel shipments
into Afghanistan and stopping Pakistanis from helping the Taliban, and ending
recognition of the Taliban and assisting them and Bin Laden‟s destruction if it became
clear that they had been involved in 9/11.
Banerjee and Gert (2002) say that this may well have been one of the reasons
for Washington‟s slow response to the Indian offer of „full support‟ to the US
immediately after 9/11. The slowness of the response and the US‟ attempt to make
amends when Vajpayee went to the US was noted by Satu P. Limaye in „United States
Security Policy towards the Subcontinent after 9/11 in South Asia and the War on
Terrorism. Bharat Karnad of the Centre of Policy Research, New Delhi, has made this
point most articulately. Defence Minister George Fernandes makes the point that it
would be foolish for Pakistan to use nuclear weapons against India because while
India would be hurt, Pakistan would be completely destroyed. Responding to
President Musharraf‟s remarks that India would face „non-conventional‟ war if it
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attacked Pakistan, the Defence Minister stated that the Pakistani leadership should not
get into the idea of committing suicide because we can take a bomb or two more.
Ahmad Rashid (2002) states that in Taliban, Islam, Oil and the New Great
Game in Central Asia that earlier estimates of total oil reserves between 100 to 150
billion barrels (bb) have now been scaled down to around 50 bb or slightly more. The
Caspian region‟s proven oil reserves are between 16 to 32 bb, as compared to the 22
bb of the US, and the proven oil reserves of the Middle East, which are nearly 15
times as much, Kazakhstan has the largest oil reserves (proven) at between 10 to 16
bb, Azerbaijan between 1 to 4 bb, Turkmenistan at around 1.5 bb, and Uzbekistan at
around 1 bb. Proven gas reserves in the Caspian region are between 236 and 337
trillion cubic feet (tcf) as compared to the USA‟s proven reserves of around 300 tcf.
Turkmenistan has around 159 tcf of possible (not proven) gas reserves, Uzbekistan
around 110 tcf, Kazakhstan around 88 tcf, and Azerbaijan around 35 tcf, Kazakhstan
around 88 tcf. It is not so much the size as the untapped character of these oil and gas
reserves that is most seductive to the US, whose own reserves of both approximate to
those in the Caspian region. The US is consciously following an energy policy of
exploiting as far as possible and for as long as possible the outside world‟s reserves
before having to depend primarily on its own. He says that there has been much talk
of Pakistan being a „failed state‟. This is acceptable as a description of Pakistan‟s
internal plight on the political, social, and economical levels provided matters are also
kept in perspective. Even far weaker and far more „failed‟ African states have really
broken up over the last decades. This is testimony to the fact that even one major
center of power like the army can usually keep some kind of territorial-political
control. In Pakistan the sources of unity provided by the army, the bureaucracy, as
substantially integrated economy, and by the presence of a genuine „Pakistan‟
nationalism among the public, even if this nationalism is searching for stronger roots
than Islam, the two nation theory or opposition to India, should not be underestimated.
Even the earlier tensions related to the „Nationalities Question‟ have considerably
been receded.
The fourth chapter is related to the implications for South Asia. Dennis Kux
(2001) in his book The United States and Pakistan explains that the catastrophe of
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Sept. 11 has roots in the militant warfare originated in the Middle East. The Political,
economic and military engagement of the Western World, especially the United
States, has been important in the development of rigid political environment shaping
this new brand of a global militancy. In this US led global war on terrorism, Pakistan
played the role of a Front line state, simply because 9/11 changed the political shape
of the World Politics and it changed the International Status of Pakistan. Yet Pakistan
had to pay a heavy price. Drug trafficking, drug addiction, bomb explosions, law and
order problem and Kalashinkove culture were the outcomes. The corruption bred by
the war hit the social fiber hard and left ugly scares on the value system of the
Pakistani society. Pakistan became the battle ground for different conflicting sects and
tribes and it also risked Pakistan getting on the list of “State Sponsoring Terrorism”.
US attack was neither “Just” nor “humanitarian” and it was neither against
terrorism nor a decision of days or months, but a long term planning. Now in this long
term planning Pakistani society had to confront at least two evils: one in the form of
branding itself with the terrorists and the other is related to the ideological decay. The
first reflected in the worldwide suspicion of Pakistan‟s involvement in international
terrorism, isolating Pakistan, both in the regional as well as in its international
environments.
The most dangerous of all is the Pakistan‟s status as a responsible nuclear
power that has come under strict scrutiny. Even in the hour of dire security risk, no
regional country is prepared to establish close diplomatic coordination with Pakistan
and the government found it extremely difficult to invite itself even to the friendliest
of the friendly Muslim community of nations.
Nigel D. White (2009) in Democracy Goes to War – British Military
Deployments under International Law discusses that the major strength of this work is
that it raises very important questions regarding deployments, particularly showing
that it is significant that a process of accountability be put in place to hold the
government and executives of international organization responsible for waging wars
that are in violation of international law. The author correctly advances an argument
that such a process of accountability is urgent as more wars in the contemporary
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world are waged by liberal democracies, which demand a greater level of judicial
responsibility.
Six American legal scholars and experienced members of the legal profession
in the US armed force, Michael Lewis, Eric Jensen, Geoffrey Corn, Victor Hansen,
Richard Jackson and James Schoettler (2009), presented a joint study in The War on
Terror and the Laws of War. A Military Perspective, foreword by Major General
Charles J. Dunlap, Jr. (Deputy Judge Advocate General of the US Air Force), and is
followed in turn by seven chapters, dealing respectively with the law applicable to the
war on terrorism, targeting of persons and property, detention of combatants,
interrogation and
misconduct,

treatment of detainees,

command

and

responsibility,

trial and

punishment for battlefield

and

but

last

not

least

battlefield

perspectives on the laws of war. Each chapter addresses a specific operational issue
arising in the framework of the Global War on Terror (GWOT) and illustrates how
resolution of that issue serves a commitment to preserving the balance between
authority and obligation under the laws of war. The book is based on the premise that
because the United States has characterized the struggle against terror as an armed
conflict characterization reflected in the decisions of all three branches of the US
government – there is no doubt that the US has continued and will continue to invoke
the law of war as a source of authority for military operations against terrorist threats.
The Humanitarian Face of the International Court of Justice – and its high
academic standard and length indicate the author‟s effort to present this topic
comprehensively, broadly and in a novel way in Anja Seibert-Fohr‟s (2009),
Prosecuting Serious Human Rights Violations.
In the foreword to his work, Judge Thomas Buergenthal of the International
Court of Justice notes accurately that the book provides a comprehensive description
and insightful scholarly analysis of the applicable conventional and customary
international legal obligations of States to prosecute the perpetrators of serious human
rights violations. This book is the first to examine the duty to prosecute serious human
rights violation on the basis of human rights treaties, respectively the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the American Convention on Human Rights,
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the European Convention on Human Rights, a number of universal human rights
conventions explicitly requiring prosecution, and last but not least the duty to
prosecute under customary International law. The author analyzes closely and
skillfully a rapidly growing body of case law by relevant institutions in the field of
human rights, focusing on the duty of States to prosecute and punish perpetrators of
serious human rights violations.
The Soviet Afghanistan war was the most critical event responsible for
spreading militancy and intolerance in Pakistan. A fundamental change that altered
the very character of Pakistani society occurred after establishment of the Soviet
backed communist regime in Afghanistan. The aftermath of the Soviet withdrawal
exposed the damage, transformation of violence and Weaponisation into Pakistani
society. It ultimately plagued Pakistan with a new trend commonly referred as
“Kalashnikov Culture” and “Talbanisation”. This was perhaps an end to our long
established pluralistic culture and values. Result was a wave of vicious cycle of
sectarian and inter sect and inter faith violence / terrorism. Recognition of efforts to
fight menace of terrorism and sacrifices rendered thereof are testimony to the
commitment and resolve to bring peace in the region. Unfortunately sometimes its
commitment is doubted by some of its allies. Mistrust can lead to diversion of efforts,
which will not be beneficial to common objective of peace in the region. Pakistan is a
responsible nation, fully capable of defending its territorial integrity.
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Conceptual Framework
What is Terrorism
In the context of military strikes a clear cut proposed theory of terrorism is
necessary to explain and determine the grounds of “what is terrorism itself.
There is no doubt that terrorism has taken many forms in modern times, yet it
has been present throughout history. In a general form, it is the use or the threat or use
of violence, for specific objectives against those who do not expect it. More often
terrorism with the use of force is a reaction to some injustice and the denial of basic
rights and expressions.
Brain Jenkins defines terrorism as:
“The use or threatened use of force designed to bring
about
political
changes”
(http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Terrorism/t
errordef.html)
Walter Liqueur said that:
”Terrorism constitutes the illegitimate use of force to
achieve a political objective when innocent people are
targeted”
(http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/terrorism/t
errordef.html).
James M. Poland defines:
“Terrorism as the premeditated, deliberate, systematic
murder, mayhem and threatening of the innocent to
create fear and intimidation in order to gain a political
or tactical advantage, usually to influence an audience”
(http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/terrorism/t
errordef.html).
The League of Nations Convention of 1937 adopted the following definition:“All criminal acts directed against a state and intended
or calculated to create a state of terror in the minds of
particular persons or group of persons or the general
public”
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(http://terrorism.about.com/od/whatisterrorist1/ss/defineT
errorism_2.html).

A comprehensive definition of terrorism and terrorists adopted by United
Nation was:
“A terrorist is any person, who acting independently of
the specific recognition of a country, or as a single
person, or as a part of a group, not recognized in any
part of division of a nation, acts to destroy or to injure
civilians or to Govt; in order to affect some political
goals” (http://deathmasters.com/page6.html).
The Encyclopedia of Social Sciences defines terrorism as:
“A term used to describe the method or the theory
behind the method whereby an organized group or party
seeks to achieve. It‟s a vowed aim chiefly through the
systematic use of violence. Terrorist acts are directed
against the persons who are individual agents or
representatives
of
authority
interfering
with
consummation of the objectives of such a group.”
Finally US State Department explains the definition of terrorism as:“Premeditated,
politically
motivated
violence
perpetrated against non-combatants by certain groups or
state agents calculated to influence a target audience”
(http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/65489.p
df).
But even in the presence of all these definitions President Bush announced the
war strategy and its foundations right after the terrorist attacks, he said:
“The world has come together to fight a new and a
different war, and we hope the only one, of the 21st
Century. A war against all those who seek to export
terror and a war against those governments that support
or
shelter
them”
(http://www.johnstonsarchive.net/terrorism/bush911e.ht
ml).

26

Prof. Dr. Umbreen Javaid defining terrorism, writes, “Extremism is a state of
mind while terrorism is a tool for violent manifestations of extremism” (2013: 160).
Describing the root causes of terrorism Prof. Dr. Umbreen Javaid says „Terrorism,
rather than the religious coloring prescribed to it today, has no creed or boundary. It is
germinated from seeds of economic deprivation, social inequality, lack of equal
opportunities and absence of rule of law.”
“Despite widespread use”, writes soharwordi, Ashraf and Khattak, “the term
„terrorism‟ is still heavily disputable, as reported acts of terror spread across the globe
the sphere of interpretation has widened”, Pillar (2001) describes it as “being
sometimes applied to just about any disliked action associated with someone else‟s
policy agenda”. “Narrowing this down, terrorism is usually exercised as a coercive
mechanism and part of a strategy where actions create a threat of worse to come if
political demands are not met” (Booth and Dunne 2002). The United States army
manual provides a rather broad definition; „the calculated use of violence or threat of
violence to attain goals that are political, religious, or ideological in nature, through
intimidation, coercion or instilling fear‟ (TRADOC pamphlet in Booth and Dunne
2002). As expected this is fairly encompassing of almost an act of violence with
apparent pre-meditations. A further definition from the U.S. Government in Pillar
(2001) provides terrorism with four main characteristics which act as a useful base
from which to proceed, terrorism being „premeditated politically motivated violence
perpetrated against non-combatant targets sub national groups or clandestine agents,
usually intended to influence an audience‟. Although there are exceptions, the
characteristic actions displayed by both Al Qaeda and the Taliban bear relevance to
this description. A key note to highlight, expressed by Pillar (2001) is „what all
terrorists have in common and separates them from other violent criminals is that they
claim to be serving some greater good‟, it will become clear through comparison that
despite major variations in characteristics and agendas, acts of terror within Pakistan
and Afghanistan follow this underlying principle.
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Various Types of Terrorism in the Region
Terrorism undeniably has become a worldwide phenomenon. Pakistan is tackled with
the instance on its highest paramount. South Asia emerged as the epic centre of war
against terrorism immediately afterwards, with the involvement of the American and
coalition forces against Al-Qaida in Afghanistan. The development brought in to
focus not only the specter posed by threat of global terrorism poses within and among
the countries in the region (Khatri, 2003).
Ethnic Terrorism
Pakistan had first looked at ethnicity in the initial epoch of its existence. The
whole eastern portion was restless on a query of one national language- Urdu. The
frustration established itself in to a political movement and led eventually to the
disastrous events of 1971 bring about to tear apart the state.The political movement
organized on ethnic base gave a harrowing display of ethnic terrorism when militant
organizations

like

Mukti Bahini activated

to

eliminate West

Pakistanis and

specifically the Punjabis. In the recent times gone by ethnicity occurred another time
in the wake of linguistic riots. Now in the province of Sindh,the Urdu speaking
cosmopolitans of Karachi and Hyderabad conflicted with the native Sindhis. Strive of
the migrants in the wakeof partition was for fifth equivalent political sub-nationality
along with their Punjabi, Sindhi, Pushtun and Baluch natives andthis led to enormous
amount of terrorist activities and carnage. Prof. Dr. Ambreen Javaid in Terrorism:
Major Threat to Pakistan‟s National Security (2013: 10) defines the sub-nationalist
who like to call themselves nationalists are fighting for the proper identity and
acknowledgement in the federation. They want to have a separate identity, value
system, traditions and culture. These sub-nationalists frequently take up arms against
government and sometimes against the state itself. The sub-nationalists have hand in
terrorism and they are supported by the external hands.
Sectarian Terrorism
The other major form of terrorist menace that is faced in Pakistan is the
sectarian terrorism. Sectarian terrorism is at its peak of some historical and regional
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conflicts. There are four different factions in Muslims in Pakistan; Braelvi, Deobandi,
Ahle Hadith and Shias. Kronstedt says “Domestic terrorism in Pakistan, much of it
associated with Islamist sectarianism, has become an increasingly serious problem
affecting Pakistan‟s major cities” (quoted in Pakistan‟s Fight in Extremism and
Terrorism, 2013: 12). The extendedwar betweenIraq and Iran and the Afghan Jihad
enmities are assisted by Saudi Arabia and Pakistan. The main cause behind the Jihad
in Afghanistan was the Deobandi and Ahle Hadith madrassas, which attained too
lavish sponsorship from Saudi Arabia, Zia rule, and some international agencies.
Sectarian terrorism had shaken and flared up the country gravely.
Jihadi Terrorism
Another form of terrorism is the upsurge of Jihadi terrorism which is
becoming a real danger to Pakistan‟s national security. The Jihad against Soviet
Forces in Afghanistan and Pakistan‟s decision to give them military and financial aid
is the key factor of Jihadi Terrorism. Pakistan cordially opens its border for Afghans
in distress with the spirit of Islamic brotherhood. Pakistan arranged shelters for 3.2
million refugees and resultantly it suffered with territory, sectarianism, extremism,
ethnicity, Kalashnikovs, drug and insecurity.

Pakistan had to pay a significant worth

to help Mujahideen.
“Sponsoring terrorism is like riding a tiger. Pakistan has to pay a heavy price
for

its

support

for

Taliban.

Even

though

Musharraf demonstrated

wisdom

bysupporting the US War on Terror against Taliban inneighboring Afghanistan, the
country continues to be caught in a complex web of terrorist activity, with greatest
radicalization of extremist groups‟ (Acharya, 2004: 58).
Ethno-Nationalist Conflict
It is another important form of the terrorist threat In Pakistan that is discrete in
nature. Baluchistan is the widespread but the most underdeveloped zone in Pakistan.
It is caught in ethno-nationalist conflict between the government and the separatist
elements so long that these elements make alliance with militants indulging in to
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activities in Baluchistan for authority. The numerous insurgents have implemented
numerous vicious strategies to disrupt the system.
The skirmish in the Capital city
It is a new form of terrorism. The students of the religious seminaries are
creating mess in the Capital city of Pakistan. The students and the administration of
the madrassas have taken the law in their hands. They are kidnapping women, police
men and the Chinese nationals on different charges. They are the cause of humiliation
for Pakistan at national and international level.
Military strategy agenda set by W.
dimensional,

covering groups or individual,

Bush Administration was Multiwho

export terrorism and those

governments giving shelter to them. The main course of action for the US Military
strategy is based on the idea of eradication of terrorism, even in the Security Council
Resolution, it was mentioned that the foundation of US Military strategy is a
crackdown on terrorists, their recruitment, training, harboring and funding. This base
of US Military strategy provides a blur vision of war on terror. Blur in a sense that
there is still no final consensus on one acceptable definition of terrorism, but
American launched “The war on terror” on the same undetermined grounds, which is
making the gravity of situation more complex and undefined, which ultimately paved
the way for the ideas like clash of civilizations or war against Islam. (Mazari, Winter,
2001:3). Ultimately this lack of clarity about the foundation of US Military strike
leads towards the conclusion that the USA‟s war against Afghanistan was not founded
or rooted in humanitarian considerations or the struggle against terrorism but rather,
directed for their own imperialistic interests. On the very same grounds US launched
air attacks on Afghanistan on October 07, 2001 with an assumption that Afghanistan
was a breeding ground of international terrorism and that Osama Bin Laden was the
prime suspect in various acts of terrorism at the international level.
Political Economy behind Extremism
The Politics of violence and extremist trends in South Asia can be linked to
the contradictions arising out of faulty national political economy of the state have
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been instrumental in one way or another in the creation of current crisis. The South
Asian states tend to function in the interests of a coalition of classes and ethnic groups
or the military-bureaucratic oligarchy, which directly influence national development
policies and the distribution of resources. The dynamics of the uneven development
patterns in South Asia has been among the predominant causes of violence in the
region. Interference from the external powers, from neighbouring and extra-regional
elements (both as official) and sponsorship (by independent groups) have given a
dangerous title to the existing volatile situation (Anan, March 18, 2002).
South Asia accounts for one fifth of the world population in seven distinctive
states, housing around 43 per cent of the global poverty. The per capita GNP of the
region is around $ 440, which is among the lowest in the world and its share in global
income remains less then 2 per cent. Even though it is a resource-rich region, whose
potential has yet to be fully tapped, the human development sector remains a low
priority, and according to a survey approximately 46 per cent of world‟s illiterate
population lives in South Asia. With such a human development index, the region
remains one of the most explosive regions of the world (Johri, n.d: 228).
Multiple Challenges to South Asia
Presently, South Asia is facing multifaceted challenges, both as a region and
as inter-state relations. Apart from the dominant Indo-Pak conflicting relationship, the
region remains trapped in a mosaic of crisis ranging from the quest for autonomy,
terrorism, conflicting political interests, and ethnic and section conflicts. The region‟s
vast potential is hostage to unresolved inter-state and intra-state conflicts. In addition
to such conflicts, the states of the region are also locked in a host of bilateral
territorial disputes, as well as disputes over water sharing of common rivers, refugee
and migration problems. In most of the states, democracy and democratic institutions
have failed to strengthen and other social problems such as unemployment, social
injustice, poverty along with self-interest politics have obstructed socio-economic
development of the region. Besides, the slow transition to modernity among these
South Asian States and political culture has also led to ethnic solidarities and
identification with religion and culture (Rubin, New York Times, Jan15, 2002).
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The most potent threat to security of the region emanates from the complex
interplay of domestic, regional and international factors. These factors deepen the
crisis in the region, where societies are already fragmented along with caste and
community; and with linguistic, regional and cultural difference. Many of the internal
security crisis that plague South Asian states, have cross-border implications and are
inter-related with ramifications for regional security. The worsening of the security
situation and the rise in extremism in many of South Asian States is also related to the
outside interference. The recent years have also witnessed marked rise of extremist
elements and terrorist activities in most of the regional states. The spread of the
spheres of extremism in South Asia has created an immensely complicated situation
in an already turmoil-ridden environment. The rise of extremism has lead to greater
terrorist incidents, and terrorism, as broadly understood, has been playing a critical
role in influencing the current thrust of bilateral relations in the region (Haque, April
26, 2004).
Types of Extremism Prevalent in the Region
Before analyzing the on-ground realities of the region, it will be pertinent to
define and identify the types of extremism prevalent in the region, while also trying to
understand the concept of terrorism in the context of South Asia and its ramifications
on the regional security. “Extremism”, as defined in Merriam Webster dictionary, “is
a quality or state of being extreme, especially advocacy of extreme political
measures”. It can also be described as a “political theory savouring immoderate,
uncompromising policies”. Extremism is closely associates with terrorism, as the rise
of extremism can also lead to increase in terrorist agendas (Haque, April 26, 2004).
Terrorism can be understood, as “a series of acts intended to spread
intimidation, panic, and destruction in a population”. It can also be defined as “threat
or use of violence, often against civilian population and social ends to intimidate
opponents or to publicize grievances” (Ahmar, Winter 2003).
Rise of extremism and terrorism has taken place in South Asia due to variety
of reasons, like political and social perpetration by tyrannical and aggressive
governments and groups of rebels, within a socio-political environment of oppressive
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cultural norms, social injustice, ideological contradictions, rigid religious beliefs and
foreign interference.

While,

socio-economic factors like poverty, unequal job

opportunities, hunger, backwardness and unemployment have added in worsening
situation. However, the contributory factors of terrorism have roots in the socioeconomic inequalities and politically manipulative processes.
Terrorism and its political consequences have directly and visibly affected
interstate relations in South Asia and have also led to destabilization in the region.
With marked rise of extremism and increasing terrorist activities, particularly in the
past decade, the South Asian region has the highest annual number of fatalities as a
result of acts of terrorist violence in the world. Ethnic, ideological and political
conflicts,

which

are

consolidating

along

with

the

worsening

socio-economic

conditions, pose a serious threat to internal stability and interstate relations (Sepress &
Ricks, Sept 27, 2001).
Since the early 1990s, ideology-based violence has increased all over the
region. This entails religious dimensions such as the „Hinduta‟ ideology of the RSS
and its Sangh Parivar in India, as well as political ideologies such as the Moasit
movement in Nepal, with its cross-border linkages to the Naxalite movement in India.
Hindu nationalists‟ have made use of religion for their political ends. The role of
religion-based organizations such as Vishwa Hindu Parishad (VHP) and Rashtriya
Swayamsewak

Sangh (RSS) has been pre-dominant in inciting the religious

confrontation in the Indian political scene. This religion-based politics helped
Bharatya Janata Party (BJP) in getting more votes from the Hindu majority, and it
enabled BJP and its parent organization – RSS to use extremism to further their
political party to power. It has not only promoted violence against minorities but also
set an agenda for the re-conversion of Muslims and Christians (Rehman, Autum 2003:
58).
In Pakistan, the roots for „Islamic Fundamentalism‟ were laid during Zia‟s rule
when the government funds collected as „Zakat‟ were provided for establishing
madarassas

(religious

schools),

leading to

rapid

growth of militant religious

organizations. During the same period foreign funded sectarian madrassas also grew
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all around the country. This process was catalyzed by the Afghan war and the US
support for Jihad. Zia also initiated the process of Islamization of society and his
policies encouraged the formation of militant groups to fight Afghan war against
Soviets. After the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan the shift in US interests left
Pakistan‟s government alone to deal with the increased militancy in the country
(Rizvi, 1983).
The subsequent governments in the post-Zia period did not have means or the
political will to curtail the activities of and deweaponizing the militant outfits. Later
the influence of the religious parties and

militant organizations was further

accelerated by the US led war on terrorism and Pakistan‟s decision of joining it. This
also politically favoured religious parties, which had earlier remained in background
and had failed to achieve any prominent political position to come into power as a
result of October 2002 elections. They became main opposition in centre and formed
governments

in

Khyber Pukhtoonkhaw (KP)

and

Baluchistan.

These parties

capitalized on anti-Americanism, particularly in KP and Baluchistan, and pursued a
radical political, social and cultural agenda (Cohen, 2002: 13).
This ideological extremism and use of religion in politics created a very
dangerous situation for the region. The extremist parties used religion and ideology to
ignite public sentiments and were creating instability with in societies. This also led to
rise of sectarianism in Pakistan and communalism in India. The unprecedented
sectarian violence against the Sikhs in Delhi and other parts of India, following the
assassination of Indira Gandhi by her Sikh bodyguards in October 1984, resulted in
killing of 2,000 people. Later following the Godhra train incident, the communal riots
in Indian Gujarat in 2002 left almost 2,000 Muslims dead at the hands of right wing
Hindus. The Gujarat state government was accused of complicity in the program by
the appointed investigation tribunal, but BJP reaped the benefit of stirring extremist
Hindu passion in a huge win in state elections in mid-December 2002. The political
parties for their vested interests utilized these events (Johri, n.d: 13).
In the early years, there had been clashes between Ahmadiya community and
other

politico-religious

groups

in

Pakistan,
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especially

in 1953

most violent

confrontation among Ahmadies and other sects took place, which was mainly the
result of political manipulation of different political Shia and

Sunni militant

organizations. In 1980‟s the sectarian clashes intensified which began as a result of
Zia‟s Islamic policies and Iranian revolution of 1979. With Pakistan‟s participation in
US led war on terrorism since September 2001, these sectarian clashes regained
momentum, while the madrassa culture also accentuated existing sectarian cleavages.
Since 9/11, there had been violent attacks against the Shia community in different
parts of the country, particularly in Baluchistan, which had been relatively peaceful,
as far as sectarian harmony is concerned.
In Bangladesh too, Islamic elements are on the rise and extremist influence is
growing, especially in the countryside and „political Islam‟ envisaged by General Zia
in late 1970s, and seems to be paying rich dividends. With the influx of alumni from
the estimated 64,000 madrassas in Bangladesh, and lesser opportunities available in
employment sector, militant Islam is on increase. As a result of the October 2001
elections, religious parties came into power. Bangladesh National Party (BNP) formed
government in coalition with Jamaat-e-Islami (Jel). Although these religious militants
were not as strong as in Pakistan or in India but their inclusion in government was
certainly a change in the traditional government formation style. This indirectly
strengthened the radical groups which now act as if they have gained impunity to
operate (Ahmar, 2003).
In Nepal the Maoist uprising, which began in 1996, is now the major security
challenge for Nepal, having affected most of the 75 districts of the state. In November
2001, the government imposed emergency in the country. The Maoist insurgency is
an outcome of political instability and socio-economic backwardness. The increasing
violence has led to killing of more than 7,800 people since 1996 and devastated the
Nepalese economy, which was heavily dependent on tourism. The Maoist guerrillas
have been successful in attracting the frustrated rural poor, and have become a major
challenge to the present government.
Another type of extremism plaguing South Asia is of ethnic dimension. The
worst victim of ethnic violence has been Sri Lanka, where since 1983 ethnic clashes
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among Sinhalese and Tamil, have grown in ferocity, leading to Indian interference in
the Island through Indian Peace Keeping Forces (IPKF). Eelam (LTTE) has
strengthened since then and the ethnic clash has claimed over 60,000 civilian lives.
Despite several rounds of talks between government and the Tamil guerrillas, no
compromise could be reached and with the current political crisis in the island, even
the renewed peace talks have again come to a halt. No chances apparently exist to
resolve the issue in near future (Ahmar, 2003).
Ethnic violence has also been a feature in the politics of other South Asian
countries. There had been from time to time clashes in both states on ethnic
differences. In Pakistan, Karachi has been the main target of ethnic clashes.
Particularly in early 1990s, with Muhajir Quami Movement (MQM), (which was
created by the intelligence agencies during Gen. Zia‟s period, to counter Bhutto‟s
political hold in Sindh), taking up violent means, the law and order situation
worsened. The ethnic divide also sharply exists among the smaller provinces over the
share Punjab province enjoys in governance and resources. India, has also from time
to time, faced ethnic violence in different areas such as Nagaland, Manipur, Mizoram
and Assam. There had been widespread riots in Assam in 1983 against the aliens (the
Bangladeshi migrants), in which 1,200 were killed. Bangladesh has also been facing
problems in the Chittagong Hill Tracks (CHT) and also in other parts of the country.
The issue of Rohingyas community has also created ethnic problems for the state. In
Bhutan, the illegal immigration from Nepal has also become a thorny issue and
Bhutanese government is making efforts along with the Nepalese government to
resolve the issue peacefully (Challancy, Winter 2001- 2002).
Role of South Asian Governments to Check Extremism
The governments of South Asian states have not been able to provide their
people with the basic,

minimum human security since these states became

independent. Governments and ruling classes, instead of focusing on dealing with the
issues of human survival and development, embarked upon perpetuating their power
and influence. Subsequently, no South Asian country has been able to free itself from
discriminatory and exploitative policies, which increased insecurity and led to the
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rising number of communal and terrorist outfits. Despite the problems these outfits
have created, no serious government efforts were made to curtail the rise in extremist
trends.
In the post-independence decades no South Asian state has been able to
resolve the dilemma in the relationship between religion and politics. Rather the crisis
is getting severe because of the inability of states to establish stable governance, and
create sustainable economic conditions, giving the extremist elements chance of
taking advantage of the situation. The break up of colonial empire has also left these
multi-ethnic states with the legacy of unnatural boundaries resulting in intensified
ethnic disturbances. This ethnic diversity that characterizes South Asian states, also at
times translated into conflict as the result of manipulation by different groups for their
own interest.
There exists a clear linkage between the lack of security and the phenomenon
of terrorism in South Asian states. All of the regional states are facing the menace of
terrorism in one or another form. The state actors in South Asia have been unable to
deal with pending issues in a just, fair and professional manner, which has translated
into frustration and anger among certain section of societies, leading to various acts of
terrorism. In addition to these, exploitation and persecution of minorities and other
weaker sections of society by the majority and the state forces for political gains, also
creates conditions for growth of terrorism (Challency, Winter 2001-2002).
Indian

social

scientist,

Rajni

Kothan

identifies

three

factors,

which

consolidated the process of tyranny in Indian state, in 1970s. These are: The equation
of electoral process with democratic politics, the decline of state from an adjudicator
of national interests to a criminal persona, and the perception that development is a
techno bureaucratic enterprise. Basic to all these aspects is the marked decline in the
importance and authenticity of institutions. This also reflects the inability of politics
to translate the diversity of interests. Although, he looks at this issue in the context of
the pluralism of Indian society, it has relevance to other South Asian countries, where
diversity exists in a different way. This phenomena has led to rise of communalism in
India, while, its manifestation in Pakistan has been sectarian and ethnic in nature. In
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Sri Lanka, language as an issue has reflected into ethnic-based differences in SinhalaTamil confrontation beside economic inequality. Bangla nationalism has given rise to
political factionalism and now the threat of religious extremism is also gaining
momentum. In all these countries, these issues have created a serious situation
because of rising violent movements and terrorist incidents.
The violent campaigns in the South Asian countries today, led by a variety of
parties and organizations appear to enjoy ideological sanctions. This has facilitated
the political parties and the ruling elite to take advantage of the situation, for their
vested political interests. Along with religion, politics and ethnicity another element
that has played an important role in the mix of religion and politics in South Asia is
ethnicity, although the ethnic and religious nationalist movements have been powerful
throughout South Asia‟s history but the governments of these states too have failed to
envisage policies to curtail the momentum of these movements (Ahmar, Winter 2003).
Another dimension of the internal security problems of the regional states is
that of illegal immigration, the proliferation of small arms alongside the menace of
drug trafficking and narco-terrorism. Each of these issues has significant transnational dimensions. This feature not only complicates the situation for the respective
countries but also negatively affects the inter-state relations (Cappelli, Winter 2007:
55).
There are similarities in the domestic and external dimension of terrorism,
threatening the South Asian states. Internally suppression of political rights, poverty,
economic backwardness, use of religion and ethnicity in politics and poor governance
on the part of the state regarding the issues of human security has led to an increase in
violence. The external dimension has been foreign patronage to local organizations
training and supporting the terrorist groups, and also their indirect support terrorist
groups by using non-governmental group and media. Many of the South Asian
countries blame each other for supporting the terrorist groups with in their territories.
Unresolved domestic issues create a fertile ground for terrorism to take root, while the
external interference and support have further strengthened the terrorist networks.
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This phenomenon is true for all the states in South Asia and is explained in details in
the subsequent sections (Ahmar, Winter 2003).
Main Factor for the Growth of Extremism in the Region
Three main factors can be identified as being responsible for the growth of
extremism in the region. The worsening economic conditions, with a very high
population, which is around 1366 million, growing at the rate of 1.7 per cent, is
creating frustration and insecurity among the masses. Poor governance and foreign
interference have added to the instability and insecurity of the region. This is
happening through out South Asia, although the time periods, dynamics and
importance of these factors may vary, but these basic factors are present in all of the
countries.
During 1990-2002, South Asia has witnessed a marked rise in poverty because
of deteriorating economic conditions. The region is home to the poorest with 43 per
cent of the world‟s poor surviving with less than a dollar a day and the rapid
urbanization is giving an explosive dimension to the widespread poverty and human
deprivation. With rapidly growing population, the governments have failed to develop
the social sectors and in providing basic human security to their populations.
Although the estimates of the incidence of poverty vary widely in the region,
however, the basic fact remains that all the South Asian countries are deeply
entrenched in increasing poverty. According to UNDP‟s report for year 2000, there
has been an increase in number of poor people during the 1990s, with the exception of
Sri Lanka (Ahmar, Winter 2003).
Although there has been an overall annual average GDP growth rate of 5.7
percent, in the region during 1990-96, but this was not very different from the one
experienced during 1980-90 except in Pakistan, where GDP growth has been lower in
1990s as compared to 1980s. However, the rate of GDP growth since 1997 has shown
deceleration in overall growth in the region. Hence even after more then a decade not
much substantial economic development took place in the region, while the economic
disparity widened (Challency, Winter 2001-2002).
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Poor economic growth in the region, led to the problems of mass
unemployment, hunger and malnutrition, health problems and income inequality all of
which are growing and alongside the increase in population growth. The key human
development indicators show a dismal picture of the region. South Asia‟s share in
world‟s adult population in year 2001 was 22 per cent, while its share in world‟s adult
illiteracy by year 2000 was 50 per cent. The region is among the most illiterate
regions with over 614 million illiterate adults, and also most malnourished because
around 50 per cent of the region‟s children under the age of 5 years are malnourished.
During the period of 1990-2001, 32.2 per cent of the total population of the region
lives under poverty line with less than $1 a day (Challency, Winter 2001-2002).
The multi-dimensional profile of poverty and human development index had a
far-reaching impact on the society and its behavior. South Asia has become a breeding
ground of crime and violence and with increasing insecurity and vulnerability; the
competing interests have pitted caste and communal groups against each other.
The economic inequalities and

deprivation has created frustration and

insecurity among the messes, leading to an increasing criminalization of society in
which there are available targets for exploitation by the extremist elements in and
outside governments.
Along with the deteriorating economies of South Asia, governmental policies
have accentuated the extremist trend in all these states. Governments, in these
countries, whether civil or military, have used the religion and ethnic card, in order to
prolong and strengthen their rule, further strengthening the fundamentalists and
extremists in the society. Many of the ruling parties are known to have links with the
extremist elements and have covertly supported them, as well as used them to create
violence for conducting manipulative politics. Each South Asian state manifests the
impact of mal-governance in one way or another (Zaki, 2001:21).
India, hailed as the largest democracy of the world, is like other South Asian
states facing the frightening trend of criminalization of its modern state. Indian social
scientists have pointed to the inequalities in the society and the developmental divide,
which has provided the environment for the criminalization of politics and the
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resultant terrorism within sections of Indian society. The decades of unending
inequality, misery and poverty have created a feeling of deprivation among the
masses, leading to the communally-based or regionally-based demands. The political
process instead of dealing with the inequality has further widened the gap and the
political parties have exploited the situation for their political ends.
Pakistan till today is facing the crisis of determining a relationship between the
state and the religion, often leading to crisis of governance. This confusion has helped
political parties to take advantage of the situation according to their respective
interests. The use of religion in national politics was present since the independence,
as the partition of sub-continent was on the basis of a religious identity. Though over
the following decades, the role of religion remained ever-present, however, the
politicization of religion was inducted in Zia‟s period, when in order to legitimize and
prolong his rule, Zia introduced Islamic laws such as Hudood ordinance, Shariat Act
and established Islamic courts with powers to declare any law repugnant to the
injunctions of Islam. Later the government sponsored madrassas became a training
ground of religious militants. Subsequent governments also used religion to varying
degrees, and with the deteriorating human, economic and security conditions,
fundamentalism grew often translating into terrorist activities (Zaki, 2001).
Bangladesh is also witnessing the consequences of the Gen. Zia-ur-Rehman‟s
politicization of religion, which eventually led to the surfacing of the Jamat-i-Islami.
Religion as a political weapon is becoming more and more influential in politics as
well as in society. Most of the political parties, whether in power or not, despite their
commitment to the secular nature of the State, use the religion card in electoral
politics. Similar trends are viable in Sri Lanka and Nepal, where government policies
instead of dealing with the lack of human security have used the deprived class, using
religion and ethnic identities to consolidate their hold and same card is used by the
opponent political forces.
The extremist trends have been boosted in the South Asian countries due to
the interference by the extra-regional and neighbouring countries in the internal
affairs of the states. The outside powers have either supported the governments or a
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particular communal or ethnic group or extremist elements, in pursuit of their
interests. And this has been, a major factor affecting South Asian politics since the
early years of these states. The impact of the colonial masters, the British Empire‟s
policies on the political and social dynamics of the region are still very much evident.
The partition of the states without giving due consideration to the ethnic and
communal diversification, which being an indigenous character existed even at the
district level, sharpened the ethnic divisions and is to a great extend responsible for
the separatist movements and the ethnic crisis, which the region is facing today.
The present day South Asia is also facing the interference from the external
powers, which has accelerated the process of radicalization of the societies and
politics.
Most of the ethnic movements in South Asia are cross-border and inter–
related, exacerbating the intensity of these movements. The inter-state demographic
migration and displacement intensified the ethnic identities within these states. The
separatist and ethnic movements have also been supported from across the border by
the governments of any particular group, for its own interests. Like the Tamil rebels
group in Sri Lanka, is known to have links and has received support and been
sponsored by the Indian government and the ethnic Tamil population in India
similarly the Maoist in Nepal is known to have collaboration and sponsorship from
India. The Kashmiri separatist movement in India has received support from the
Pakistan and the Bangla national movement, which, resulted in partition of Pakistan
and formation of Bangladesh, was also strongly aided by Indian government
(Challency, Winter 2001-2002).
Extra-regional actors have also played an important role in accelerating
extremism in the region. To counter Soviet intervention in Afghanistan in 1979, the
United States supported and sponsored the Pakistani government and also the Jihadi
groups during the period 1979-1989, which in post 1990 period became a threat for
the security and stability of Pakistan. Similarly Iran after Iranian revolution of 1979
has openly been supporting the elements in Pakistan and also in Bangladesh to
promote their version of Islam. Saudi Arabia has also been involved in similar
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activities. This led to strengthening of religious parties with extremist leaning and
boosted the madrassa culture in Pakistan (Ahmar, Winter 2003).
After Soviet withdrawal and diminishing of US interests in the region,
Pakistan was left in a complete lurch for dealing with the menace of terrorism and
extremism spread over the decade of its war against Soviets. With the 9/11 incident,
Pakistan once again became a frontline state in the War against terrorism. The
renewed interference by US in Pakistan, and Pakistan‟s support against Taliban and
Al-Qaida in Afghanistan once again aggravated the extremist and anti-US elements,
having extensive implications on internal security situation (Zaki, 2001: 21).
Although the foreign interference in each of the South Asian counties varies in
intensity, nevertheless, this has been a strong factor in creating and strengthening of
the problem. Direct and indirect external support to the separatist and extremist
groups, and also to governments in their policies has prolonged these movements and
has created instability in the region, as a whole.
Hence the economic conditions, government policies and outside interference
along with supplementary domestic factors such as poor governance and lack of
human security have led to the rise of extremism in South Asia and terrorism as a
result, has became a menace for the region. Although these have been the basic
factors behind the rise of extremism in South Asia but the role played by these factors
varies in importance in all the regional countries (Zaki, 2001: 21).
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PAKISTAN-US RELATIONS: A HISTORICAL
PERSPECTIVE
Relations of United States of America and Pakistan have been moved in a
cyclical pattern with recurrent ups and downs during last six decades. Pakistan got her
independence at the time when most of the countries were nursing their World War II
wounds and trying to rebuild their shattered economies. Allies during the war started
forming military blocs which divided the world in to two mainstream groups. Pakistan
offered to join the American bloc, so that its territorial integrity and independence
could be ensured and economic, political and technical assistance could be provided
to the new state. The US very much wanted the World‟s most populous democracy
India to join her bloc but backdoor diplomacy did not cut much wood with Nehru who
saw a chance in grabbing the leadership of the non-aligned group to draw maximum
advantage by blackmailing both the blocs. (Rizvi, 1993:85).
Flux and Reflex in US- Pakistan Relations
1947-1953

Pakistan‟s neutrality with a tilt towards the West (US),

1954-1960

Era of Alignment and cordiality with the US,

1961-1971

Era of estrangement,

1972-1978

Era of losing bilateral cordiality,

1979-1989

Era of engagement: Frontline proxy partnership with the US,

1990-2000

Era of tense relations: “Most Allied Ally to Sanctioned Ally”,

2001- to date From Rouge State of “Key Ally” and form Key Ally to “Major NonNATO Frontline Ally”.
For the US, Pakistan was a poor and second choice as well. Pakistan was
threatened for its very existence by a hegemonistic, chauvinistic and expansionist
India. The Congress leaders on the other hand thought that Pakistan would collapse
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sooner or later, so they left no stone unturned to cripple the establishment of Pakistan.
The Indian government stopped canal water and encouraged the “Pukhtunistan”
movement against Pakistan. This was a deep conspiracy to undermine the foundation
of this newly-born state. Moreover, India invaded Junagadh and entered into Kashmir,
violating all principles of justice and honesty. Communal riots and pushing refugees
into Pakistan was another shade of India‟s policy against Pakistan. But even then Mr.
Muhammad Ali Jinnah sent a message of goodwill to the Indian government and
advised Indian leaders to bury the hatchet. But the Congress leaders did not change
their attitude and continued there sabotaging activities in East Pakistan. In these
circumstances, Pakistan had to search friends to neutralize the growing military
strength of India. The fear of Indian aggression led Pakistan to join defence Pacts like
SEATO in 1954 and CENTO in 1955. (Rizvi, 1993: 85). When Pakistan joined these
Pacts, India started a campaign of propaganda against Pakistan. Indian policy was to
prove Pakistan as an American satellite. India also launched a campaign to isolate
Pakistan from the Muslim countries. During the period, India asserted her neutrality,
played host to heads of many Muslim states and extended her hands towards Russia.
Among Muslim countries, India established close relations with Indonesia and Egypt
exploiting their dislike for the military Pacts of Pakistan. On the other hand Pakistan
was completely out of touch with Soviet Russia and other communist countries.
Firstly Mr. Liaqat Ali Khan was invited by USSR and thereafter by US but he
preferred to visit US. Pakistan from the very beginning, tried to establish friendly
relations with the West. Since then, Pak-US relations were established on bilateral
basis. The pattern of Pakistan‟s relations with the US was not likely to affect its role
and relations with other countries. Secondly, USA was in position to contribute a lot
to Pakistan‟s economic development and its national security. On the other hand, US
also wanted to establish cordial relations with Pakistan because it was in accordance
with her global policy to contain communism.
Nehru’s Gambit: Inclination towards USSR
When Liaqat Ali Khan visited the US, then Nehru paid a visit to USSR to
establish friendly relations with her. The result was that USSR not only recognized
Indian occupation of Kashmir but also used veto against Pakistan in the Security
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Council. Meanwhile, India also joined the military Pacts with the US and played the
double game by adopting the tactics of secret diplomacy. After first two years of their
independence the US took hardly any interest in the two South Asian countries. In
1949, an invitation was given to the Indian Prime Minister to visit US, but no such
invitation was extended to Pakistan. This caused concern in Pakistan as Liaqat Ali
Khan stated that:“Pakistan cannot afford to wait. She must take her
friends where she finds them.” (Mahmood, 1968: 2223).
However, contacts were initiated with Moscow and Liaqat Ali Khan received
and promptly accepted an invitation to visit the Soviet Union. This created quite a
flutter as no commonwealth member had so far visited Moscow.
As a result Washington also extended an invitation to Pakistan Prime Minister
to visit the US. In 1950, Liaqat Ali Khan visited the US but did not pay a visit to the
Soviet Union; consequently, it damaged Pakistan‟s relations. During this period the
Soviet Union had not used veto at the Security Council against Pakistan. It was only
after Pakistan joined the US sponsored military Pact in 1954 that Moscow
antagonized. (Mahmood, 1968).
The background of Pakistan‟s decision to join the Western-sponsored military
Pacts needs to be explained. Actually in the early years after independence Pakistan
had first put its faith in the UN to help to resolve the problem with India, particularly
over the Kashmir dispute. Pakistan also had looked at the British Commonwealth, but
was advised by London that this body could not discuss bilateral disputes between
members.
As the cold war intensified Pakistan acquired more importance in US
calculations. Pakistan had a strategic location on the periphery of the Soviet Union
and China. Its Islamic identity made it distrustful of the atheistic communist ideology.
Its close friends, Turkey and Iran were not only strongly pro-West but both also felt
directly threatened by the Soviet Union. They were keen to forge a military alliance
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with Pakistan. This also accorded with Pakistan‟s need for strategic depth against
India.
The New York Times singled out, Pakistan as America‟s “One sure friend in
South Asia.” Vice President Nixon‟s visit to South Asia in December 1953 sealed the
US decision to offer military assistance to Pakistan. Nixon maintained a pro-Pakistan
stance in later years as well, which had important consequences (Mahmood, 1968).
On May 19, 1954, Pakistan and the US signed a mutual Defence Assistance
agreement. However, both governments clarified that this did not establish a military
alliance nor would there be any US military bases in Pakistan.
Pakistan joined the South-East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) on
September 8, 1954. Its other members were Thailand, Philippines, Australia, New
Zealand, US, UK and France. US however put in a specific reservation that its
obligation for collective defence would extend only to cases of communist aggression.
Australia and New Zealand made it clear that they did not regard themselves bound
by SEATO to take military action against any fellow member of Commonwealth
(Kreisberg, 1989: 83). Similarly, Britain and France gave no indication of support for
Pakistan in case of Indian aggression. This attitude was disappointing for Pakistan.
On September 23, 1955 Pakistan joined the Baghdad Pact, which included
Iraq, Turkey, Iran and Britain. US had been the main inspiration behind this Pact but
it did not become a member, evidently because of her strong relationship with Israel.
The US did join the Military committee of the Baghdad Pact, but clarified that her
participation was “related solely to the communist‟s matters”. The British and the US
had promised to defend the Baghdad Pact region against communist aggression. The
Baghdad Pact was later renamed as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) in
1959 after Iraq‟s withdrawal. (Kreisberg, 1989).
Soviet Reaction
As could be expected, the Soviet Union was vociferous in condemning these
Pacts and was highly critical of Pakistan. The new Soviet leader Nikita Khruschev
was not a man to mince words. He declared full support for India on the Kashmir
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dispute

and

even

extended

support to

Afghanistan,

which had

raised

the

“Pukhtunistan” issue against Pakistan. Henceforth, a special relationship developed
between India and the Soviet Union. The Soviet veto in the Security Council was now
used in India‟s favour and the UN was sidelined as a player in the Kashmir dispute.
The Soviet stance was deplored in joint communiqué by SEATO in March
1959 which expressed support for Pakistan on the “Pukhtunistan” issue but adopted a
less forthright position on Kashmir. It was notable that the French Foreign Minister,
M. Pineau, immediately afterwards visited India to explain that SEATO was not the
competent body to discuss the Kashmir issue. (Ali, 1967: 117).
Pakistan‟s relations with the United States occupy an important place in
foreign policy of Pakistan. The two states have generally maintained a favourable
disposition towards each other but their interaction has not always progressed
smoothly. It is a complex relationship because despite a convergence of interests and
goals, as was the case in the 50‟s and the 80‟s, they diverged on several policy issues
which produced ups and downs in their relations.
The major problem in their relations stems from the difference in their
positions and roles in the international system. Being a superpower, the United States‟
global interests and her foreign policy behaviour is shaped essentially by her
competition with the Soviet Union. Pakistan‟s security interests are regional and she
views India as her major adversary. Whereas the United States is obsessed with the
Soviet Union‟s influence, Pakistan wanted to offset India‟s substantial advantage in
military power. Thus, Pakistan‟s major interests have been to secure economic
assistance, to achieve political support and weapons, for the United States, Pakistan‟s
importance depends on the extent to which she is relevant to advancing her global
strategy. (Journal of European Studies, Vol 16 - 17 July, 2001 ).
As US policy towards Pakistan is an appendage to her global policy, any
change in her global policy has ramifications for her Pakistan policy. Pakistan‟s
entrance into military alliances with US in the fifties was a part of US strategy to
contain the Soviet Union and the People‟s Republic of China. Her economic and
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military assistance aimed at strengthening Pakistan‟s internal stability and external
security so that Pakistan could resist a communist onslaught.
Pakistan‟s relevance to US policy began to erode in the 60s due to a number of
developments in the international system which included the advent of reconnaissance
satellites and ICBMs that reduced the importance of American bases in Pakistan and
elsewhere.

The

Sino-Soviet split and

the some fascination for nonalignment

strengthen India‟s security to counterbalance China. This was bound to evoke the
displeasure of and protest from Pakistan which, felt the US, was pursuing policies,
which adversely affected an ally of Pakistan. (Journal of European Studies, Jan2001).
Pakistan‟s strategic significance for United State global policy was once again
enhanced by the Soviet military intervention in Afghanistan. United States policies to
counterbalance Soviet adventure in Afghanistan could not be effectively implemented
without Pakistan‟s collaboration. Pakistan was thus courted and given the glorified
title of „Frontline State‟ as the United States decided to turn Pakistan into a bulk war
against Soviet „expansionism‟. (Journal of European Studies, 2001).
Significance of Pakistan Geographic Proximity to the Gulf Region
Pakistan geographic proximity to the Gulf region and its historical, cultural,
economic and above all, security ties with Gulf States evoke much interest amongst
US Policy-makers, who have an abiding interest in the stability of the region, a goal
shared by Pakistan for her own considerations. The major US interests in the Gulf
region include an uninterrupted flow of oil to the West and Japan, trade and
investments, the recycling of petrodollar, and the sustenance of the pro-West regimes.
Pakistan‟s policies towards the Gulf region are viewed as helpful to US goals. Her
Makran coast and especially, the port of Gwadar had strategic importance and their
control by an adversary could adversely affect America‟s interests in the Gulf and the
Indian Ocean region. (Rizvi, 1993: 85-86).
US Policy towards Pakistan is thus shaped primarily by considerations around
Pakistan rather than within it although, Pakistani policy makers tend to over
emphasize the importance of Pakistan to justify their alignment with the United
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States. Pakistan attracts peripheral and derivative US interest, and American policy
towards Pakistan is formulated essentially to protect and serve US objectives in
adjacent regions to the East and West. (Rizvi, 1993: 85-86).
In 1960, the joint efforts of the US and West Europe were successful in
resolving a long-standing dispute between India and Pakistan on the issue of sharing
of rivers water.
US Ardent Support for India
The election of President Kennedy in 1960 caused apprehensions in Pakistan
since he had a record of ardent support for India. Kennedy had previously said that he
not only wanted “India to win the race with China” but he also wished “India to be a
free and thriving leader of Asia”. Pakistan was also upset when Vice President
Johnson reportedly said after visiting South Asia in 1961 that he had asked Nehru „to
extend his leadership to other areas in South East Asia‟ (Rizvi, 1993: 85-86). Ayub
Khan‟s offer of joint defence to India met the threat from the North. He turned it
down by asking ingeniously “defence against whom”? However India‟s self
confidence was shaken by the defeat inflicted by China in 1962 and India completely
reversed its stand on military aid from the West. But Pakistan was angered by this
massive supply of US military arms to India. In this regard, Kennedy had assured to
Ayub Khan in July 1961 that US military aid to India would be given unless there was
a very good reason and that Pakistan would be consulted if any such aid was given.
(Rizvi, 1993: 85-86). According to the Economist, in May 1964, India received an
offer of US military aid worth US $ 200 million over the coming five years. On the
other hand, in the same period, the UK made a good impact by mediating successfully
between Pakistan and India when they had serious border clash in the Rankutch in
April 1965.
India-Pakistan War of September 1965
The first India Pakistan war broke out in September 1965, neither country had
evidently planned this war rather, it was the dispute on Kashmir, which led to a snow
balling situation in which local warriors were fighting in Kashmir. Pakistan was
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getting frustrated by the failure of the UN and its Western allies, to resolve the
Kashmir problem under the code-name operation Gibraltar. India reacted strongly and
escalated the fighting by crossing the cease fire line and occupying some territory in
Azad Kashmir. Pakistan retaliated by crossing the cease fire in the Chhamb sector.
The two armed forces were now directly fighting each other in Kashmir. To relieve
the Pakistani pressure in Kashmir, India next decided to attack across the international
border and this became a general war between the two countries on land, air and the
sea. (Journal of European Studies, 2001).
The reaction of the US and UK to the outbreak of the war was quite different.
The British Prime Minister was publicly critical of India‟s attack across the
international border. This led to strong anti-British protest in India. The British,
however, ruled out any possibility of help to Pakistan under CENTO saying that such
alliance could never be employed against a commonwealth partner. (Journal of
European Studies, 2001).
On the other hand, the US angered Pakistan by adopting a neutral position.
She also decided to place an arms embargo on both Pakistan and India. This mainly
hurt Pakistan since, unlike India; it was basically dependent on the US for its arms
supplies.
Initiation of Pakistan’s feelings of Bitterness in Pak-US Relations
As 1965 war ended Pakistan‟s decade-long „special relationship‟ with the US
establishment was adversely affected. Pakistan did not formally disassociate herself
from the military Pacts for a few more years because Pakistan‟s membership of the
Pacts was its need to fortify itself against Indian aggression. However, outside the
Pacts, there were several high level US assurances to Pakistan for help in case of
Indian attack. But Washington did not honour these assurances when the testing
moment came, however, Pakistan developed a feeling of bitterness towards the US
which has ever remained.
Pakistan has often complained about Washington‟s non- responsiveness to its
preferences and security concerns. The main complaint pertains to US reluctance to
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extend full support to Pakistan in its disputes with India. On the other hand, United
States vary that Pakistan is not willing to subscribe fully to its global interests and it is
vary of Pakistan‟s efforts to involve it in local or regional disputes, which may not
have direct relevance to its global interests.
Pakistan’s role in the promotion of Sino – US Rapprochement
There was a marked improvement in Pakistan‟s relations with the United
States during 1972-75 against the backdrop of the controversial US “tilt‟” towards
Pakistan in the course of Bangladesh crisis, 1971 and Pakistan‟s role in the promotion
of Sino-US rapprochement. In fact, the normalization of relations between the United
States and China in 1971-72 removed an irritation in Pak-US relations. In the 60‟s, the
United States was critical of Pakistan‟s efforts to enhance its ties with China.
However, with the visit of Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and US President Nixon
to China in July 1971 and February 1972 respectively, the close Sino-Pakistan-ties
turned out to be an asset for Pakistan. The two countries were obliged to Pakistan for
facilitating their détente. The United States favoured an early normalization of
relations between Pakistan and India urged continuation of the cease-fire and
withdrawal of all military forces

within their own territories in Jammu and Kashmir,

it also welcomed the signing of the Simla Agreement (1972), and the resumption of
the repatriation of POWs and civilian internees (1973) similarly, it hailed agreement
among Pakistan, India and Bangladesh in 1974 for an amicable settlement of the war
trials controversy, and the restoration of diplomatic and other ties between Pakistan
and India. (Khan, 1967: 136-137).
The United States share of total foreign economic assistance to Pakistan was
68.4% during 1951-60, which dropped to 50.6% in the 60‟s, and this steady decline
continued in the 70s. However, the decline in the United States‟ economic assistance
was useful for Pakistan‟s economic development. Traditionally, the bulk of the
assistance comprised food aid under the PL-180 programme, commodity assistance,
and project assistance mainly for agriculture, health, population, education and
infrastructure. In early seventies, it provided loans and grants for overcoming
economic dislocation caused by the 1971 Indo-Pakistan war and adopted a
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sympathetic attitude towards Pakistan‟s request to the international agencies for
economic assistance and debt rescheduling. (Salamat, 1992: 210-212).
Bhutto was assured of United States‟ support for the sovereignty and unity of
post 1971 Pakistan by Nixon and the secretary of state, William Rogers, when he met
them in Washington on 18 December 1971. Nixon described Pakistan‟s independence
and territorial integrity as having a „critical importance, for peace in South Asia, and it
is a cornerstone of American foreign policy. This support was reaffirmed by President
Ford as the enduring principle of United States foreign policy. The Secretary of State,
Henry Kissinger who visited Pakistan in 1971, 1973, 1974 and 1976, reiterated the US
President‟s commitment, when he described Pakistan‟s territorial integrity as his
government‟s principal interests. (Rizvi, 1993: 86). However, the United States did
not make any specific security guarantee to backup its commitment to Pakistan, and
kept on mollifying India by declaring that it acknowledged its status as pre-eminent
regional power.
Pakistan reactivated its interest in CENTO as a counterweight to the IndoSoviet Treaty (1971), and participated in CENTO military exercises at Midlind in
1974. Bhutto offered to pull out of this treaty, if India renounced its 1971 treaty with
the Soviet Union. (Burk, 1975: 116-117). Pakistan believed that an active interaction
with CENTO members would strengthen Pakistan‟s defence and, above all facilitates
the lifting of the US arms embargo on South Asia. Bhutto was also willing to
strengthen the existing defence arrangements with the United States having an
objective of replacing American equipment destroyed during the war with India. (The
Pakistan Times, December 20,1971). However, the United States was neither in
favour of entering in to any new security arrangement with Pakistan nor did it want to
remove ambiguities in the existing security Pacts between the two countries. The lack
of American enthusiasm was quite understandable, they did not want to alienate India
altogether besides Iran was viewed as better candidate for closer collaboration in the
defence and security field.
Traditionally, American arms sales constituted a core part of

Pak-US security

relations which were discontinued when the United States imposed an arms embargo
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on South Asia in 1971. (Pakistan Horizone, XXVIII, 1, 1975: 167-168). Though the
US decision applied equally to Pakistan and India the later was not adversely affected
as it obtained most of its weapons from non-American sources. Pakistan, which was
obtaining a substantial part of its weaponry from the United States, found itself in an
extremely difficult situation by the imposition of embargo, Pakistan viewed this as a
step in the right direction, but it favoured a total removal of the embargo so that it
could obtain new weapons and military hardware. Bhutto took up this issue during his
visit to the United States in September 1973. He made a strong plea for the removal of
the embargo by underlining the urgent need to modernize the defence apparatus in the
face of security threats. Though the United States reaffirmed its commitment to
Pakistan‟s independence and promised to continue providing grants and loans for
economic development, but gave no signs of lifting the arms embargo. (Pakistan
Horizone, XXVIII, 1, 1975: 167-168).
A Change in US Arms Supply Policy
It was not until 1975 that the United States decided to review its arms supply
policy. The factors contributed to that are as follows:
1.

The detonation of nuclear device by India in 1974 introduced a new
element in South Asia, Pakistan being perturbed by this development,
raised the issue at various international forums, demanded guarantees
for the non nuclear weapon countries, and put forward a proposal for
the designation of South Asia as a Nuclear Free Zone. India‟s nuclear
explosion was discussed with the United States and the joint
communiqué issued at the conclusion of Henry Kissinger‟s visit to
Pakistan in October-November 1974 described this as having adverse
implications, for the region. (Kheli, 1973: 31-32). Pakistan urged the
United States to review the arms embargo policy in the context of this
development in South Asia.

2.

The assumption of power by Sardar Daoud after the overthrown of
King Zahir Shah in Afghanistan, and the revival of irredentist claims
on Pakistani territory by the new Afghan government intensified
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security pressures on Pakistan. As tension mounted between the two
countries in 1974-75, Pakistan urged the United States to provide
concrete support.
3.

The insurgency in parts of Baluchistan, which erupted in 1973,
produced a long drawn out confrontation between the Baluch tribes
and the Pakistan Army. What perturbed Pakistan most was the Afghan
support to some of the insurgent groups and her efforts to raise the
Baluchistan issue at international level. The Pakistani leadership
viewed Afghan policy towards the Baluchistan insurgency as an effort
to destabilized Pakistan, which in the opinion of a section of Pakistani
decision-makers, enjoyed tacit Soviet support.

4.

The Shah of Iran, who was working towards making Iran a regional
military power, was perturbed by the trouble in Baluchistan and
strongly believed that the Afghan government was supporting Baluch
insurgents at the behest of the Soviet Union, this worried him because
he thought that the destabilization of Pakistan would adversely affect
Iran‟s security. Therefore, he not only extended support to Pakistan to
put down the insurgency in Baluchistan but also pleaded strongly with
the United States to supply weapons to Pakistan.

5.

Pakistan‟s expanding ties with the Gulf States, especially in the
security field, evoked active American interest. It was felt in the
United States that a strong Pakistan with its ties with the Gulf States
could be instrumental to advancing American interests in the Gulf
region.

6.

The United States realized that its embargo did not stop the induction
of weapons in South Asia. Pakistan and India were buying weapons
from non-American sources, especially from European arms suppliers.
Furthermore, Pakistan obtained weapons from China, and India
continued to get a large supply of weapons from the Soviets. Thus, the
continuation of the American arms embargo hardly made any sense.
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7.

India‟s nuclear explosion, the normalizations process in South Asia
had made sufficient progress. The Pakistani POWs issue was amicably
settled, Pakistan had recognized Bangladesh, and various steps were
being taken to improve bilateral relations between Pakistan and India.
The United States therefore realized that, given other security related
interests and developments in and around South Asia a revision of the
arms embargo policy was desirable. (Kux, 2000: 164).

When Bhutto undertook his second visit to the United States in the first week
of February 1975, the US Administration was engaged in a detailed review of its arms
embargo on South Asia. Bhutto repeated his plea for the withdrawal of the arms
embargo, so that Pakistan could obtain defensive weapons for legitimate defence
purposes.

The

joint

communiqué

reiterated

United

States,

support for the

independence and territorial integrity of Pakistan. (Kux, 2000: 164).
After seventeen days, as the conclusion of his visit, the United States
announced the lifting of the embargo on arms sales to India and Pakistan. However,
the US government made it clear that it would not make any equipment available on
credit or as a military assistance grant. The requests for arms would be considered
against cash payment and as per turns. It would also take into account a number of
other factors including the impact of arms transfer on the process of normalization of
relations between Pakistan and India, the relevance of the request for arms to
legitimate defence needs, and the level of armaments in the region. (Kux, 2000: 164).
Pakistan welcomed the lifting of the embargo and described this as a
rectification of an anomaly whereby an ally Pakistan could not purchase arms from
the United States. India, which always opposed the procurement of weapons by
Pakistan from external sources, was perturbed by the prospect of Pakistan getting
new-military equipment from the United States, and its government expressed strong
disappointment and regret over the lifting of the embargo. (Kheli, 1973). This would,
India maintained, lead to an arms race between the two countries and adversely affect
the process of normalization initiated under the Simla Agreement. The United States
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rejected India‟s criticism, and Pakistan described India‟s opposition as unjustified.
(Kheli, 1973).
The United States demand for cash payment for all defence purchases was a
serious constraint on Pakistan‟s ability to obtain new equipment. Therefore, Pakistan
received quite a limited quantity of weapons during 1975-77. Moreover, after
experiencing two embargos in 1965 and 1971, Pakistan had diversified its sources of
arms procurement, and did not want to revert to the policy of heavy reliance on the
United States for arms procurement pursued in the 50‟s. The United States was also
not willing to sell any major weapon system or aircraft after the two countries
developed sharp differences on Pakistan‟s nuclear programme in 1977. (Kux, 2000).
The Nuclear issue was the cause of disagreement and cause of punitive
sanctions during the Carter presidency.

Reagan Administration announced that it

could continue economic and military assistance as long as Pakistan did not carry out
a nuclear test. Pakistan understood its limitations due to the Soviet presence on its
borders. So it was willing to engage the United States by assurances about the
peaceful nature of its nuclear programme. While the Reagan Administration,
considering the strategic importance of Pakistan as Front Line State and the nature of
American interest at stake was ready to live with Pakistan‟s nuclear programme, as
long as it would not explode a bomb. (Rizvi, October 25, 1983).
When General Muhammad Zia-ul-Haq went on a visit to the United States in
December 1982, Secretary of State George Shultz warned him that the “Nuclear
Programme could seriously undermine US-Pakistan relations, before joining their
senior aids for discussion”, Reagan and Zia met alone for twenty minutes at the White
House. In their private talks Reagan questioned Zia about Pakistan‟s Nuclear
programme. Later White House spokesman accepted the assurance from Zia, that
Pakistan nuclear programme is for peaceful purpose. (Dawn, Feb 7, 1975).
The Lowest Point in Pak-US Relations
The lowest point in their relations was reached on 21 November 1979, when a
mob, mainly comprising students, ransacked and burnt down the US embassy at
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Islamabad, following rumours that United States and Israel were involved in the siege
of the Grand Mosque in Makkah (Kaaba) by a fundamentalist Islamic group. Two
American marines, two Pakistani employees of the embassy, and two demonstrators
were killed and over 50 people were injured in the incident. Anti-American
demonstrations were also staged in front of the American centers in Rawalpindi,
Lahore and Karachi. The government of Pakistan regretted the incident and
subsequently, paid 13652000 dollars to the United States as compensation for the
burning down of the embassy. (Pakistan Horizon, XXVIII,1, 1975: 167-168).
Response to Soviet Military Intervention in Afghanistan
Relations between Pakistan and the United States, which reached their lowest
ebb after the Islamabad embassy incident, showed signs of improvement in January
1980, and the United States, expressed its willingness to restore economic assistance
and military sales to Pakistan. This dramatic shift was caused by the US decision to
review its policy in response to Soviet military intervention in Afghanistan on
December 27, 1979.
The United States responded to the Soviet move in Afghanistan by adopting
several measures which included, inter alia, punitive, political and diplomatic
measures including a boycott of the Moscow Olympics and the suspension of
proceedings for the ratification of the SALT II Treaty: (Agreement between US and
USSR to reduce its military capability in the respected regions) and a decision to
sustain resistance to the Soviet troops in Afghanistan. (Rizvi, 1993: 91).
Pakistan, which shared a long border with Afghanistan, was logical choice for
cooperation by the United States. It offered to strengthen Pakistan‟s defence
arrangements, and sought the latter‟s cooperation for access to the Afghan resistance
groups.
Two American delegations visited Pakistan in February 1980 to remove
Pakistan‟s doubts about the American security commitment and to assess Pakistan‟s
military needs. The first high-powered delegation was led by President Carter‟s
adviser on national security, Zbigniew Brezinski, and included among others Deputy
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Secretary of State Warren Christopher. They had a detailed dialogue with Zia and his
foreign policy adviser, Agha Shahi. The two sides reaffirmed their identity of views
on the Afghanistan‟s situation and declared that the Soviet intervention posed a
„serious threat to the peace and security of Pakistan, the region, and the world. (Rizvi,
1993).
The second delegation comprised the US Military experts who came to
Pakistan to assess her military requirements. The meeting between Zia and Carter in
Washington in October 1980 enabled them to review their bilateral relations. These
talks were described as very purposeful by Zia and Carter that reaffirmed the
importance of Pakistan‟s independence, freedom and security for the United States.
But when it came to address the main issue of their bilateral relations, economic aid
and security guarantees they were unable to compose their differences in the
meantime, Pakistan turned towards, the Muslim states and China for support in the
context of the Afghanistan crisis. There willingness to stand by Pakistan policy
reinforce on the revival of economic and security ties with the United States until
satisfactory terms were agreed upon. (Burke, 1975: 116-117).
No new initiative was undertaken until after, Ronald Regan assumed the US
Presidency in January 1981. In 1981 an agreement entered into a new security treaty
with the United States. According to that, Pakistan would not offer any military bases
to the United States nor would it accept any obligation that negated its membership of
the NAM and the OIC which Pakistan joined in 1979 after withdrawal from CENTO.
(Burke, 1975).
For the Next couple of months, US administration completed legal and
constitutional formalities for making economic assistance and military equipment,
available to Pakistan. It involved seeking congressional approval for the arrangement,
and especially the lifting of the embargo imposed on Pakistan in April 1979 under
Symington amendment. Despite some opposition to the revival of security ties with
Pakistan in the two houses of Congress, the US Administration succeeded in
December 1981 in obtaining congressional clearance for assistance to Pakistan.
(Burke, 1975).
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US Apprehensions against Pakistan’s Nuclear Programme
By early 1984, US intelligence reports revealed Pakistan‟s nuclear programme
to be „weapons-oriented‟. On April 4, 1984, a report published in the daily Nawa-IWaqt, quoting nuclear programme Chief Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan that Pakistan had
succeeded in enriching uranium to weapon grade, stirred reaction in Congress. (Kheli,
1982: 22). The alleged conviction of three Pakistanis in Houston, Texas, and two in
Canada for seeking illegal purchase of US origin nuclear-related items, intensified the
Congressional apprehensions. To express its concerns Congress designed a new
legislation to restrict the presidential waiver that Pakistan was already enjoying. The
new Amendment, called Pressler Amendment, stated that no assistance, military
equipment or technology would be sold or transferred to Pakistan unless the US
president certified annually that Pakistan did not possess a nuclear explosive device.
(Kux, 2000: 239-241).
The non-proliferation legislations were designed to penalize the countries
involved

in

trafficking

nuclear

material from abroad.

As Pakistan‟s nuclear

programme was allegedly based on imported equipment and technologies, it was more
vulnerable to US sanctions. (Kux, 2000: 239-241). But the Pressler amendment was
country-specific, only addressing Pakistan‟s nuclear programme.
The Zia government remained unable to understand the nature of this
legislation and the consequences it had for the US-Pakistan relations in future. US
officials gave the impression that the legislation was a way to avert more punitive
legislation and not a device to cut the aid, Zia regime could not visualize the intensity
of the situation and the humiliation it had for a Cold War ally. Later in 1990 the axe
of Pressler amendment fell and all American aid was cut off. (Kux, 2000: 239-241).
Later in 1985 Zia‟s normal assurance about peaceful purposes of the nuclear
programme changed to the extent. He declared that:
“Pakistan had a restricted nuclear programme
necessitated by its security environment and no
Pakistani leader could stop this programme”. But added
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it would not reach the point “where it would embarrass
our US friends”. (Kux, 2000: 239-241).
Nevertheless, US officials remained suspicious about the reality of the
situation. Collecting more and more facts about Pakistan‟s nuclear programme
remained a top priority of the CIA and it caused friction with its Pakistani counterpart,
the ISI, in the Afghan war. Americans often showed the snaps of the Kahuta nuclear
facilities but it acted only as a source of information for Pakistanis as to how far the
Americans knew about the progress of the programme. (Kux, 2000).
The friction over the nuclear issue persisted even during the State visit of the
newly elected Prime Minister of Pakistan, Muhammad Khan Junejo, who pledged not
to enrich uranium more than the 5% level, mentioned in Reagan‟s September 1984
letter and which was required for making an explosive device. On the basis of this
commitment Reagan certified for the first time under Pressler Amendment that
Pakistan did not have a nuclear device. He justified his certification by saying that
American aid supplying conventional arms would reduce the risk that Pakistan would
go for any nuclear device. He certified for a third time under the Pressler Amendment
before leaving the White House. But in his letter to the speaker of the House of
Representatives, he stated that it might be difficult to issue another waiver considering
the status of Pakistan‟s nuclear programme. (The Washington Post , April 9, 1979).
US Approach towards the Soviet Invasion and Afghan Issue
The US approach towards the Soviet invasion was to make the Soviets pay as
high a price as possible to deter their leaders from similar adventures in future. The
American government approved a covert programme to provide military weapons and
ammunition in addition to non-lethal supplies for the Afghan mujahideen. On US
persuasion Saudi Arabia also agreed to match American contributions with equal
amount in dollars. (Journal of European Studies, July 2 , 2001).
Officially Pakistan maintained that they were providing food and shelter along
with political support for the mujahideen. On the question of sources of arms for
them, both Pakistanis and the mujahideen claimed that the arms were captured from
feckless Afghan army. Foreign Minister Agha Shahi declared in his speech on March
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5, 1980. “Let it be stated categorically that Pakistan is determined not to allow itself
to become a conduit for the flow of arms into Afghanistan”. (Kux, 2000: 266).
The Soviet military invasion, efforts by the Kabul regime to secularize the
Afghan society and to reduce the traditional role of Islam provoked substantial
resistance in Afghanistan especially in rural areas. By the end of January 1980, over
400,000 Afghanis fled to Pakistan and still more were coming. Under the warrior
traditions and religious affiliations, it was natural for an insurgency to erupt with a
little effort and support. The American officials having the Afghan experience were
gauging the capacity of the Afghan resistance to make Soviet‟s life miserable. But the
Soviet specialists in the US department of State were little skeptical about it.
The CIA planned to provide all possible military aid to the Afghan resistance
and chalked out a programme with the ISI. With the inauguration of Reagan
Administration in the White House, this covert programme extended gradually
according to the success of Mujahideen. The strategy of confronting and trying to
reverse the rising Soviet tide in Afghanistan, Africa and other areas of the third World
called as the „Reagan doctrine‟. (Kux: 2000).
The covert aid programme for Afghan fighters expanded gradually with their
increasing ability to operate the weapons. CIA spent US $ 30 million annually plus an
equal amount from Saudi Arabia. The bulk of Soviet human and material losses
accompanied

with

mujahideen‟s

grit

and

determination

enhanced

Americans

optimism that the Soviet Union could not succeed in Afghanistan. To raise the heat
combined US-Saudi spending was increased to US $ 4,900 million in 1984 but still
Congress was in favour of more support and they blamed CIA for doing little.
(Siddique, 1960: 97).
Despite full co-operation from Pakistan and ISI, two aspects of the covert aid
programme became controversial between the two partners. The first was the charge
of corruption that ISI staff was diverting substantial portion of foreign aid either for
personal gains or for official‟s use of Pakistan army. The ISI denied the charges but
the US suspicion remained. The other point, which grew more contentious later on,
was the distribution of aid by ISI. The Americans objected that the ISI was giving
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large share of aid to fundamentalist groups, especially the Hizb-e-Islami of Gulbuddin
Hekmatyar. The ISI justified its position saying that the fundamentalists were getting
more share because they were doing best in fighting. Americans suspected that with
large funds at its disposal the Hizb-e-Islami was able to indoctrinate helpless warravaged Afghan youth to fight against the Soviets and also to propagate a harsh form
of fundamentalist Islamic Fiqah. (Kux, 2000: 267-268).
Since the Americans were dependent on the ISI for waging insurgency, they
concluded that it would be unwise to challenge Pakistan‟s credibility. The Carter
Administration was much concerned about democracy and human rights. It was a part
of the „Carter Doctrine‟. Under this doctrine he looked to India with more favour and
to Pakistan with concern. For the Carter Administration South Asia meant India not
Pakistan, as they were trying to strengthen their relationship with „regional influential.
But with the Soviet invasion in Afghanistan, Carter Administration‟s all concerns
about democracy, human rights and proliferation evaporated. Carter offered all
assistance to address Pakistan‟s security concerns. Pakistan‟s strategic importance in a
fight against the Soviet Union dictated the Reagan Administration to adopt a policy of
silence about Pakistan‟s internal situation.
The US congressmen especially the Democrats and the American press often
criticized Zia‟s strong-arm handling of dissidents. They also expressed deep concern
about lack of democracy, his failure to hold elections and lack of freedom of the
press.
As a result in 1985 Zia held the long-awaited elections followed by a
referendum to get approval for his policies and as a result of this election and
referendum he became the President of Pakistan for the next five yeas. The Reagan
Administration appreciated and highlighted Pakistan‟s more open political system
during Prime Minister Muhammad Khan Junejo‟s visit to the United States.
Zia lifted martial law after the adoption of the 8th Amendment to the 1973
constitution of Pakistan, by the newly elected National Assembly on his insistence.
This amendment empowered the President as the ultimate wielder of power. It also
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authorized the President to remove the elected government and dissolve the National
Assembly on the charge of corruption and mismanagement. (Kux, 2000).
The C- 130 Crash and Its Aftermaths
The United States was concerned about restoration of democracy and holding
of free elections in Pakistan but it was more concerned about the continuation of
Pakistan‟s Afghan policy. Zia‟s sudden death in the C-130 crash created a crisis in
Pakistan and a concern in America in the background of partly accomplished Soviet
withdrawal from Afghanistan. Washington immediately appointed its ambassador to
Islamabad after the death of Raphel with Zia in the plane crash. The reason was to
avoid uncertainty and ensure ground presence of its envoy, especially in the
background of suspicion about CIA‟s involvement in the crash. The first task of the
new ambassador was to monitor the joint investigations of the accident. The
American proposal of joint investigations was accepted by the acting Pakistan‟s
President Ghhulam Ishaq Khan. The report carried conflicting conclusions of
American and Pakistani officials. (Kux, 2000).
The army chief, Gen Aslam Beg, decided to continue the democratic path in
Pakistan, the acting President announced the elections in October 1988. The
Americans laid stress on free and fair elections and later urged the army to accept the
majority leader Benazir Bhutto as the Prime Minister. The US Assistant Secretary of
Defence, Richard Armitage, and Assistant Secretary of State for Near East and South
Asia, Richard Murphy, traveled to Pakistan to express US concerns for restoration of
democratic process in Pakistan. The powers controlled by the late President Zia for
eleven years were transferred to a troika-the President having ultimate power under
the 8th amendment, the elected Prime Minister holding political legitimacy, and the
army chief with decisive power in his hands. (Talbott, March – April, 1999).
From the very beginning of the Soviet invasion, Pakistan took the lead in
gathering international support for its stand against military invasion, especially
among Muslims and non-aligned nations. In January 1980, a total of 104 countries
voted against the soviet military invasion in a special session of United Nations
General Assembly. This number rose to 111 in the regular session in the fall of 1980
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and 116 in 1981. India was the only major country other than Soviet Union‟s East
European allies that did not oppose the invasion. The Foreign Minister of Pakistan,
Agha Shahi, played a leading role in getting the UN Secretary General, Kurt
Walsdheim, to initiate peace talks. Despite a lack of interest in Moscow and Kabul,
indifference in Washington and difficulties in engaging the Iranian authorities, the
UN-sponsored peace talks were initiated, and culminated after seven years in the
Geneva accords of 1988. (Kux, 2000). It paved the way for the Soviet army to vacate
occupation for the first time after 1955.
The Soviet Withdrawal from Afghanistan
In September 1984 both Super Powers agreed on the Soviet withdrawal from
Afghanistan within a year. But General Zia-ul-Haq was anxious to have a political
settlement in Afghanistan before the two Super Powers would leave the area. Both
domestic and external environments were in favour of early settlement. The matter
got settled according to US agenda of peace talks. But the Geneva accords generated
continuous turmoil and instability in Afghanistan which later became a new haven for
uncontrolled terrorism. (Kux, 2000). It was a great mistake on the part of the United
States to leave Afghanistan war ravaged and politically shattered after Soviet
withdrawal.
In 1987 when an agreement on Afghanistan appeared likely to be signed, the
perceptions and policies of US and Pakistan started to diverge. The United States
goals were going to be achieved. They were interested in the retreat of the Red Army
and humiliation of the Soviet Union as a super power. They had achieved much more
than they expected. The Soviet Union started disintegrating and its East European
bloc members began diverging to a more free status. The Reagan administration was
not concerned with the internal set-up of Afghanistan. While on the other hand, for
Pakistan the nature of any new Afghan regime mattered a lot for its security, for the
return of Afghan refugees and for its support in the geopolitics of the region.
Moreover, Pakistan expected that it was a payback time of the struggle. It had been
waging for the last eight years, in the form of a friendly regime for the first time in
Afghanistan. (Dutt, 1975: 74).
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Change in American Policy with the change of Interests
With the change in American interests in the region, their policy also changed.
The issue of non-proliferation, which was always there under the surface, now
emerged at the center of relationship once again.
No doubt Pakistan‟s strategic importance declined. So the common cause
which provided the binding force for the partnership also evaporated. Some believed
that Pakistan could still serve American interests in the region. But the optimism
which marked the 1980‟s as a honeymoon period of bilateral relationship, ended and
Americans found no reason to compromise on Pakistan‟s nuclear programme.
Pakistan had to address either their concerns about nuclear non-proliferation or face
punitive sanctions under the US laws.
For the United States, the relationship with Pakistan remained extremely
fruitful since it was able to achieve all its objectives. The main purpose was to make
the cost of invasion so high for the Soviets that they would not dare to think of such
an adventure again. It was met in a way that Afghans with Pakistani and American
help, if not solely instigated, at least added a pace to the downfall of the Soviet
Empire. (Dutt, 1975: 74).
For the Americans, the cost of the partnership was high as Pakistan became
the fourth largest beneficiary of American aid after Israel, Egypt and Turkey. As
Agha Shahi said:
“It was commensurate with the size of threat Pakistan
was facing from its western border as well as from its
eastern border, since India maintained its traditional
fixation
on
Pakistan
during
the
80s”.
(undcimages.uflib.ufl,edu/UF/EO/02/11/03/00001/sham
s_h.pdf).

A Heavily Price Paid by Pakistan
Pakistan, on the other hand, failed to achieve her goals. Though she was able
to manage the Afghan insurgency in a successful way, which ultimately ended in
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Soviet withdrawal, yet Pakistan had to pay a heavy price for it. Drug trafficking, drug
addiction, bomb explosions, law and order problem and Kalashankov culture were the
outcome of the Afghan war. The corruption bred by the war hit the social set-up hard
and cart ugly scars on the value system of the Pakistani society. Pakistan became the
battleground for different conflicting powers and their agencies. The policies of Zia
regime

to

promote

sectarian

and

fundamentalists groups ultimately damaged

Pakistan‟s image as an enlightened moderate Muslim state. It also risked Pakistan
getting on the list of „states sponsoring terrorism‟. Pakistan‟s involvement in the
Afghan war provided the military regime of Zia legitimacy and a new lease of life at
domestic international levels.
Afghanistan after Soviet Fall
The Americans traded their national interests with Pakistan‟s security and
economic needs. But the Pakistani government was neither able to create a military
industrial complex to address its security requirements on a lasting basis, nor was able
to establish a stable basis for its staggering economy by using substantial US
economic aid and so to end of the aid programme generating a serious setback for the
national economy. Pakistan also remained unable to use its strategic leverage to settle
its major problems on its Eastern flank. On the other hand in Kabul, the sudden
demise of the Soviet Union undermined the Najibullah regime. The government
collapsed in April 1992 after interior Minister Gen Abdul Rashid Dostum, an Uzbek,
deserted to the anticommunist cause. (Strategic Digest, October, 2003). Twelve days
later, the mujahideen marched triumphantly into Kabul. But the euphoria of victory
was short-lived. Afghanistan‟s new leaders proved incapable of forming a viable
government. In an arrangement brokered by the Pakistanis, the ISI‟s favoured
Pashtun, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, became Prime Minister, while two Tajik Mujahideen
leaders, Professor Burhanuddin Rabbani, became President, and Ahmed Shah
Masood, the defense Minister. Hekmatyar, however, refused to join the coalition and
instead launched fierce rocket attacks on Kabul against his supposed partners.
(Strategic Digest, October, 2003).
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Najibullah‟s fall thus did not usher in an era of peace. It sadly began a new
phase of what would become an Afghan civil war in which rival factions, divided
mainly along ethnic lines-Pashtuns in the South, Uzbek and Tajik in the North, and
the Shia‟s Hazara in the center battled each other. The United Nations continued to
sustain a large relief and humanitarian aid programme and tried with scant success to
promote a peace settlement. Disappointed by the turn of events, Pakistan for the time
being gave up its efforts to control events in Afghanistan and backed the UN peace
makers.
Turn around in US Policy
Bush Administration with its “more in sorrow than anger” attitude about
sanctions totally hard-nosed toward Pakistan. In a policy decision that could have
gone either way, Washington had decided to allow Islamabad to purchase military
equipment on a commercial basis, notwithstanding the Pressler Amendment. During
fiscal year 1991, for example, the State Department had approval licenses for US $
120 million worth of arms sales, largely for the export of spare parts for the F-16
aircraft the Pakistan had received before sanctions were imposed. Defending the
policy in a February 1992 Congressional hearing, Secretary of State Baker said that:
“The state Department had concluded that arms sales
did not violate the Pressler Amendment, which
explicitly barred only government-financed transfers of
equipment and made no specific reference to
commercial transactions. The Bush Administration
stuck to its guns despite sharp criticism by Senator Pell
and representative Stephen Solarz, Chairman House of
Foreign Affairs Committee‟s Asia subcommittee, who
called the policy “inconsistent with the spirit of not with
the letters of the Laws” (Kux, 2000: 268).
In December 1992, after Bill Clinton had won the November Presidential
elections, US intelligence detected that the Chinese had, in fact, provided Pakistan
with M-11 missiles as well as launchers. Beijing disputed that the M-11 violated
MTCR guidelines, claiming that their range was slightly under the 300-kilometers
limit. The US officials disagree with the Chinese explanation and later the missile
issue had moved beyond the parameters of US-Pakistan relations. George Bush left
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office in 1993, the glue of the Cold war and the common struggle against the Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan no longer cemented US-Pakistan ties. In the absence of
other significant shared national interests, bilateral differences were all too apparent.
For Washington, Pakistan had not only lost strategic importance but had become a
nuclear troublemaker and a source of regional instability. For Islamabad, the
imposition of Pressler Amendment nuclear, sanctions and the turnaround in US policy
once more were seen as evidence that the United States was fickle, unreliable, and not
a true friend of Pakistan. (Ghates, 1996: 148).
The Landmark Development in Pakistan – US Relations
On November 2, 1995 the United States Congress passed the Brown
Amendment according to which the US administration would account for $ 1.3 billion
which she received from Pakistan for purchase of military equipment‟s and F-16
fighter planes.
With the passage of Brown Amendment, Islamabad may reap some military
benefits without undermining security interest. Private American investment may also
flow to Pakistan. This was the first political victory on an issue relating to Pakistan in
the United States Congress.
The United States has indicated a change of policy in dealing with Pakistan.
Especially after the visit of Prime Minister of China, The Landmark Development in
the Pakistan US relations.
Unfortunately the Indians thought it was wise to isolate Pakistan both
regionally and globally. New Delhi acted aggressively against Pakistan without
realizing that isolation of Pakistan would give rise to radicalization of Islamabad or at
least the continuation of the status quo in South Asia. And it happened the status quo
means a disaster and back to square one in foreign policy. It means the escalation of
tension along the border, the complication of the core issues of Kashmir and
persistence of the miserable economic condition in both nations. Had India been
wise? It should have engaged Pakistan in a dialogue long time ago.
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The Brown Amendment did not entirely lift sanctions against countries that
received help for an unsafe guarded uranium enrichment facility, such as that at
Kahuta, but limited their application to transactions that occurred after 1994. A major
problem, therefore, arose when US intelligence concluded that the China‟s “Nuclear
Energy Industry Corporation” has sold some five thousand custom-made Ring
Magnets to the Kahuta Uranium-enrichment facility in 1995.
Ring Magnet Issue
The Clinton Administration was wrestling with Ring Magnets; it had to face
yet another nuclear problem with the Pakistan. Contrary to what Benazir Bhutto had
indicated during her April 1995 visit to Washington. US intelligence received
indications that Islamabad had resumed production of weapons-grade uranium. To
emphasize the Administration‟s concern about the issue, Deputy National Security
Advisor Samuel Berger made an unusual and rapid trip to Pakistan in January 1996.
He warned the Prime Minister that the Clinton Administration would have trouble in
implementation of the Brown Amendment if these difficulties continued. (Border,
January, 1980).
The US authorities waited for two months to gauge Pakistan‟s response and to
discuss the Ring Magnet issue further with the Chinese. The situation to implement a
major element of the Brown Amendment to the release of US $ 368 million of
Pakistan-owned military equipment frozen by the Pressler Amendment and the refund
of US $ 120 millions for items paid for but not produced before the 1990 sanctions
took effect was steering clear of a serious trade and political ruckus with China. The
Clinton Administration also concluded that the Beijing authorities had not knowingly
approved the Ring Magnet transaction. This enabled the US government to limit
sanction to blacklist entities directly involved. For their part, the Chinese reportedly
told the Americans that they would not sell Pakistan this type of specialized nuclear
equipment in the future. (Kux, 2000: 316).

71

A New Dilemma
In the summer of 1996, China‟s dealings with Pakistan stirred fresh
difficulties. The US intelligence community concluded with “high confidence” that
complete Chinese M-11 missiles were stored in crates in Pakistan near the air force
base at Sargodha in Punjab and could be deployed in a matter of days. Another
credible report indicated that China was assisting Pakistan in setting up a factory, just
a few miles away from the capital city Islamabad, to manufacture the missiles. The
intelligence information put the Clinton Administration in an awkward position, since
it suggested that the Chinese were not keeping their word to abide by MTCR
guidelines on missile exports to Pakistan. If Washington accepted this assessment it
would have to impose the drastic sanction that would cost American companies
billion of dollars in sales to China. In the end, Clinton Administration policy maker
finessed the problem, taking no action on the ground that the intelligence was
insufficiently conclusive to justify the imposition of severe sanction. (Kux:2000).
Narcotics Trade Exasperation
During 1996, narcotics became yet another bilateral point of friction. Even
though US anti-narcotics official had become accustomed to having Islamabad‟s
promises exceed its achievements, the State Department had dutifully certified
throughout the 1980s and early 1990s as required by US law that Pakistan was
cooperating in the fight against the narcotics trade. But in 1996, after Washington
found Benazir Bhutto‟s government singularly pursuing well known drug lords, US
authorities decided to send a stiffer warning. For the first time, the State Department
refused to certify Pakistan. Sanctions were avoided, however, when President Clinton
issued a waiver on the ground that punishing Pakistan was not in the national interest.
Unlike nuclear legislation, anti-narcotics laws provide the President with flexibility
through the inclusion of broad waiver authority. (Shahi, 1988).
US Getting back in South Asia Game
In September 1997, Clinton met Nawaz Sharif for the first time during the UN
General Assembly session in New York. The President spoke of this desire to enhance
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bilateral relations, urged renewed India-Pakistan dialogue, and reiterated his interest
in visiting South Asia. The Prime Minister echoed hope for improved bilateral
relations, urged a more active US role in the Kashmir dispute, and assured Clinton of
a warm welcome when he visited Pakistan.
Two months later in November 1997, Secretary of State Albright traveled to
the subcontinent to show “after a long absence, the United States at the highest level
is getting back in the South Asia game. By February 1998, Nawaz Sharif had been
back in office for a year. Even though his political position seemed impregnable, the
Prime Minister appeared strangely insecure and more interested in acquiring a
monopoly of power than in tackling Pakistan‟s myriad problems.
Nuclear Test – A Difficult Choice
The Indian test once more put the nuclear issue on the center stage of South
Asia policy. Calling them “a terrible mistake, an angry Clinton states,
“I want to make it very, very clear that I am deeply disturbed.” (Leo &
Matinudin, 1989: 31-32).
He promptly imposed wide-reaching sanction against India mandated by the
1994 Non-proliferation Act. Later Clinton‟s attention shifted to Pakistan, in the hope
of persuading Nawaz Sharif not to follow India‟s example. Most of all, the Pakistanis
wanted the harshest possible punishment of India. However, “invoking mandatory
sanctions under US laws against India hardly constitutes an effective response”.
Nawaz Sharif faced a difficult choice. If Pakistan tested, the economic cost would be
high. Islamabad would automatically face the same severe sanctions imposed on
India.
In the end Nawaz Sharif told Clinton that he needed a US security guarantee
against India to hold off from testing. The President said that he could not give this
but reiterated his intention “to cut through the knot” of law blocking aid and give
Pakistan “the tools you need to defend your country.” This was not good enough for
the Prime Minister, who gave the green signal for the tests. On May 28, 1998,
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Pakistan exploded five underground nuclear devices in Baluchistan.

(Rizvi, 1997:

89).
As US officials grew increasingly concerned about Pakistan‟s possible
financial collapse, they decided to provide Islamabad with some breathing room. The
United States announced that it would no longer oppose IMF financial assistance.
After lengthy negotiations, the Pakistan and the IMF officials agreed on an economic
programme more of a bandage to prevent Pakistan from going under than a
comprehensive attack on the country‟s fiscal ills. Given Islamabad‟s poor record of
implementing previous accords with the IMF, observers adopted a “wait and see”
attitude about the utility of the new agreement. (Rizvi, 1997).
Rise of Taliban in Afghanistan
In August 1998, Washington policy makers, attention turned once more to
Afghanistan. The Taliban, who already controlled most of the country, suddenly
appeared to be close to total victory over their foes. Taliban troops captured Mazar-iSharif, the principle ethnically Uzbek city in Afghanistan, and Bamyan, the strong
hold of the Hazarar shia‟s. Only Tajik leader Masood, who retreated into his native
Panjshir Valley North of Kabul, blocked complete Taliban control recognized by
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates. The Taliban had managed to
acquire near pariah status, especially in the United States, by their harsh treatment of
women, their religious non-tolerance, and their willingness to provide a haven for
Islamic extremists and terrorists. (Arif, 1995: 89).
In the fall of 1998, Clinton met again with Nawaz Sharif at the UN General
Assembly. On this occasion, the meeting proved a psychological boost; Clinton
invited the Prime Minister to pay an official visit to Washington.
Pressure to Sign CTBT
At the start of 1999, Talbott traveled to South Asia once more for his eighth
round of nuclear discussion with India and Pakistan. This time the talks in Islamabad
proved disappointing. Talbott‟s team had proposed a scenario under which the United
States would seek the lifting of all sanctions against Pakistan, including the Pressler
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Amendment, if Islamabad would sign the CTBT, stop its missile cooperation with
North Korea, agree to participate in the multilateral negotiations to ban the production
of missile material, and put in place a comprehensive nuclear export control regime.
(Arif, 1995). After preliminary discussions, the Americans were optimistic. Their
hopes were dashed during a working lunch with Nawaz Sharif. Rather than reaching a
separate bargain, Pakistani reverted to a “me-too” stance, insisting that India had to
take the lead in adopting the US proposals before Pakistan would do so. (Arif, 1995).
Vajpayee’s Visit to Lahore in 1999
Washington was unambiguous in its delight over the highly successful visit by
Prime Minister Vajpayee to Lahore in mid-February 1999 to mark the resumption of
bus service between India and Pakistan. This was the first time an Indian Prime
Minister had traveled to Pakistan since Rajiv Gandhi in 1988. The Lahore talks raised
hopes that the two enemies, sobered by the dangerous implication of their decision to
become nuclear weapons powers, might at last begin a serious effort to reduce
tensions. However, the BJP government fell in April 1999 after losing a parliamentary
vote of confidence. Now until new general elections in the fall of 1999, the Vajpaee
government with the caretaker status was unable to carry forward either the nuclear
talks with Talbot or the discussions with Pakistan envisaged by the Lahore agreement.
(Leo & Matinudin, 1989: 31-32).
Kargil Operation
A far more devastating blow to the spirit of Lahore talks was New Delhi‟s
realization in May 1999 that a large number of insurgents with Pakistan support had
crossed the line of control in the far North of Kashmir to occupy 15000-feet positions
near the town of Kargil, overlooking the sole road link between Srinagar, the state‟s
capital city, and Ladakh, the state‟s northern most area. Given the high attitude and
difficulty terrain, the intruders hold nearly impregnable positions. A difficult and
costly assault would be required to prevent them from cutting off Ladakh.
The bold Kargil operation was qualitatively different from the guerrilla tactics
that the Kashmiri insurgents had previously followed. Tactically clever, the strike hit
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the Indians where they had enormous difficulty in responding. But the move
boomeranged and resulted in a major political set back for Nawaz Sharif. In India, the
government was doubly embarrassed.

Caught napping, Indian intelligence became

aware of the large-scale intrusion only after the invaders were entrenched on the
heights. Since planning the Kargil operation had to have started many months earlier,
well before Vajpayee‟s visit to Lahore, the Prime Minister and other Indians also felt
that they had been duped by Nawaz Sharif regime. (Leo, Matinudin, 1989: 31-32).
New Delhi reacted forcefully, employing air power for the first time in
Kashmir and mounting a substantial counter attack, which made slow and costly
progress against the insurgents dug in on the heights. Fear that India would broaden
the conflict by striking across the line of control in an effort to cut off the intruders
intensified worries in Washington that the fighting could widen and possibly spin out
of control, raising the nightmare scenario of war between two states armed with
nuclear weapons. (New York Times, March 7, 8, 1992).
Taken a back and dismayed by the Kargil adventure, the US government
responded vigorously. President Clinton‟s telephone to Nawaz Sharif urges him to
have the forces withdrew and sent Gen. Anthony Zinni to Islamabad to send this
message directly to the Prime Minister and Gen. Pervez Musharraf, who had replaced
Gen. Karamat as Chief of Army Staff. Brushing aside Pakistan‟s claim that it was not
directly involved in the Kargil operation and lacked control over the Mujahideen, the
US establishment urged Islamabad to see to it that the intruders pulled back across the
Kashmir line of control. As the Indian counter attack continued to grind slowly ahead
on the ground, Nawaz Sharif realized that his gambit had failed and decided to cut
Pakistan‟s losses. Desperate to find a way out, the Prime Minister pressed for an early
meeting with Clinton. After the discussion dragged on inconclusively, the Americans
tabled two draft statements. One spelled out the agreement that Nawaz Sharif
eventually accepted. The other indicated that Pakistan had turned down the US
suggestions.
After mulling matters over, the Prime Minister agreed to the first statement,
which indicated that he would “urge” the Mujahideen to withdraw across the line of
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control and restart the stalled Lahore process with India. In turn, Clinton promised
that he would take an active interest in efforts to address the Kashmir problem. (Rizvi,
1983). The reaction in Pakistan to the Washington agreement was sour. Public
opinion derided attempts by the government to portray events as a Pakistani victory.
An Army Coup against Nawaz Government
Clinton soon followed up on the July 4 accord, asking Nawaz Sharif to send
an envoy to Washington for confidential talks on Kashmir. After a considerable delay,
and to the surprise of the American, who anticipated a low-key representative the
Prime Minister dispatched his high-profile brother, Shahbaz Sharif, the Chief Minister
of Punjab. By the time Shahbaz Sharif arrived, his main concern was not Kashmir but
the threat of an army coup. (Rizvi, 1983).
Tensions nonetheless appeared to subside when the Prime Minister appointed
General Musharraf as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, concurrent with his assignments
as Chief of Army Staff. But the calm was deceptive. On October 12, 1999, as
Musharraf was returning to Karachi on a Pakistan International Airline (PIA)
commercial flight after a visit to Sri-Lanka, the government announced his dismissal.
The Karachi airport control tower was instructed not to allow the plane carrying
Musharraf to land but to divert the aircraft elsewhere, even though it was dangerously
low on fuel. After the military became aware of events, they reacted swiftly, arresting
Nawaz Sharif and his senior associates. By the time the PIA flight finally landed at
Karachi, Musharraf had became his Nation‟s leader. The military was in charge of
Pakistan for the fourth time in the country‟s fifty two years of independence. (Smith,
March 20, 1996).
There was scant regret in Pakistan about the departure of Nawaz Saharif and
qualified hope that the military would put the country back on the track. The reaction
abroad to the coup, in Washington and elsewhere, was negative. Even if the
Americans were well aware of Nawaz Sharif‟s failings, a military take over flew in
the face of US support for democracies. Washington imposed additional sanctions that
were legally required in the case of the overthrow of a democratically elected
government. These had little immediate imPact, however, since Pakistan was already
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under severe sanctions because of the Pressler Amendment and the 1998 nuclear tests.
The new regime tried to dampen foreign criticism by playing down the military label,
stressing its interest in reform, and emphasizing its interim character. (Klark, 1979:
179).
Rather than becoming President or Chief Martial Law Administrator, Gen.
Musharraf assumed the more benign title of “Chief Executive”. He did not impose
Martial Law, did not ban political parties, and did not institute press censorship.
Although pleased with these steps, the Clinton administration was less happy with
Musharraf‟s reluctance to offer a timetable for the return to democracy. The trial and
ultimately conviction of Nawaz Sharif for attempted murder also raised concerns, as
did the regime‟s firing of roughly 10% of judges who refused to take an oath of
allegiance to Gen. Musharraf including the Chief Justice of Pakistan. (Klark, 1979:
179).
Washington was also worried because of the rise in India-Pakistan tensions
after the coup. New Delhi took an instant dislike to Musharraf as the author of the
Kargil operations and also blamed him for a post Kargil upsurge of violence in
Kashmir

virtually

acknowledging

Pakistan‟s

direct

support

for

the

Kashmir

insurgents. He called support for their cause as just support for the Mujahideen
against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Events reached near fever pitch at
year‟s end after the hijacking of an Indian Airline jet on route from Katmandu, Nepal
to New Delhi. (Kux, 2000: 333).
The Vajpayee government, which had returned to power after winning the fall
1999 elections, blamed Pakistan for the hijacking and ruled out a resumption of
dialogue until Islamabad stopped its support for the Kashmir insurgency.
Clinton’s Trip to South Asia
At the end of January 2000, with India-Pakistan relations near their low points
and widespread concerned regarding possible Indian military retaliation across the
line of control in Kashmir, Clinton announced that he would undertake his twice
postponed trip to South Asia two months later in March. The original plan was to
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spend five days in India sandwiched between shorter stay in Bangladesh and Pakistan,
but the announcement indicated that no decision had been made regarding a stopover
Pakistan. (New York Times, May 14, 1998).
Weather the President should go to Pakistan became a source of contention
within the US government. There were serious security concerns because of the threat
posed by anti-American terrorist groups in November 1999; unknown assailants had
fired rockets at the American Cultural center in Islamabad not to speak of the
presence of Osama Bin Laden and others of his link in neighbouring Afghanistan.
Washington was also worried that the visit might put the presidential stamp of
approval on the Musharraf regime. It was further disappointed that Islamabad backed
away from signing the CTBT. Those arguing in favour of a stop over in Pakistan
stressed the importance of keeping lines of communication open with Musharraf if the
United States wanted to exert any influence on his policies. In the end, gravely
concerned about the dangers of India-Pakistan tensions, Clinton decided to visit
Pakistan briefly at the end of the trip. Clinton arrived in Islamabad on March 25,
2000. (Rashid, 2000: 67-79).
Clinton exuded much empathy toward Pakistan and its problems. Although the
substance of his message was blunt, he neither lectured nor scolded Musharraf.
Stressing that he had come to help a friend in difficulty, the President outlined US
concerns about the direction in which Pakistan was heading in a frank but conciliatory
manner. He argued that Pakistan would benefit by lowering the temperature on
Kashmir, by reining in terrorist groups, by pressing the Taliban to be more
forthcoming on Bin Laden, on peace talks, and by undertaking non-proliferation
measures. On Kashmir discussion Clinton made clear that the United States, although
prepared to help, could not mediate and that Pakistan had to deal directly with India.
Musharraf indicated his willingness to diminish the Kashmir tension, he
stressed that Pakistan would not act unilaterally. On the Taliban, Musharraf said that
he wanted to be helpful but stressed how difficult it was to deal with “people who
believe that God is on their side.”

Musharraf also elaborated his plan to move

Pakistan back toward democracy. In closing, the President pointedly warned of the
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danger that Pakistan may grow even more isolated, draining even more resources
away from the need of the people, moving even closer to a conflict no one could win.
Clinton then struck a more positive note, saying:
“If you do meet these challenges, our full economic and
political partnership can be restored for the benefit of
the people of Pakistan. (Rashid, 2000: 67-79).
Although US-Officials hoped that the situation would improve after the visit,
they also feared that it might worsen.
Misconceptions in US – Pakistan Relations
US - Pakistan relationship, marked by so many ups and downs, Pakistan tend
to attribute this to American capriciousness and fickleness. In turn, Americans often
assert the frequent twists and urns stem from Pakistani wrong headedness, especially
its fixation with India. But neither view explains satisfactorily.

Why the two

countries have failed to sustain stable relations after becoming allies in 1954-55? The
reason is that over the years US and Pakistan‟s interests and related security policies
have been at odds almost as often as they have been in phase.
Given these realities, the volatility of the relationship should not be surprising.
Absence of a greater and more continuous congruence of security goals, US - Pakistan
ties have lacked a solid underpinning of shared national interests. Major differences
and consequent disputes were probably inevitable. The tendency of Americans and
Pakistan to gloss over this basic problem has only served to sharpen the sense of
frustration and disappointment about the actions of the other.
In the 1950‟s early in the life of the new State, US military aid reinforced the
position of the army, which eventually seized power in 1958. The Pakistan military
has ruled the country for half its existence and after the October 1999 coup was back
in power for the fourth time. Yet, it would be wrong to conclude that the alliance with
the United States was to blame for the failure of democracy to take hold in Pakistan in
the 1950‟s. The weakness of the Muslim League after the death of Muhammad Ali
Jinnah and Liaqat Ali Khan and the anti - democratic leanings of the West - Pakistan
elites were more important factors in explaining the collapse of civilian rule.
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It is also true, however, that American arms assistance greatly bolstered the
confidence and powers of the professional military, enabling Pakistan to develop a
larger and more capable defence force than the country could have afforded on its
own. Due to India‟s poor showing in the 1962 border war with China and in the 1965
Runkutch encounter with Pakistan boosted up military strength contributed to the over
confidence that led the usually cautious Ayub to blunder into the 1965 war with India.
(Kux, 2000).
Although, Washington soon eased the resultant arms embargo, it was not until
a decade and a half later, after the Red Army entered Afghanistan, that large scale aid
was resumed, the renewed flow improved Pakistan‟s military posture. (Kux: 2000).
The UN intended consequences apart from the tremendous burden imposed by
several million refugees have caused great harm to Pakistan and nurtured a new breed
of terrorists, the best known of whom is Osama Bin Laden. The enormous inflow of
arms into the region under the covert program was also an important cause of the
violence and lawlessness that wracked Pakistan during the 1990‟s. Covert aid, in
addition, strengthened the ISI, Pakistan‟s main intelligence agency, which has
continued to fan the flames of Islamic extremism since the Soviets pulled out of
Afghanistan. (Text of President Clinton‟s TV remarks to the people of Pakistan on
March 25, 2000).
Paradoxically, in spite of this disenchantment and the absence of bilateral
security an economic assistance programmes for nearly a decade, the sole remaining
superpower casts a long shadow over Islamabad. The fact is that this wobbly
developing country still is insecure-after more than sixty years of independence.
The resulting ambivalence plays itself out graphically in the contrasting
attitudes of different social groups. A desire for the American connection remains
especially strong among the English-speaking elites who run the country including:
senior military and civil service officials, rural land lord and urban business
executives they have strong personal ties to the United States through educational,
officials,

and

commercial contacts,

through family links with the burgeoning

Pakistani-American community, and through the shared use of English. Members of
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these upper reaches of Pakistani society may sincerely complain about in public and
in Private US policy toward their country yet, they send their children to American
schools and graduate colleges, prefer business and investment ties with the United
States and as possible, promote enhanced political and military liaison with
Washington.
The situation is quite different with most Non-English approbatory, the large
majority of Pakistan. If literate, they read the hard-line Urdu language press, not the
more moderate English-language media. They also hold a more negative view of the
United States and unfriendly, even hostile toward Pakistan and toward the Muslim
world in general. Nonetheless, there have been extensive contacts over the years
between the two countries‟ people, in different spheres and at various levels,
especially between the military, intelligences, economic development, and business
communities. These encounters have generally been positive in contrast with the often
more difficult and prickly dealings between Americans and Indians. Until recent
years, in spite of the wide swings in the bilateral relationship, Pakistan‟s image
remained positive on Capital Hill and with US media. Of late, however, these good
feelings have been increasingly tarnished by growing concerns about an erratically led
an unstable Pakistan chronically given to military rule, armed with nuclear weapons
and possibly drifting towards Islamic fundamentalism. (National Development and
Security, Summer 2003: 49).
The coming to power of an extremist Islamic regime in Pakistan, as has
happened in Afghanistan, would have a profoundly negative impact not only on the
subcontinent, but also throughout the Islamic world. Helping to avoid such a
development is clearly an important US interest.
Dawn of a New Millennium
September 11, 2001 is the dawn of a new millennium. Decade before that, the
world economy was under depression. After the end of the Cold War countries were
rushing for new opportunities but the events of 9/11 changed the whole scenario. Now
the world is united on terrorism, and probably this is the only positive impact of 9/11.
Perhaps once this war is won; there will be greater appreciation that the fates of the
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West and the developing world are intermingled economically as well as politically.
(Nation Development and Security, Summer, 2003).
So far the foreign policy of Pakistan is concerned, after the end of the Cold
War the policy makers did not changed international environment. The result was that
before 9/11 events Pakistan was diplomatically isolated. However, the present
government of President Gen Pervaiz Musharraf took some hard decisions to bring
out the country from isolation. Since army has always played a key role in the
formulation of Pakistan‟s foreign policy, this was high time to ponder over past
mistakes, take some lessons from history, and mould foreign policy according to the
needs of the present times. (Nation Development and Security, Summer 2003).
Pakistan received

all kinds of support daring the communist era in

Afghanistan, but after the end of Cold War and the retreat of USSR from Afghanistan
and Pakistan lost that favorable position. However, the events of September 11
changed the whole spectrum of international relations. US declared an open war on
terrorism. Since Osama Bin Laden was blamed for these terrorist‟s attacks, and he
was living in Afghanistan with the Taliban government, US asked Pakistan to provide
all information about Taliban and Al-Qaida. President Gen Pervaiz Musharraf was
asked plainly “either you are with us or against us” (South Asia, Vol 4, No.3, 1991)
and was also conveyed the message that if Pakistan did not support the war on
terrorism, India is ready to do it. Under these circumstances President Gen Pervaiz
Musharraf declared on September 13, 2001 Pakistan‟s “unstinted cooperation” against
war on terrorism. (Hussain, October 19, 2001). Thus, Pakistan once again got
strategically important and sensitive position over night.
This new strategic policy has put great responsibilities on the shoulders of the
government of Pakistan. Under these circumstance Pakistan is required to allocate
greater funds to defence and security, which will put strains on Pakistan‟s meager
economy but also of dismal mass in the country, as poverty is breeding ground for
terrorism. Particularly after poor performance in the decade of 1990s, which same
economics have termed as the “Lost decade” for Pakistan‟s economy, during this
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decade per capita growth was just slightly over 1% with increased poverty. (Ipri, May,
2002).
Pakistan needs to take advantage of the new found interests of America and
the World in the Sub-Continent in general and Pakistan in particular. The decades of
1980s and 90s created many problems for Pakistan. Economically, Pakistan has
accumulated large external and internal debts, politically, the Martial Law regime of
Zia played havoc with the democratic institutions, social, the education system also
suffered drastically. Now if the United States wishes to make the sub-continent and
South Asia a peaceful region, it needs to help Pakistan in reversing these trends. As
military victory on terrorism proves lasting only when Pakistan turns into a
democratically established state, having productive and prosperous economy Pakistan
should seek assistance from American and other donor countries on the pattern, as
America provided economic assistance to Europe and Japan after the devastations of
2nd world war. Instead of asking for “confessional loans, grants, commodity assistant
and confessional military sales” it should strive for “investment capital, technologies,
markets and ideas on social welfare from United States and other donor countries,
(Ipri, May, 2002). Pakistan has failed previously to use efficiently the economic aid it
received from donor countries and agencies. These were the reasons that, in spite of
being the recipient of large economic assistance, the economy is so fragile that with
the stoppage of external economic aid. Pakistan faces the threat of going defaulter on
her balance of payment. We need to reverse this trend and take lessons from the past
and formulate our new policies on the pattern of post-war Europe and Japan, along
with having a watchful eye the area‟s of American interests.
A careful analysis will show that this kind of assistance would suit American
interests on the following grounds:
1.

Eradication

of

drug

trafficking

from

the

area,

elimination

of

fundamentalism and nuclear non-proliferation, control over narcotics.
2.

Secondly, the threat of resurgence of extremism in Pakistan cannot be
ruled out as long a country continues to remain socially and
economically hard up.
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These objectives can be achieved only if Pakistan takes an economic jumpstart from which both government and people of US and Pakistan would benefit.

The

economic and political stability of Pakistan is also in the interest of peace for the
entire region particularly the Indian sub-continent. If there is political instability in
Pakistan “the effectiveness of Indian security will do nothing to ensure a peaceful
resolution to the Kashmir issue. The economic and political instability of Pakistan
does not prevent invasions such as Kargil, but in fact, almost guarantees to check
another flare-up in Kashmir.
Though at present Pakistan is key ally of US in war on terrorism, some official
circles in Pakistan are weary of US future policy. As there is a growing concern that
“Iran, Iraq and Pakistan are hang on Washington‟s list of potential targets. Even more
disturbing for Pakistan is the growing US India military cooperation particularly in
the field of anti-ballistic missile system, as it would undermine Pakistan‟s security.
However, the American administration is also taking note of these reservations. It is
evident from their statement, like on July 10, 2001” Toni Blair said that:“US military relation with India will not take place at
the expense of relation with Pakistan. We do not intend
to shift from being seen as a friend of Pakistan to begin
seen as friend of India” (Arbatov, Nov 2, 2001).
While in August 2001, Assistant Secretary Rodman stated:
“Our relationship with Pakistan is valuable to US and I
don‟t think this administration is going to lose sight of
that” (Dawn, Feb 15, 2003).
Pakistan, which initially had failed to comprehend the new realities of post
Cold war era, has now realized the situation that the shake of 9/11 event has brought
out Pakistan from diplomatic isolation, it has also put in a challenging situation,
particularly on the issue of Kashmir.
Kashmir, which is considered by Pakistan a core issue in India - Pakistan
disputes, has now become very difficult and complicated. A decade long violence in
Kashmir has brought it to the limelight, but its continuation may isolate not only
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Kashmiris but Pakistan as well. Pakistan needs to adapt to the changed environment
without sacrificing the cause of Kashmir.
After the abhorrent incident of 9/11, the world once again saw Pakistan as a
front-line state in US led war in Afghanistan. Thus, the 9/11 presented another chance
for both countries to marry up again, and Pakistan has no other option under the threat
of dire consequences if it refused to cooperate with the United States. Reportedly,
“American officials had told Musharaf‟s government that Washington would use
every level short of war to punish Pakistan unless it cooperated” (Rehman, 2001:6).
President Musharaf promptly extended his full support to America in the war against
terrorism. He readily agreed to all requests by Secretary of State Colin Powell.
According to number of sources, his positive response exceeded expectations
responding to the American demarche to choose side between the US and the Taliban.
Pakistan opted for fateful decision to sacrifice more than two decades of Pakistan‟s
strategic investment in Afghanistan. Pakistan‟s decision to side with America was
motivated by the objective of pursuing four key Pakistani interests: the country‟s
security, economic growth, and the need to safeguard its “strategic nuclear and missile
assets”, and the Kashmir cause (Rizvi, November 2001: 79). However, the hope of
having a say in Afghanistan‟s future political arrangements and peaceful resolution of
Kashmir from the American war against terrorism remained illusions. Rather,
Islamabad was pressurized to alter its national course on Kashmir, withdraw its
support from freedom movement in Kashmir, and declare some of the freedom
movements as terrorist organization, banning their operation at its soil. Besides, the
few voices for government support, the overall public reaction to Pakistan‟s U turns
on its long tested policies under US pressure was largely skeptical. Pakistan
cooperation with the United States included: granting logistics facilities, sharing
intelligence, and capturing and handing over Al-Qaida suspects, sealing off its
Western border and permitting two naval bases, three air force bases, and its airspace
available to the US military. (Lieven, March, 2002).
In return, the United States extended grants to Pakistan equaling $ 1 billion
and wrote off $ 1 billion in debt. In June 2003, the US announced a $ 3 billion for five
years assistance package for Pakistan, with roughly equal amounts going to economic
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aid and security assistance. Between 2002 and 2005 the US provided Pakistan with
US $ 2.63 billion in direct aid. Moreover, a framework agreement on trade and
investment has been signed, and the two countries have begun negotiating a bilateral
investment treaty. On the security front, the US approved an arms-sale package that
includes purchase of P3COrion aircraft, surveillance radars, helicopters and radio
communication system in order to improve Pakistan capacity to support US led forces
in War on Terrorism. Besides, offering F-16 fighter jets to refurbish its Air Force,
Pakistan has been declared to be a major non-NATO ally of the United States.
According to Najmuddin A. Shaikh, former foreign secretary to Pakistan, up till now
Pakistan has received some $ 10 billion in aid much of it as payment for the facilities
Pakistan has provided for the war in Afghanistan. On political front, the current US
engagement has also provided legitimacy to General Musharaf regime like previous
engagements did for General Ayub Khan and General Zia ul Haq. Musharaf regime,
which was asked for road map to restoration of democracy, was also provided with
unqualified backing by the Washington. The regime that has gone bombing their own
people in Waziristan and Bajore, is being perceived as the only reliable defence
against fundamentalists takeover in Pakistan. (Nayyar, 2003: 368).
Turning Tides
The current US–Pakistan engagement may be focused on cooperation in the
war on terrorism, especially on building the military-intelligence partnership between
the two countries, but it is not limited to it. Pakistan‟s domestic order, especially its
weak institutional architecture, stillborn political process, underdeveloped economy,
poor educational system, unsure civil society, and simmering internal tensions, are
also the by-product of this engagement. Despite this all, done by Pakistan and its
military, the military commanders overseeing Operation Enduring Freedom are
complaining that fugitives of Taliban and Al - Qaida, attack coalition forces in
Afghanistan, and then escape across the Pakistani frontier. They expressed dismay at
the slow pace of progress in capturing wanted fugitives in Pakistan and urged
Islamabad to do more to secure its rugged Western border area. Such Taliban
activities on Pakistan‟s soil are more attributed to Pakistan‟s lack of will than lack of
capacity. These changing perceptions are obvious in the statements of not less than
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President Bush himself. On 15 September 2006, in a news conference, Bush said,
“Pakistan is a sovereign nation. In order for us to send thousands of troops into a
sovereign nation, we have got to be invited by the government of Pakistan”. Just after
a week, President Bush abruptly abandoned five years of rhetoric about respecting
Pakistan‟s territorial sovereignty and brashly declared on CNN that he was ready to
send US forces into Pakistan without Pakistan‟s permission, if the fugitive terrorist
ring leader was spotted there. The Bush Administration officials have even started
expressing concern that elements of Pakistan‟s intelligence agency might be assisting
Taliban. Vice President Dick Cheney‟s sudden visit to Pakistan was to convey tough
message to Pakistan with consequences to default. The turning of tide is further
evidenced by the US Senate‟s recent action, which asked to link continued flow of
American aid to Pakistan, with the condition of Pakistan performance in War on
Terror and anti - Taliban role. These pointers lead to the conclusion that if American
and NATO soldiers continue to be killed with the same ratio and Taliban and AL Qaida leadership remains at large then the chances for change in US Policy towards
Pakistan in general and the regime in particular are more likely. (Zeb, Spring 2002:
71).
Whenever we did not maintain and sustain a deep relationship, both our
countries suffered negative consequences. We don‟t have to look too far to find
evidence in this connection. The premature US disengagement from Afghanistan
following the Soviet withdrawal accentuated the civil war and created conditions
threatening regional and global peace. Pakistan was left alone to pick up the pieces;
we experienced the worst consequences of the drug and Kalashnikov culture and
witnessed the rise in extremist tendencies in the region. This also led to immense
suffering and the tragedy which happened on 9/11.
At present US policies towards India and Pakistan clearly indicate a shift in
US policy towards India. President Bush, during his visit to Pakistan in March 2006,
rejected Pakistan‟s request for provision of nuclear technology for civilian purpose,
similar, to US - Indo nuclear agreement on the pretext that India and Pakistan share
different historical records clearly shows that the equation between these three
countries is changing. It also reflects that the United States, despite referring to
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Pakistan as the most important ally and President Musharraf as a bosom friend, can
not see Pakistan with latest technology and alternate source of energy through civilian
nuclear means. The United States‟ disenchantment with Pakistan indicates that it‟s
just a matter of time before the future course of Pakistan‟s relations with the United
States is decided.
Replication of History
The discussion above testifies that US-Pakistan relations have never been
based on the convergence to America‟s national interests. When the US required U
turn surveillance flight facilities and an intelligence base against the Soviets, backdoor
diplomacy with the Chinese, over operations against the Red Army in Afghanistan,
change of Taliban Regime in Afghanistan and recently the war against terrorism, it
extended its best hand forward. Consequently, American support to Pakistan was
forthcoming in terms of military and economic aid as well as support for military
dictators. Pakistan during this time has had modest success in getting economic aid
from the US and injections from the World Bank and IMF. However, all of these
spells of engagements have been short lived till the realization of American interests.
Every spell of engagement has brought a period of estrangement attached with
suffering, problems and mess for Pakistan. (Zaidi, Oct 2002: 6).
Seeing the U.S. past record, and swiftly changing events of our current
engagement with US, it seems most likely that history is about to replicate it self. In
the quest of securing its strategic asset and revival of its economy Pakistan has lost its
sovereignty and security both. Instead of Pakistan getting reward for its services, has
been subjected to face severe imbalance of power by nuclear cooperation and strategic
partnership with India. Today Pakistan is standing on its cross roads and seems to be
moving rapidly towards water shed. Today, neither our frontier or external
sovereignty is safe nor state structure is functioning. Our confidence over nuclear
deterrence is shattering on one hand and Kashmir is going out of our hands on the
other. Our society is in mess, suicide bombing, sectarian violence, rampant
corruption, loot sale of state assets, secularization of education as well as state and its
legislations, westernization of our culture on the pretext of enlightened moderation,
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political victimization and degradation of apex judicial body have become norms of
the day. While tracing causes of the above all, US and her policies are found to have
some stakes with varying degree and magnitude. It seems that US is about to leave us
again in the way to clean the mess. (Hussain, Oct 19, 2001).)
American Administration‟s views on the recent judicial crisis in Pakistan
confirm that issues such as the viability of Pakistan‟s political system have inadequate
concerns for Americans in comparison to protecting military rule. Today, every
Pakistani citizen having concerns for Pakistan is asking how long it will be before the
United States once again to file for another divorce in the US–Pakistani partnership.
Resultantly, hate to American imperialism is rapidly increasing, and respect to its
liberal democratic society is dwindling. If it is not checked immediately then it is
most likely that US may not find any sincere friend and honest friend in future. US
must remember that it is Pakistan, its role and sacrifices, which have made US
victorious in the Cold War. (Arabatov, Nov, 2001).
On one hand Pakistan is loudly credited for her sacrifices in War against
Terrorism from the all directions, and on the other hand denied the right of acquiring
nuclear technology for peaceful purpose, as India is made entitled for. While denying
the same reward to President Bush said Pakistan was still a frontline state for US to
check radical Islam and bring reforms in Middle East but Pakistan could not be
offered nuclear energy as it has different history. However, she did not elaborate on
what history she was referring, history of last 64 years. She showed stick rather carrot
by urging Musharraf to “do more”, or be ready to accept third deist. Pakistan is being
pressurized on host of demands like; to eliminate Taliban, bomb own people of tribal
areas and don‟t negotiate for peace with them, herald the process of secularization of
the Islamic Republic of Pakistan, deist from Kashmir movement, alienate Jihadists,
discourage the socio-political forces of integration and strengthen the force of
international dissension, and allow American forces to hunt any one they like with in
the territorial boundaries of Pakistan (Arbatov, Nov 2001). This all indicate return of
Hobbsian state of law and not the law of humanity or morality. Unfortunately,
Pakistan‟s experience of engagement with US depicts gloomy and a dismal picture,
lacking ethical and moral foundations on the bases of international law, respect for
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sovereignty and the interests of partner state, care for humanity and harmony in
pursuance of own objectives, and whimsical violation of pledges and promises once
own national goals are met. (Ipri, May 2002).
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WAR ON TERRORISM: ROLE OF PAKISTAN AS A
FRONT LINE STATE
GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE OF TERRORISM
The situation had fundamentally changed after September 11, 2001. This
message the American leadership and media is conveying to the world. No doubt that
the disastrous events of September 11, 2001 have shaken America. US leadership
influenced the course of events and chose to adopt a chauvinistic approach emanating
from wounded ego, conceited arrogance, blind self righteousness and power
intoxication. The outcome was predictably desperate attempts towards indiscriminate
use of power aiming at establishing US military and political hegemony. (Dawn, Sep
11, 2003). This was a tragedy many times greater than the tragic events of September
11 because American leadership tried to blatantly use this occasion to concentrate
power in its own hands by developing a kind of hyper-patriotism among the
Americans.
On September 11, 2001 the US was rocked by a massive terrorist attack when
terrorist hijacked four US commercial planes.
1.

The first of four hijacked plane, American Airlines flight-11, Boeing
767 left Boston at 7:59 a.m. bound for Los Angeles, carrying 81
passengers and 11 crew members, crashed into the North tower of
World Trade Center (Moonis Ahmar, Winter 2003: 304).

2.

The 2nd plane was United Airlines Flight 175 Boeing 767 departed
Boston at 7:58 a.m. and crashed into the South tower of World Trade
Center. It was carrying 56 passengers and 9 crew members headed for
Los Angeles.

3.

3rd Plane was American Airlines flight 77 Boeing 757 departed
Washington at 8:10 a.m. bound for Los Angeles, carrying 58
passengers 2 pilots and 4 flight attendants, it crashed into the Pentagon.
First ever attack on Pentagon in 58 years history of Pentagon building.
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4.

The 4th and the final Plane was United Airlines Flight 43, Boeing 757
headed for San Francisco, departed New York at 8:01 a.m. the plane
carrying 38 passengers, 2 pilots and 5 flight attendants. It crashed at
10:00 a.m. near Pittsburgh leading towards the white House, the
symbol of US political supremacy (Maley, 2002: 251). The terrorists,
who rammed hijacked airlines in World Trade Center and Pentagon on
September 11, did more than just destroying the premier symbols of
American financial and military might. This terrorist attack gave 3
dimensional shakes to the United States society:
(a)

Economic set back,

(b)

Failure of CIA weak security arrangements or the lope holes in
the security,

(c)

Affected the role of American as global policeman.

President George Walker Bush, visibly perturbed and deeply shocked, vowed
to go on war against those who had launched this woeful terrorist attack on US. It was
termed as terrorist attack on the grounds that it targeted the innocents who were
absolutely unaware of the end they were going to meet. It was to achieve the objective
of spreading panic, horror and disturbance which was meant to uproot the fabric of
the US civil society (Maley, 2002). This terrorism terminology completely changed
the global perceptions about the democracy, which appeared to have undergone a
change overnight. The initial security measures, taken in the aftermath of September
11 attacks were the grounding of commercial aircrafts and the suspension of flights
that was the adverse impact on the airline business. Some airlines become bankrupt
and nearly 100,000 jobs were lost in airline industry.
The George W. Bush Administration announced that it would sickout or in the
words of George W. Bush “smoke them out of their holes and punish them”. Initially
they held Osama Bin Laden as the prime suspect. The President demanded that the
Taliban should hand him over to the United States for trials. It was too difficult to
allege any particular organization with authenticity because the entire actual
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perpetrators were dead during the attacks. Hence the hectic hunt for the mastermind
organization was started, that could be held responsible for this very reason. US
declared that it would also take action against those countries harboring the terrorists.
Soon this ground the US administration held Taliban responsible for protecting
Osama Bin Laden and providing bases to his terrorist network known as “Al-Qaeda.”
US administration warned the Taliban that severe military action would be taken
against Afghanistan if they do not surrender Osama Bin Laden to the US. The Taliban
adamantly rejected the US demands and refused to hand over Osama Bin Laden
(Haque, 2001:56). On the grounds that Osama Bin Laden was not responsible for
September 11 terrorist attack and negated the US allegation that Al-Qaeda” was the
mastermind organization behind the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 they
asked the evidence and declared that Osama Bin Laden would be handed over to a
third country, if found involved. After the September 11 attack, Osama Bin Laden
denied his involvement in the attack, but praised those who carried out the attack.
Now this was extremely difficult for US administration to prove the involvement of
Al-Qaeda and Osama Bin Laden in 9/11 attacks on the ground of a concrete evidence.
This point-exposed US intelligence failure, claiming one of the most sophisticated
intelligence networks of the world. In order to divert the people‟s wrath, United States
administration without any valid evidence put the whole blame on Osama bin Laden
and Al-Qaeda. It was therefore imperative that the countries or individual, targeted for
action must be provided with sufficient evidence if not concrete evidence of their
involvement

in terrorist activities.

It was a clear failure of United

States

administration to maintain a clear distinction between the act of terrorism and foreign
policies of concerned countries. Later, United States put a deadline for the Taliban to
handover Osama Bin Laden, but Taliban turned down the warning and gave a clear
and final verdict that Osama would never be handed over to United States.
The two different perceptions continue to shape the thinking and approach
after September 11 incidents. First it seemed that the massive destruction caused by
the suicide bombers in New York and Washington was resulted into large scale
retaliation by the US against invisible enemy. But at second thought due to the
subsequent developments, taking place after such tragic attacks exposed the
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contradictions in American foreign policy particularly those pertaining to the issue of
terrorism:
“Absolute Power is heady Wine” Winston Churchill
Prime Minister of Britain, Warned General Templer and
counseled him “to use it sparingly” (Miller, Spring
1993).
An Opportunity for Bush and his Administration
Unfortunately Bush administration never acted according to Churchill. As
Bush said, “Who is not with us will be crushed.” No doubt rarely has history unfolded
so dramatically and with such stunning impact, but one group of thinker is of the
opinion that this incident of September 11 was a shield for W. Bush administration to
hide its all weaknesses which were otherwise bound to be exposed. They termed
September 11, incident as an opportunity which was fully availed by W. Bush and by
his administration to get their political benefits. The debate about his incapability, his
blurred vision, his lack of understanding of United States responsibilities to the world,
suddenly ended. All voices challenging his election to the presidency were shut off
and the United States think tanks seemed to have suddenly gone dry. This opportunity
was availed with the help of intelligence agencies in United States (Banford, 2001:
73); especially the role of CIA is significant. W. Bush experienced this terrible new
reality as directly and as emotionally as any American. The difference was that he
could do something about it. The United States faced with an irreconcilable enemy,
the sort of black and white challenge that had supposedly been transcended in the post
cold war period. When the great clash of ideologies had ended, had now reappeared
with shocking suddenness; but the truth was that there is still very little clarity about
the real direction of United States foreign policy and the war on terror. The concept at
the heart of the conflict has scarcely evolved beyond its bare-bones. The overall
impact is that when Bush does invoke:
“We‟re in this together rhetoric or talks of creating a
common security frame work for the great power”
(Banford, 2001: 73).
It rings hallow. The result is ideological paralysis, followed by policy
paralysis. The other group of thinkers believes that vacillation between engagement
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and withdrawal is a chronic problem in United States foreign policy. But under the
current administration, it is especially striking. The impression it creates abroad is
deeply damaging and has benefited American enemies. They believe that the patience
will be rewarded with the thing they desire most. This belief holds that, because the
world gets only marching orders from W. Bush and not a common vision, it will be
less inclined to follow them, especially if the US begins to take large scale preemptive
action against other states. So it is necessary that W. Bush administration must apply
consummate diplomacy to persuade its partners that such a campaign is in their selfinterest (Hirsh, Sep – Oct, 2002). Moreover, it is important to understand for Bush
administration to set the needs to go. It is first necessary to find where it is coming
from, so it is essential for W. Bush to maintain his hard-edged policies along with
maintaining popularity among the American people. If Bush is to change his outlook,
then American must too. Otherwise the overuse of preemptive action could establish a
dangerous new precedent for international behavior. However, it is necessary that W.
Bush administration must select a middle choice between the squishy globalism and
the “take it or leave it” unilateralism by offering an alternative of international
consensus, built on a common vision of the international interests. This international
system of consensus will do the groundwork of keeping order and peace by binding
nation, together. As the war on terror prolong the first idea presented by thinkers
getting its roots, that September 11 provided the US with a tailor-made opportunity to
forge its policy agenda actively and overtly in the guise of war against terrorism to
advance its interests (Ahmar, 2003). There is more and more speculation about the
view that September 11 may have been a hoax perpetrated on the American people.
Yet, the implications of United States policies for other regions are beyond its control.
Its planning has made the global security environment precarious and shattered the
hopes built on superficial indicators that the world was heading towards a more
peaceful, prosperous and secure direction.
Significant Features of Post 9/11 Period
(a)

The first and the foremost feature of the post September 11 period is
that it has intensified the concept of restoring to violence as an
expression of anger by the deprived strata in different societies.
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(b)

Second, it explains that threats to international security are generated
less by strong and rich powers than by poor and powerless state and
non-state actors. This factor has given birth to the concept of
asymmetric warfare – a form of conflict in which a potential opponent,
a state, a transnational group or various other types of non-state actors
seek to counter the superior technology or fire power of a superpower
with unconventional asymmetric means.

(c)

Third,

it

blurred

the

distinction

between

movements

of self-

determination and the exercise of terrorism and more dangerously
between “state terrorism” and “state defensive policies” under the
doctrines of preemption and pursuit.
(d)

Fourth, a very significant change is in nuclear strategy has been
projected.

(e)

Fifth, there is the emergence of a set of new diplomatic terms that
sound extreme such as axis of evil, „axis of oppression‟, „either friend
or enemy‟, „with or against making the war on terror‟. Such terms are
more confused; because security, essentially a negative term, implies
the absence of real or perceived threats whether stemming from
external sources or internal troubles or incumbent economic disparities
and inequalities of certain coveted values. To cope with perceived
threats, nations tend to seek power hoping that power alone may
generate the desired level of security (Zaki, 2001: 21). Ability to attain
an adequate level of security may in turn, breed insecurity for the
others. Although it is true that world politics is managed by the world
leaders, but the results of their decisions are felt by the masses. The
understanding of the implications of September 11 incident leads
towards three assumptions:
i

First, the conflicting nature of international affairs in the words, of
Hobbes “it‟s jungle out there” and thus anarchy would be the rule
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of law whereas order, justice and morality would be the exception,
it mean, the final arbiter of world politics remains power.
ii Secondly, in the world of scarce resources and conflict over the
distribution of those resources, human beings confront one another
ultimately as groups and not as isolated individuals. This form of
loyalty is often called nationalism, in the words of Thucydides,
“men are motivated by honour, greed and fear; but guised it as
nationalism”.
iii Thirdly, the states seek power, either as an end in itself or a mean
to other end, and after seeking power behave in a way that is, by
and large rational and logical for them. (Zaki, 2001: 24).
The Term of Terrorism and US
The US has been playing about, from time to time, with the term terrorism
according to its convenience and experience. It has never followed the same yardstick
in identifying terrorism. It has moved from its mindset of “no bad so of the witch” but
in the presence of this definition, in Israel number of those who organized and led
terrorism become its most of celebrated prime ministers “Meacham Begin” who was
one of the leaders of “Irgun terrorist organization” and who had gone into hiding,
become Prime Minister of Israel. Yitzhak Rabine who headed the “Haggnah terrorist
organization” also became the Prime Minister of Israel (Haque, 2001). The present
Israel Prime Minister “Shelon” was also one of the leaders of a terrorist organization.
Describing “the wiskedness and awesome cruelty on the crushed and humiliated
people, write Noam Chomosky “This is not a war of Democracy Vs Terrorist it is also
about American missiles, smashing into Palestinian home, and US helicopters firing
Missiles into a Lebanese ambulance in 1996 and American shell, crushing into a
village called “Qana”. In case of Afghanistan ever if the US had credible evidence of
complicity against Osama Bin Laden in view of the provision for renunciation of war
as a means of settling dispute enunciated in the „Kellog Braind Tareaty of 1982 and
the Judgment of the international court of justice in the “Nicaragua Case” the US
armed attack on Afghanistan constitutes a flagrant violation of international law. The
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United

States has notified

that the United States military campaign against

Afghanistan will be launched in exercise of its right of self defence under Article 51
of the UN charter and that the US reserves the right to extend its military action
against other states as well. In 1996 dealing with the Nicaragua complaint against the
USA, the international court of justice defined the exact meaning of attack under
Article 51 of the UN Charter:
“Which could justify a hostile military response from
the victim and which is directly relevant to judging the
justification whether self defence of individual or
collective, it can only be exercised in response to an
armed attack” (Fuller, March/ April, 2002).
In the light of these judgments the suicide bombings of World Trade Centre
and the Pentagon do not fall in the wider definition of armed attack nor it involves
Afghanistan as a state as required by article 51 of the UN charter and according to the
interpretations of international court of justice. It did not favor US Military strategy.
So as a first step the United States adopted a new definition of terrorism according to
which the use of force or violence to achieve a political objective and the use of force
or violence targeting the civilians was justified. This very definition of terrorism
provides a solid foundation to launch the Military action against the terrorism. The
European countries were not happy with the ground of US Military strategy. So there
is growing anger against US Military Strategy but US was having a firm believe on
the theory that:
“If you move, if you act, if you decide to get involved,
we will below you up and for the justification of their
action” (Abbasi, 2002:21).
Colin Powell said that there is sufficient evidence against Osama. The United
States would be sharing with the Security Council. However, the evidence produced
by the United States is entirely based on conjecture and speculation and does not
connect Osama bin Laden with September 11 terrorist attack. The British Government
has released 921 page documents in London with the apology:
“The evidence was not a legal document, but was the
best expression we are able to give under constraints,

100

within which we have to operate “in the purchase of all
these difficulties on legal, political and social grounds
US still managed to announce a war plan with a new
road map for Middle East and South East Asia to get the
understanding of the base of US (Woodward, 2002: 16).
Repercussions of 9/11
The dawn of 11 September 2001 changed the nightmare of the nation. Soon
the worst sanctioned country became partner in anti-terror campaign and sanctioned
free country. This was a shift from Rogue State to a Key Ally. Dollar injections and
end of diplomatic isolations were the immediate relief but internal risk in flux of
refugees, threat to sovereignty, threat from Western border were the imminent prices
to be paid. Soon India started deploying troops on Eastern border and Pakistan was
brought in a tight corner.
At night of 9/11 Washington contacted Islamabad and asked her “Weather you
are with us or against us”. In this situation Pakistan was in dilemma Hobson‟s choice
whether to join US camp or refuse her strategic help to US and ultimately Pakistan
joined war against terrorism. The main demand of Washington was Osama. Pakistan
contacted Taliban for handing over Osama to US. But their refusal and stringent
statements irked Washington as well as Islamabad.
Instability, influx of refugees, pressure on Eastern as well as on Western
borders and threats of Al-Qaida for sabotaging the internal infrastructure and
disruption of government machinery are the main costs Islamabad had to pay.
Economic incentives and improvement of Pakistan‟s role in International World were
benefits for Islamabad.
Prior to 9/11 our Northern border was secure, we had no threats from Durand
Line but after joining War against Terrorism, we were between two risky and hostile
borders, though relations with Karzai government were improving but presence of
Northern Alliance in great number in his cabinet indicated suspiciousness.
At this critical time, Indians were trying to dictate their terms. After designing
self made attacks on Parliament, they blamed Pakistan and started deploying army on

101

Redcliff line. It has been always their practice to mount pressure on Pakistan,
whenever it is in difficult and precarious situation internally or externally. The South
Asian region was facing grave security threats due to the increasing extremism and
terrorist activities within its states.
Different

perceptions

continued

to

shape

the

thinking

and

approach

determining global politics in the post Sept 11, 2001, period. For a while it seemed
that the massive destruction caused by the suicide bombers in New York and
Washington would result into a large-scale retaliation by the United States. But the
George W. Bush administration instead of dealing with the causes, which promote
terrorism, focused on eliminating some individuals like Osama Bin Laden or Mullah
Omar and groups like Al-Qaida from the scene. (Rehman, 2001: 6).
The 9/11 developments, and the subsequent US led war against terrorism
changed the global complexion of power because for the first time after the 2 nd world
war the US decided to use all available resources at her disposal with the support of
NATO, European Union and many other like minded countries. The US made it clear
that the event of terrorism would be met with full force hence the coalition against
terrorism was remarkable only because of large number of countries involved from all
over the world and also due to the fact that the fight against terrorism was expected to
be prolonged. In this US led war against terrorism; Pakistan was playing the role of
front line due to its historical relations, with the US along with other factors. (Rizvi,
November 2001: 79).
On September 13, 2001 President Musharraf under strong US diplomatic
pressure offered President George W. Bush Pakistan‟s unstained cooperation in the
fight against terrorism because of its shared border with Afghanistan and former close
ties with the Taliban. Pakistan was considered key to US led effort to combat
terrorism but the questions arose: - What were those factors which brought GWOT on
the peripheral orbit of Pakistan and why did Pakistan join GWOT? Following the
aftermath of 9/11 and Pakistan‟s support to cooperate prompted both opportunities as
well as challenges. Some political thinkers are of the view that Pakistan joined
coalition because of following economic and trade benefits. (Zaidi, October 2001: 79).
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Source: www.khalidaziz.com
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Economic and Trade Benefits for Joining Coalition
(a)

On 22 September W. Bush signed a waiver to lift the economic
sanctions imposed by US in 1998, when Pakistan tested her nuclear
weapons.

(b)

On 24 September, the US government offered a further reward for
Pakistan anti-terrorism pledge some US $ 379 million debt owed to US
by Pakistan was rescheduled.

(c)

IMF approved US $ 560 million one-year loan for economic stability
in Pakistan to be followed by an agreement of US $ 2.5 to 3 billion for
3 years IMF program in the near future.

(d)

On the sidelines of UN General Assembly debate US President W.
Bush promised Pakistan more than US $ 1 billion in aid for her support
for US campaign against terrorism.

(e)

Pakistan has entered an unprecedented debt rescheduling agreement
with the Paris Club Sovereign Creditors that would extend

help on

terms usually for vary poor countries.
(f)

Apart form providing aid assistance US is taking several steps to help
Pakistan`s exports duty-free trade benefits under the Generalized
Scheme of Preferences (GSP) that had been suspended in 1997, it will
be restored. This will cover about US $ 13.5 million in trade.

(g)

The US will also expand the GSP for Pakistan to include additional
trade now valued at US $ 115 million.

(h)

Other measures include US $ 400 million in trade financing form the
US Export-Import Bank (EIB), US $ 300 million in risk insurance
from the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC), and US $
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200 million for a variety of security, education and food assistance
programmes.
(i)

The European Commission (EC) has rushed through trade concessions
to Pakistan worth  1.4 billion to reward the Islamabad government
for its support in the war against terrorism.

(j)

EU is thinking to increase the textile export by 15% until 2004. The
rise in quotas is expected to raise Pakistani exports by  2.3 billion in
next 4 year.

(k)

The EU also removed all tariffs on exports form Pakistan and that will
eliminate  150 million duties per year. (Lieven, March 2002: 6).

Military and economic aid [edit]
Year

Military (USD in Billions

Economic (USD in Billions)

2002

1.36

1.233 for 2002 to 2004

2003

1.500

1.233 for 2002 to 2004

2004

1.200

1.233 for 2002 to 2004

2005

1.313

.338

2006

1.260

.539

2007

1.115

.567

2008

1.435

.507

2009

1.689

1.366

2010

1.232

1.409

2011

1.685

Unknown

Total

11.740 Billion

6.08 Billion

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Foreign_aid_to_Pakistan
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Now if the group of thinkers viewed the situational analysis on only economic
grounds, this is totally wrong perception or at least not the sole cause of Pakistan‟s
cooperation to the US Administration in US led war on terror.
US Foreign Aid to Pakistan and Civilian Fatalities in Terrorist violence in Pakistan

Source: Counterjihadreport.com
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Another group of political thinkers of Pakistan considered the Pakistan`s
cooperation towards the US as a trap between an emotive resistance to abandon the
past theological heritage and a realistic compulsion to become a part of the global
liberalism in political and economic realm, which is secular in spirit. Now the
question arises that Pakistan can afford to remain a non-secular state in the changing
world as a front line US ally? The Pakistan society as a whole, is not finding a way to
dispel the myth that the two urges are contradicting. (Mazari, Winter 2001: 3).
Classification of Pakistani Society
In one`s private life it is relatively easy to pledge allegiance to faith while
compromising on practical compliance which is not so in matters of a communal
commitment to a set of principles, let alone a sanctimonious creed. A liberal
democracy entails secular principles, which exclude theological injunctions Pakistan`s
society is divided into three groups
(a)

Religious fundamentalists

(b)

Liberals

(c)

Believers of Modernity.
a.

First group is of the view that US has come to dictate what kind
of Islam has to be followed by the Muslims of Pakistan.

b,c.

The other two groups of liberals and moderns are unable to
understand that why Pakistan as an Islamic republic have
joined the US war on terror against their own brotherhood.
These groups have several questions to be answered in detail
(Mazari, winter 2001).
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Pakistan herself is facing severe type of terrorism, both internal and external.
Pakistan stand is the one that is just and principled and the same that has been adopted
on issues of Afghanistan, Palestine, Kashmir and other problems of the Muslim
world. Pakistan has an ideological identity since its inception and paid sacrifices to
retain her identity. Above all Pakistan is an Islamic Republic, set up for enabling the
Muslims to ordain their lives in accordance with their belief.
But this think tank also presents the one side or rather dark side of the picture
to get the answer of why Pakistan joined to coalition as a Front Line State. It
emphasizes to explore the security problems, economic issues, narcotics issue, along
with other key issues like Kashmir.
Geographical Compulsion of Pakistan
Pakistan became a Front Line State not by its ability to perform an effective
role in the Afghan crisis but as an accident of being a geographic neighbor of the
country, Thereby, there is nothing to be pompous about. In this regard this is an
erroneous assumption that Pakistan is playing a Front Line State role with her own
will and wish. Pakistan does not have a capacity to perform any such feat politically,
economically and above all morally. The Pakistani establishment is still under strict
scrutiny by the US Administration as Former Secretary of State Collin Powell has
said:“I think we should stop saying, can we trust them
(Pakistan)? We will see what they are going to do and
uptil what they are able to do”. (Zafar, October 2001).
Although the Foreign Minister of Pakistan Abdul Sattar tried to justify the
Pakistan‟s Commitment to the American demands and tried to hide behind the phase
as “United Nations Security Councils Resolution” but the fact remains, that Pakistan
is considered key to US led efforts to combat terrorism in the region due to her
geographical, ethnic and cultural ties with Afghanistan.
Post 9/11 incident Pakistan is carrying a rigid foreign policy towards
Afghanistan having less concern about the international opinion. Since the incident of
9/11, Pakistan designed a clear-cut policy towards Afghanistan. Due to this change in
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the foreign policy a segment of the Pakistani population read it as a signal of
sympathy for the Taliban. While others interpret it as an outright support for the
American position against international terrorism another part of the population was
of the view that the government in Islamabad accepted the American conditions under
duress. The reality is that the Pakistan government was facing a serious danger which
goes together with their policy. Any flaw in the policy can destabilize the society, as a
result on a number of occasions assurances are being made to the international antiterrorist collision that every effort will be made to go along with the new fight against
terror. In the days proceeding 9/11 at least two high powered Pakistani delegations
visited Kandhar, requesting Mullah Omar to reconsider the issue and take appropriate
steps to defuse the situation. The delegation of September 29, was assigned to
convince the Taliban to comprehend the requirements of the changing global realities.
The visit of Pakistani delegations proved wild goose chase and Mullah Omar‟s reply
generated more suspicion towards international environment, already hostile against
terrorism. These expressions clearly demonstrate that from Taliban‟s perception little
progress was made in solving the crisis. It seemed clear that the Taliban had little
comprehension of the developments around them and had no clue regarding the
security hazards of the region. Pakistan warned Taliban that Kabul Militia is
completely ignorant about the complications of the regional as well as the global
system, so in the case of US strike in Afghanistan the whole region will be under the
threat of US led war on terror. The Taliban had no answers for such logical proposals.
(Khan, December 2001: 20).
Proliferation in South Asia
The Proliferation in South Asia is a part of a chain of events leading Pakistan
to join the international collaboration with US against terrorism. India is seeking to
achieve deterrence against China, and Pakistan is maintaining a balancing situation or
minimum nuclear deterrence against a larger and conventionally stronger India. India
began its nuclear program in the mid 1960‟s, specifically after its 1962 defeat in a
short border war with China and China‟s first nuclear test in 1964. Despite a 1993
Sino-Indian troop reduction agreement and some easing of tensions, both nations
continue to deploy forces along their borders; Pakistan‟s nuclear program was
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prompted by India‟s 1974 nuclear test. Since the September 2001 terrorist attacks on
the United States, her officials have held talks on improving security and installing
new

safeguards

on

Pakistan‟s

nuclear weapons and

nuclear power plants.

Apprehensions that Pakistan could become destabilized by the US anti-terrorism war,
drive the Pakistan to act as Front Line State as US ally. (Khan, December 2001).
Pakistan – India Inimical Relations
Bilateral relations between Pakistan and India remained dead locked on the
issue of Kashmiri sovereignty. The prospects for India – Pakistan détente suffered a
severe setback in mid 1999, when the two countries teetered on the brink of their
fourth full-scale war, once again on the issue of Kashmir. Tension between India and
Pakistan remained extremely high in the wake of the Kargil conflict, which cost more
than 1,100 lives. New Delhi accused Pakistan of sponsoring the movement of
“terrorists” into Indian Kashmir; Islamabad accused India of human rights violations,
there. Later offensive military operations in Kashmir was undertaken by India in
2000-2001, and the Pakistani government responded by announcing that its forces
deployed along the LOC in Kashmir would observe maximum restraint. In the mean
time US Secretary of State Collin Powell visited the region in an effort to ease
escalating tension on Kashmir between India and Pakistan. (Zaidi, January 2002: 63).
But due to October 2001 terrorist attack on the Indian Parliament in New Delhi; the
Indian government mobilized some 700,000 troops to the forward stations along the
Pakistan frontier. Under significant international diplomatic pressure and the threat of
India‟s use of possibly massive force, Pakistan in January 2002 vowed to end the
deadlock by taking some strict actions against the radical groups in Pakistan. Despite
of the efforts made by Pakistan, Indian troops remain on the frontiers as a constant
threat. Ultimately, Pakistan also recalled army troops from both patrol operations
along the Pakistan, Afghanistan border as well as from international peacekeeping
operation. Pakistan also tested three ballistic missiles in May 2002, sending an
implicit massage to India that it would employ nuclear weapons in conflict. A flurry
of intensive diplomatic missions to South Asia appeared to have reduced tension and
to prevent the outbreak of war. In the mean time the US government continued to
strenuously urge the two countries to renew bilateral dialogues that had been
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moribund since the summer of 2001. Even though India was on negotiation table
when 9/11 incident took place, but even in this posture Pakistan was not in position to
trust the Indian government. As a result under all these circumstances and events of
Kashmir, Pakistan was left with no option but to join the US led war on terrorism
coalition as Front Line State (Dawn, Karachi, January 3, 2002).
Economic Compulsion of Pakistan
Pakistan is a developing country with great extremes in the distribution of
wealth. The long-term economic outlook for Pakistan continues to be rather bleak.
Pakistan has low national savings rate (15 to 20%) and high labour force growth rates
(3.4%), in a country that remains highly dependent of foreign lending and the
importation of basic commodities. Pakistan‟s Public debt is equal to more than 53%
of GDP and per capita GDP is US $ 425. Pakistan government will have external debt
at about US $ 36.3 billion by the end of 2002. The country‟s total liquid reserves are
US $ 10.3 billion along with 3.7% inflation rate. Interests on public debt and defence
spending together consume 70% of the total revenues of Pakistan. In this situation
Pakistan‟s participation in the post-September 2001 anti-terror coalition had the effect
of easing severe national debt situation. If Pakistan let avoid the US offer, then India
was ready to serve the American‟s purpose. So Pakistan came back in the main stream
of economy and world trade, which otherwise would have been difficult with current
economic situation in Pakistan (Kaul, 2003: 14).
Pakistan joined the anti-terrorism campaign, because Pakistan herself is a
victim of terrorism and wants to eliminate terrorism inside and across the borders on
this ground after the September 2001 terrorist attacks on United States, Pakistan
pledged and has provided support for US led war on terror. According to the US
Departments of State and Defence (DSD). Pakistan has afforded the United States
unprecedented levels of cooperation by allowing US to identify and detain extremists
and tightening the border between Pakistan and Afghanistan (Kaul, 2003).
In a landmark speech in January 2002, Musharraf vowed to end Pakistan‟s use
as a base for terrorism of any kind, and banned numerous militant groups. US
government was contended, that Pakistan was doing everything possible to stop such
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radical moves. However Pakistan made it clear to US Administration that Kashmir by
all means was a fundamental issue to the Pakistan national idea as well as to the
Islamist groups. So if US government really wants to eradicate terrorism, then they
must solve the Kashmir issue. In this respect Pakistan will be in a better position to
help the US cause. Pakistan also made a point, that this terrorism was generated and
promoted in 1988, when Afghanistan after Soviet withdrawal was left unattended by
the international community (Ziring, 2004: 341). So the international community must
recognize the rehabilitation of Afghanistan and the solution of Kashmir issue will be
vital towards the eradication of international terrorism. Although it is clear that
Pakistan played the role of Front Line State, if not to help the US officials then for its
survival. It is struggle for self survival, to save the nation, no matter how conflicted,
and returns to its wellsprings.
Reaction of the Conservative Muslims
Pakistan‟s decision to assist the United States even in the presence of all above
mentioned logical points was condemned among conservative Muslim circles, both in
Pakistan and beyond. In Afghanistan, Muslim circles and scholars were virtually all
reported to be in support of Osama Bin Laden and they called upon the Taliban
regime to offer him protection. Afghanistan‟s more extreme elements publicized the
need for a Jihad against the United States (Ziring, 2004: 368). For the Islamists, the
American targeting of Osama Bin Laden was merely a pretext for a general assault on
the Islamic world and they urged the Pakistan government to reconsider its support
for the Americans. Nonetheless, with the United Nations Security Council calling for
the immediate arrest of Osama Bin Laden, and with the Iranian Foreign Minister
joining other world leaders in demanding the arrest and punishment of those behind
the September 11 attack the Pakistan government had no other option. So nothing was
in the hands of Pakistan to relieve the crisis until Osama Bin Laden and Al-Qaeda had
been liquidated, because the time for negotiation on this matter had passed (Nayyar,
2003: 368).
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Indian Concern
Perhaps the greatest concern of Pakistan, post September 11, has been the
manner in which India has reacted to the developments in the region. Indian Minister
for External Affairs, Jeswant Singh assured Foreign Minister of Pakistan that India
had no intention to add to the fuel on fire current complexities that the government
and the people of Pakistan are facing. But later, India attempted to try and use the war
on terrorism as an opportunity to draw Kashmir into the terrorist ambit but totally
failed to get a US condemnation of the total Kashmir freedom struggle. India also
handed over a list of 20 Pakistani national terrorists, accused of committing acts of
terror against India, demanding their custody. Although Pakistan demanded for some
documentary evidence and refused the Indian charge that the demanded terrorist by
India are the Pakistani Nationals. With all these efforts India was desperately trying to
shift the world‟s focus from Afghanistan to the cross border terrorism in Kashmir
(Wasi, October 2003). As a result of all these developments Pakistan government
adopted a clear policy, but the complexity and continuously developing nature of the
situation present a formidable challenge that cannot be met without joining the US led
war on terror as a Front Line State (http:/forum.ra.utk.edu/secialreport.html).
It is true that Pakistan‟s political and social system is beset with contradictions
ever since the creation of Pakistan, due to frequent oscillation between military and
democratic rule. The military has always projected itself as the only force through
which political order could be achieved which in return would help the nation to move
towards economic development. In fact, having a certain similarity to the earlier
episodes when the military intervened into political sphere of Pakistan, General
Musharraf also derided the economic collapse and lawlessness in the country when he
assumed power in October 1999. Initially stunned by the attack on its national
sovereignty on September 11, 2001, US came up with a set of demands, for the
Pakistan government soon after the linkage in the terrorist attack seemed to point
towards the involvement of the Al-Qaeda group. These demands were received
positively by Pakistani government especially by General Musharraf. His decision to
abandon the Taliban and offer unstinted support to the US was dictated by certain
compulsions and involved many risks. This approach not only meant a total turn
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around

in Pakistan‟s foreign and

regional policy but also impact President

Musharraf‟s ability to retain his position as the country‟s ruler. President Musharraf
due to above mentioned reasons was forced to go along with the US, because he really
had no other option. According to a report published by Washington Post, Pakistan
was given a list of seven demands. Musharraf responded positively, knowing very
well that non compliance could have disastrous consequences (Ahmar, Winter 2003:
5).
List of Seven Demands
1.

Not allowing Al-Qaeda operatives to cross the border stopping arms,
shipments from going through Pakistan,

2.

Giving the US over flight and landing rights,

3.

Allowing access to naval bases, air bases and borders,

4.

Intelligence support.

5.

Condemnation of the September 11 attack and curbing domestic
support for terrorism.

6.

Stopping fuel supply and Pakistani supporters of Taliban from going to
Afghanistan.

7.

Breaking diplomatic ties with the Taliban, if it was proved that The AlQaida network was involved and if the Taliban continued to harbour
Osama Bin Laden.

Lot‟s, of thought, went into this decision with its inherent risks. President
Musharraf consulted with service Chiefs from bureaucracy, Corp Commander, from
army and with some prominent political leaders before making a Public Statement. In
his address to the nation on radio and television on September 19, 2001 he stressed on
the point that:
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“Resistance to the US campaign against international terrorism would result in
dire consequences for the country and admitted that Americans had asked for
cooperation in terms of intelligence sharing on Taliban and Osama Bin Laden, using
Pakistani airspace and logistic support” (Ahmar, Winter 2003: 5).
It was meant to take the Pakistani public into confidence about the need to
meet the immediate crisis and to enlist their support for the same. This statement of
policy reversal caused a multitude of reactions among the mainstream political
parties, Islamist groups, the liberal sections of society, prominent elements with in the
army. It would be important to examine the reasons behind the varying responses of
these sections of Pakistani society (Dibb, Spring 2002: 131).
The response of the mainstream political parties to what has been referred as
the greatest national security challenge facing Pakistan since 1971 was supportive of
the Musharraf regime‟s, policies. They rallied around the government of the day in
order to ensure a certain level of security. There is a growing realization within the
liberal sections of the Pakistani society that the law and order problem with in
Pakistan is directly linked to Pakistan‟s Afghanistan policy. Along with this was also
the expectation that things might improve if Pakistan was to de-link itself from the
Taliban. However, as events unfolded such noble instincts on the various parties could
be doubted. It became apparent that each party was trying to gain maximum political
mileage out of the situation, with an eye on the future elections. Nearly all the
mainstream political parties like PPP, ANP and MQM, seemed to be consonance with
the Musharraf regimes‟ thinking except for the PML(N) (Dibb, Spring 2002: 132).
Islamic Groups and Parties Response
The negative response of the Islamic groups and parties to Musharraf‟s antiTaliban, pro-US stance did not really come as surprise. These parties realized that the
tide was turning against Islam and they felt threatened by the government‟s change in
policy. All these Islamists resorted to the street protests in order to register their
displeasures, hoping the government would take back its decision. However, the
circumstances were obviously not in their favour and the religious groups came
together under the umbrella of the Pak-Afghan Defence Council (PADC) in order to
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campaign against the US and Pakistan government. One reason given for the inability
of these parties to garner the support of the general public and make a lasting impact,
is that the parties comprising the council lacked unity in coming up with a concrete
plan of action. Added to this was the fact that out of the 30 parties constituting the
PADC, most of them were politically irrelevant. Though these Islamist groups
indulged in several violent demonstrations, their campaign came to an end with the
fall of Taliban in Afghanistan (Zeb, Spring 2001: 71).
As US military campaign in Afghanistan intensified, Musharraf came under
increasing onslaught not only from the religious extremists but also from people who
believed that he had sold out to the Americans. In the face of increasing countrywide
protests, and a call for the removal of General Musharraf by Qazi Hussain Ahmad of
Jamaat-e-Islami (JI),

there was increasing concern about the possibility that

Musharraf might lose power. Added to this was the fear that the hardliners within the
army might rise against the Musharraf‟s regime. So the foremost priority for the
Musharraf‟s regime was to bring the situation under control particularly with regard to
law and order, as well as extremism and sectarianism. One can assume that to achieve
this target Musharraf needs an agenda of reforms, considering the fact that the very
survival of Pakistan is at stake. Although it will obviously be a time consuming
process to convert Pakistan into moderate state, but Pakistan has to achieve this target
if want to survive in this global world.
The revived Pak-US relations offered new opportunities and posed Myriad
challenges to Pakistan. Its leaders had to demonstrate realism and a dispassionate
analysis of the political and security choices. The major goals of foreign policy were
often unchanged but the strategies to achieve these goals had to be adjusted to the
changing global environment and the imperatives of a specific situation. When the
current regional and global situation changes, Pakistan‟s interaction with the United
States and Afghanistan will have to be reviewed keeping in view the imperatives of
the time and Pakistan‟s national interest. On the other hand the US in order to
successfully carry out the military campaign against Afghanistan depended crucially
on Pakistan‟s support and cooperation, so Pakistan‟s collaboration was indispensable,
but the way Pakistan is performing the role of a Front Line State is not an easy task.
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For Pakistan, its security equations and concerns had been further aggravated, with
the external dimensions ever linked to its domestic policy (Zeb, Spring 2002).
The decision to abandon the Taliban and join the world was calculated to
make the best of a miserable situation. It is strange that these tragic events and the
reaction to them should provide Pakistan with an opportunity to reclaim its vision of
becoming a democratic nation. The country had endured much that was ignoble, and
the time had come to nurture a generation by secular doctrines. That generation has
been to see the Pakistan of the 21st century realize its potential for greatness, not only
as a Muslim nation, but as a country that represents the better instincts for humanity.
Pakistan must retrieve her religion from those who hold it as hostage to obscurant and
discursive arguments. It was a time for Pakistan to represent the Muslim concerns and
objectives in contexts of reconstruction and positive thinking. Sectarianism and
terrorism are demonic, not Islamic, and strategies to combat them require the input of
the best and the brightest. However, it is the Pakistani nation that must select the path
i.e trade. The nation stood at the crosscurrent of the history. A choice had to be made
not only on the question of more or less freedom of speech and action but also on the
primordial question of life or death (Hasnat, 2002: 9).
Extremism and terrorism
Extremism and terrorism are two different phenomena. While terrorism has to
be dealt with force, extremism is a state of mind that can be overcome only with
societal transformation. President Musharraf has regretted that Pakistan‟s allies do not
fully understand the threat of extremism and confuse terrorism with extremism. He
remarked that military action against Al - Qaida can only “buy time” to utilize other
instruments responsible for spawning terrorism. In other words, he called for a
“holistic approach” to deal with the scourge of global terrorism. This essentially
requires a two-pronged strategy, a double pincer of “enlightened moderation” of
internal reforms in Muslim societies, and, for Great Powers and international
community to strive for a just resolution of global disputes such as Palestine, Kashmir
and Chechnya and assist the Islamic world in its socio-economic development
(Hasnat, 2002: 32).
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Terrorism in Pakistan can be traced to some causative factors which need to be
highlighted. This is despite the fact that most of the Pakistanis are moderate, and
progressive

Muslims.

Certain

regional developments

like

the

Iranian Islamic

revolution in 1979, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the consequential long
Afghan Jihad orchestrated with active support of the Western powers proved
momentous. Pakistan was assigned to play a pivotal role as a “Front-Line State” in
Afghan resistance against Soviet forces.
However, there was negative fallout of Jihad that had to be faced over the
years. Influx of Afghan refugees and then their militancy in Pakistan, setting up of
madrassas, civil war in Afghanistan and rise of Taliban – all contributed to promote
religious extremism. The Islamization of Zia period from the 1980s took its massive
toll of prevailing tranquility. The tragic events of 9/11 and its consequential fallout
further complicated the situation.
Genuine Liberation and freedom Struggle
On the global front, most specifically within the Islamic World, three ongoing
conflicts have evoked strong feelings of hurt and humiliation among Muslims. The
occupation of Indian forces in Kashmir, of Palestine by Israelis and currently the US
invasions and occupation of Afghanistan and Iraq – have all fueled deep resentment
against the West in general and the US in particular. Especially in Pakistan, despite
being an ally of the US, this anti-US sentiment pervades strongly (Hasnat, 2002: 32).
Unfortunately, the well acknowledged distinction between genuine liberation
and freedom struggles has not only been degraded but has also been defaced by
terrorist organizations like Al-Qaida. Their mandate is to target the West and certain
Muslim moderate countries. Misunderstandings have gripped both sides; the West
was targeting Islam as a “demonic”, Intolerant” and “Violent” religion and the
Muslims were depicting the West as “infidels”, and “Morally depraved”. The July
London

bombings,

hounding

of

Muslims

for

alleged

links

with

Al-Qaida,

humiliations at airports, discrimination at places of work and indiscreet remarks are
widening of gulf (Zeb, Spring 2002: 71). This has, in turn, led to some fanatic and
misguided Muslim clerics to retaliate and the vicious cycle seems unending.
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Repercussions of Afghan Civil War
The 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the lingering civil war in
Afghanistan had severe repercussions on Pakistani state and society. Pakistan had to
face a massive influx of nearly 4 million Afghan refugees, the largest in the world.
Unlike Iran, which kept its refugees under tight surveillance by restricting them to
border areas, Pakistan acted in a characteristic Islamic spirit of magnanimity by
letting the uprooted Afghan Muslim brethren free to stay and move as they liked often
detrimental to its national interests. Today, after nearly 32 years of Soviet military
intervention, Afghanistan remains a troubled and volatile country. Although many
refugees have left after 9/11, a sizeable 2.6 million are still dwelling in Pakistan (Zeb,
Spring 2002).
When Afghan refugees streamed across the borders into Pakistan, they created
a number of problems for the host country. There were incidents of encroachment
over lands and property, overgrazing of fields of local population, large scale
deforestation, land erosion, illegal shanty towns, introduction of drug and Klashnkov
culture, intensification of sectarianism, competition for housing and jobs and incidents
of violence etc. This put a heavy strain on social services exacerbated the situation,
beggary crime and immorality. This was followed by a spate of terrorist bomb
explosions throughout the 1980‟s and early 1990‟s. The Taliban period provided some
respite as it was able to control law and order in Afghanistan to a greater extent.
After 9/11 and most specifically following US military strikes the Taliban
regime fell and in consequence many defeated Talibans crossed over the Pak-Afghan
border and took refuge in the tribal regions of Pakistan. Incidentally, these regions,
comprising of seven tribal agencies have close ethnic and family ties with each other.
With varied interpretations of the Durand Line and the tribal areas, traditionally
enjoying a semi-autonomous status, it was not too difficult to mingle with the local
people. Cognizant of the operational situation in tribal areas, they were able to carry
out terrorist activities within Pakistan and against the Karzai government.
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A most important effect of this has been that in Khyber Pakhtoon khawa
formally influence of Taliban is increasing. Moreover it poses challenges to Pakistani
society as violence acts increased when the Taliban elements and their mentors, AlQaida, moved into the major cities. Afghan refugees in big cities are also infiltrated
with these elements. Now the government is trying to register these refugees and
make plans to repatriate them. But economic and security conditions in Afghanistan
are so alarming that they are reluctant to return to the war-shattered country (Dibb,
Spring 2002: 31). American drone strikes in Pakistani areas are accelerating the issue
and creating more anger in Pakistani Taliban.

DRONES

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Drone_attacks_in_Pakistan )

1) US Drone Strike Statistics estimate according to the New America Foundation.[2]
(As of 8 June 2013)

Year
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
Total

Number
Casualties
of
Attacks Militants Civilians Unknown
1
3
2
2
3
5
6
4
2
1
93
0
4
51
0
12
36
223
28
47
54
387
70
92
122
788
16
45
73
420
62
35
48
268
5
33
14
78
4
0
357
2,224
286
270

Total
7
15
94
63
298
549
849
517
306
82
2,780

2) The Bureau of Investigative Journalism estimates the following cumulative
statistics about US drone strikes:[3]
(As of July 2013)






Total strikes: 370
Total reported killed: 2,548 - 3,549
Civilians reported killed: 411 - 890
Children reported killed: 168 - 197
Total reported injured: 1,177 - 1,480
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Strikes under the Bush Administration: 52
Strikes under the Obama Administration: 318

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Drone_attacks_in_Pakistan

Estimated total Deaths from U.S. Drone Strikes in Pakistan
2004 – 2011
Years
Deaths (low)
Deaths (High)



2011*

281

407

2010

607

993

2009

369

725

2008

274

314

2004 – 2007

89

112

Total

1620

2551

Through July 14, 2011

Estimated Militant Deaths from U.S. Drone Strikes in Pakistan
2004 – 2011
Years
Deaths (low)
Deaths (High)



2011*

265

371

2010

581

939

2009

266

502

2008

134

165

2004 – 2007

81

103

Total

1282

2015

Through July 14, 2011

Estimated Militant Leaders Deaths from U.S. Drone Strikes in Pakistan
2004 – 2011
2011

2

2010

12

2009

7

2088

11
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2004 – 2007

3

Total

35

Through July 14, 2011

Militants and estimated total, above.
Source:
http://counterterrorism.newamerica.net/drones/2007
After 9/11, some of Al-Qaida leaders and Taliban have been using these areas
as havens to escape detection and launch incursions on both sides of the border,
Pakistan government has captured nearly 700 Al-Qaida leaders, including Khalid
Omer, Abu Zubaida and Libby from different areas. However, military operations in
Wana, Shakai, Santoi and other cities and places and taking refuge in southern
Waziristan and Pak-Afghan border to launch terrorist activities are against the
Pakistani state (Zeb, Spring 2002: 71).
In many ways, it is mainly Pakistan that has borne the major brunt of the
Soviet invasion, the adverse effects of Afghan civil war and the consequences of the
post 9/11 war on terrorism. This has posed major dilemmas for policy makers in
Pakistan. One, it has affected major development projects in these regions, secondly,
it has forced the state to station many divisions of army for law and order at the cost
of earning the opprobrium of “use of force” against its own population. If however
left to their own, the consequences of Talibanization of Pakistan are dire which cannot
be tolerated (Nayyar, 2003: 368, 369).
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In terms of damage to economy, the loss of foreign direct investment and
tourism are indeed substantial. Moreover the image of the country has taken a massive
battering. Visa and job opportunities for Pakistanis from these areas to the Middle
East are being increasingly curtailed.

Paradoxically, it was the Pakistani Diaspora that actively contributed to
national economic development of many countries in the Gulf, the Middle East and
Europe (UK, Denmark and Germany) during the 1960‟s and 1970‟s. With trained
professional armed forces, a responsible nuclear power and geopolitical salience,
Pakistan is considered a stabilizing force in a volatile Middle East and looked up to as
a leading country to combat international terrorism since 9/11.
Negative fallout has been the radicalization of some sections of society and the
boost that it has given to religiso-political parties in the country that either rule or
form coalition partners in the two bordering provinces. One manifestation of this is
the passing of the Hasba Bill, a parallel legal mechanism to control check “vice and
immorality” (Zeb, Spring 2002: 71-72).
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Pakistan as a major victim of terrorism has been acknowledged by notable US
policy makers while commenting on the forthcoming Secretary – level talks between
India and Pakistan. On allegations that it was not “doing enough” in the war against
terrorism, it needs to be mentioned that Pakistan had undertaken “extensive
operations” against terrorists “sometimes at the loss of life” to its troops to nearly 300.
Incidentally, this was also conceded by the Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh‟s
recent remarks made in the same vein.
Such realization is at its lowest ebb that how harsh ground realities of the area
makes this task quite problematic and difficult for Pakistan. The rugged border terrain
of nearly 1,500 km at the height of 10,000 to 15,000 feet with no communicational
infrastructure, have enabled the foreign elements to fully exploit the situation
(Hussain, October 2001).
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US WAR ON TERRORISM: IMPLICATIONS FOR
SOUTH ASIA
US Emerges as Sole Super Power
The declaration of war on terrorism has provided the US an opportunity to
push forward its other agendas, including the restructuring of the world security order
according to its own strategic interests. The most important one among these is to
sustain its world dominance as the world‟s sole super power, a position, which it
acquired after the demise of the former USSR in 1991. To achieve that objective, the
US has to acquire total control over the world‟s energy resources in the Middle East,
West Asia, Central Asia, and Southeast Asia and to maintain a higher degree of
military superiority.
In view of the US Military might, no country at present has the will or the
potential to resist it, leave alone the question of posing a credible military challenges
to the US through conventional means. The US can only be threatened or deterred by
un-conventional military methods, such as terrorism and the use of WMDs by terrorist
groups, individuals or so-called „rogue states‟. Terrorism has emerged as the most
dangerous and dreadful phenomenon threatening the security of the US, its allies and
their interests, throughout the world, or as the Americans label it, threatening the
„American way of life‟ (Kronstadt, March 2003).
War against Terrorism – a Diplomatic Tool
Moreover, at present the „war against terrorism‟ has become a diplomatic tool
in the hands of the powerful countries to achieve their political objectives as the
„sanctions‟ were used in the pre-9/11 period to pressurize countries for compliance to
the agendas of the powerful nations. The very term „terrorism‟ has undergone
significant changes in its meaning in the post-9/11 period. Currently for all practical
purposes „terrorism‟ is what is perceived by the US. The US has broadly defined
terrorism
innocents‟

as

„premeditated,

politically

motivated

violence

perpetrated

(www.globalsecurity.org/military/liberty/national/nss.20920.pdf).
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against
Though

the definition is not comprehensive and is generally applied to non-state actors only,
nevertheless it has adversely affected the legitimate and internationally accepted use
of violence by the people struggling for their right of self-determination or against an
alien occupation as is the case in Indian Held Kashmir (IHK) and Palestine. The UN
has acknowledged these rights in various conventions as well (Mazari, Winter 2001).
The loose slack US definition can be misinterpreted to imply that all the people‟s
movements across the world (Tamils in Sri Lanka, the Aceh in Indonesia, Moros in
Philippines), are demands for a separate homeland, (the Chechens in the Russian
Federation)

or the people struggling for their right of self determination (as is the

case in the IHK), will have to abandon the use of violence for achieving political
ends, otherwise their violent acts come under the definition of terrorism and liable for
punitive action. Many of the ruling regimes in conflict areas are getting muted
reactions from the international community on the brutal use of force for the
subjugation of Muslim minorities. These countries are effectively using the pretext of
war against terrorism given out by the US. Especially countries like India and Israel
have exploited the 9/11 incidents to advance their own interests against Kashmiri and
Palestinian people, through the atrocious use of force in the name of war against
terrorism (www.whitehouse.org). Both the countries are strategic allies of the US, and
have hardly received any condemnation by the world community. Ironically, the fact
of the matter is that Muslims involved in political struggles all around the world are
victims of injustices and suppression by the powerful. The present situation of war on
terrorism seems to be prolonging the agony of these Muslim communities without
serious endeavors for finding the solution of the root causes of the problems, which
are essentially of political nature.
Violation of Basic Human Rights
Yet another violation in the conduct of war against terrorism is about the basic
human rights. For instance, the creation of the Department of Homeland Security has
threatened even the civil liberties of the US citizens. Authoritarian regimes, especially
in the developing countries, are using the pretext of war against terrorism to suppress
political dissent and deny basic human rights. Again, where there has been regime
change under the banner of war against terrorism, the rights of majority are totally
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being ignored. The US has set the example as through military action it brought about
regime change in Afghanistan by sidelining the Pushtoon majority and allowing the
minority ethnic groups to come into power in the country, and by co-opting them to
indirectly rule the country. That is why there is no peace in Afghanistan. Similarly,
the US occupation forces in Iraq have shelved the return of democracy for the Iraqi
people (Mateen, September 14, 2001).
Terrorism is An Old Phenomenon
A glance over history gives one the impression that characteristically the
gamut of history is divided into different phases, of short and long duration. Each of
the numerous phases of history typically starts with the happening of some events of
extra ordinary importance, whose profound implications dominate the world stage
throughout the phase. The contemporary phase of the history is, beyond doubt,
dominated by the phenomenal war on terrorism. The US-led war on terrorism which
started in 2001 has been the dominant aspect of the first decade of the new century. Its
impact has been as pervasive as common for all the nations of the world and for
designs of their interaction with one another. South Asia, on account of number of
factors, is the epicenter of this global fight. As a consequence WOT has left
overwhelmingly impact on the core and peripheral states of this region. This impact
has not been only on the regional dynamics, not only on the bilateral relations of the
South Asian states, but also, most significantly, on their domestic politics as well
(Cohen, 2002: 13).
Terrorism is not a new phenomenon. The world has experienced it in different
faces of Myriad demonstrations since ancient times. Particularly, the twentieth
century, which was certainly the most blood-ridden century in human history,
witnessed a persistent increase and evolution in the terrorist activities. However, it
had never enjoyed the status of being the foremost challenge for the international
community. This transformation of the status of terrorism is obviously the outcome of
the attacks of 9/11 on the twin-towers of World Trade Center and Pentagon, the chief
symbols of American economic and military supremacy. Wounded at the time of its
zenith as the sole super power of the world, America understandably adopted
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preemptive measures to launch a global campaign against terrorism (Capelli, Winter
2007: 55).
It was a very unpleasant decision. The American initiation of worldwide war
could have implied for the dynamics of international relations. It could be well-judged
by what President Bush said in his address to the joint session of the US Congress on
September 20, 2001:
“Our response involves far more than instant relation
and isolated strikes. Americans should not expect one
battle, but a lengthy campaign. We will starve terrorists
of funding, turn them one against another, and drive
them from place to place, until there is no refuge or no
rest. And we will pursue nations that provide aid or safe
havens to terrorism. Every nation, in every region, now
has a decision to make. Either you are with us, or you
are with the terrorists” (Ward, 2002).
South Asia is a Central Point in US War
It shall be more than clear from this policy statement of the American
President that what America going to start was not to be a limited military action;
rather America would take the war to the doorstep of every nation in every region.
Thus every nation and every society has to bear its share of the impact of this global
war. Stephen P. Cohen (2002) has said, “No part of the world has more affected by
the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 than South Asia” .
Today, if we look back at the previous history of the war on terrorism, it
becomes clear that South Asia had to endure the ramifications of the consequences of
the war. Perhaps it has been the centre of enormity in this unusual war. There were a
number of factors which made South Asia a central point in the US war. First and
prime, the alleged suspects of these attacks were traced back to the mountainous
wilderness of Afghanistan. The propinquity with a Taliban-ruled Afghanistan brought
the war on terror to the ambit of South Asia. As we know Pakistan shares border with
Afghanistan and was among the countries that had a formal diplomatic relations with
Afghanistan. Secondly, and more importantly, perhaps, there was no any other state in
the world that knew the radical regime of Taliban better than Pakistan. The ample
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treasure of reliable intelligence, the ability to launch air strikes from adjoining
Pakistani airbases, and the Cold War confidence in its pledge made Pakistan, and
therefore South Asia, a sort of field headquarters for American military campaign. It
may be said that General Pervez Musharraf calculated that if Pakistan did not
cooperate with the US, his nation at the very least would be marginalized and isolated
by the US and the international community (Cohen, 2004: 305), at worst Pakistan
itself could be targeted because of its support and relationship with Taliban.
Thirdly, an analytical study of the American foreign policy in the last decade
will reveal that Americans began to develop a feeling of threat from the Islamic
revivalism, after the end of Cold War. South Asia happens to be home to quite a
number of active Islamic revivalist movements. Accordingly, the presence of militant
organizations in South Asia was an open invitation for the American war on terror.
Fourthly, the danger of nuclear terrorism also was a factor for the revival of
American interest in South Asia. In the last decade, a major and drastic challenge to
international security has been the rise of the non-state actors and the stem possibility
that the nuclear weapons may all to their hands. The presence of strong radical
elements in a nuclear South Asia made this threat highly plausible. It was for these,
besides other reasons, that South Asia was so pervasively involved in the American
war on terror. As the United States prepared to launch its global war, it put a tough
choice before the states of the region “Either you are with us or against us”. It was not
only a decisive message but also an indication of the future course of Pak-US
relations (Cappelli, Winter 2007: 55). India, stimulated by the hope of strategic gains
offered its all-out support, in every possible way. Pakistan, given its historic ties with
the elements in Afghanistan was caught in a predicament, for some time, whether to
join the war or not. Nevertheless, when Pakistan was presented the famous list of
seven demands, it did not take much but a call from Colin Powell, for Pakistan to take
the bold decision of joining the American war, unconditionally. Pakistan became an
indispensable allay after 9/11 when President Pervez Musharraf broke with the
Taliban and Al-Qaeda to join in the US-led war against terrorism (Moisi, Feb 2007: 1)
(http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/pakistan/documen/papers/2002Jan12.html).

130

In the address to the nation on January 12, 2002 President Pervez Musharraff
said that Pakistan decided to join international coalition against terrorism and took
this decision on principles and in her national interest. He further said Pakistan will
not allow her territory to be used for any terrorist activity any where in the world.
It may be stated that whatever President Pervez Musharaff has done to help
the US in its war against terrorism was to avert the grave consequences of saying „no‟
to the US (Cappelli, Winter 2007: 66). Pakistan‟s support was vital for the US because
it not only wanted to use the territory of a country which shares the border with
Afghanistan but also to avert the support which was being given to the Taliban
government by Pakistan. The proactive role of US in South Asia posed challenges for
Pakistan; Pakistan wanted to safeguard its strategic issues, the Kashmir cause and
economic recovery. However there is a sense of dissatisfaction and a belief that the
US and its allies did not live up to the promises and pledges made to Pakistan for its
support in the war against terrorism (Ahmar, Winter 2003: 5-6).
It may be argued that as far as South Asia is concerned, the post 9/11
development worsened the security environment of the region. The South Asian
countries decided to join the US led war against terrorism because of their own
interests. India was prompt in offering its support in the hope to manipulate the
situation of South Asia in her favour. Pakistan decided to join because of predictable
economic incentives, the need to save its strategic assets and salvaging its Kashmir
policy from total destruction. President Pervez Musharraf‟s acceptance facilitated
America‟s military needs of the moment and led to yet a commitment of aid to
Pakistan and earned for the country the title “key ally” (Dawn, April 9, 2003). But it is
imperative to note that America has seen the wisdom of building up India as
counterbalance to China.
We may agree with Moisi Dominique that many years ago, Samuel P.
Huntington argued that a “Clash of Civilizations” was about to dominate world
politics, with culture along with national interests and political ideology, becoming a
geo-political fault line. Today the world faces what might be called a “clash of
emotion” as well. The Western world displays a culture of fear, the Arab and Muslim
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worlds are trapped in a culture of humiliation and much of Asia displays a culture of
hope (Challancy, Winter 2001-2002). Moreover, Tariq Ali remarks that it‟s neither a
clash of civilization nor clash of emotions; rather it is a clash of fundamentalism.
The impact of the war on the South Asian region has been particularly at three levels.
(i)

Regional level

(ii)

At the level of bilateral relations among regional states and

(iii)

At the domestic level.

Regional Level
At the regional level, the important impact has been the resurgence of South
Asia that caused the highest priority for America. While during the closing decade of
Cold War, since 1979, South Asia remained the highest point in American foreign
policy; it is the position that, it lost its prominence with the end of Cold War.
Although the first Clinton Administration wanted to establish good relations with
India, but South Asia as a whole did not figure heavily in American interests.
However, the start of the global war on terror has rediscovered the vitality of South
Asia for America. With the presence of two nuclear powers, and an Al-Qaeda-strewn
Afghanistan, South Asia assumed a strategic status in American eyes. The reemergence of South Asia, prominence was not limited to America, rather for whole
the world. A long chain of Heads of States, and the highest officials‟ visit in the
region every alternative day were clear evidence of long term strategic interests of the
US in the region. The main objectives of the US during the stand off were (i) that the
prevailing tension between India and Pakistan should not escalate into a nuclear
exchange (ii) that the deteriorating situation should not affect.
According to Vanni Cappelli, the Bush administration presented President
Pervez Musharraf with an ultimatum to abandon support to Taliban and commit to the
America – led war on terror or face the consequences of being considered an enemy
of the US (Ward, 2002).

Moonis Ahmer says that, “There is no overwhelming

strategic framework for South Asia and being against “Terrorism” does not provide
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one” neglecting both the regions enduring historical relations and our most pressing
current security challenges (Rizvi, November 2001: 79-80). Resolution of the
Kashmir issue was important for US to maintain good relations with Pakistan and
India. It is imperative to note the US later played a proactive role in the normalization
of worsening relation because Pakistan – India relations became the centre of global
attention in the global media and the central battle ground where the global war was
either to be lost or won. Secondly, the war on terror has had a lasting impact on the
regional stability.
The War on Terror Improved Regional Stability
There are opposite views in this regard. One viewpoint is that the war on terror
has improved the regional stability. The source of regional instability mainly has been
the irregularly rising tension between the nuclear archrivals in India and Pakistan. The
war on terror and the American military presence is a factor of stability for the region.
This has been fully proved during the 2002 military standoff. Following the
December 13 attacks on its parliament, India had pushed the war hysteria up. There
was an unprecedented mobilization of armed forces on a large scale. The armed forces
stood eyeball to eyeball for several days, on both sides of the borders. Even nuclear
threats were exchanged. An outbreak of war was believed to be certain. Then the
American military presence entered as a stabilizing factor. America perceived that a
war between India and Pakistan would certainly subvert, and disrupt its campaign
against terror. Its war on terror could only be saved by avoiding the outbreak of a
regional conflict. So America initiated a whole-hearted effort to defuse the situation.
Their tension came down. Those who believe that it was American diplomatic
activism which prevented an outbreak of war and nuclear Armageddon believe that
the US war on terror is a factor for regional peace and stability.
War on Terror Made the Region Unstable
On the opposite, a viewpoint upholds that the US war on terror has made the
region highly unstable. There are many aspects of this instability. Firstly the Taliban
had been successful to restore a kind of stability in Afghanistan for the first time after
a very long period of unrest. America, by dripping to pieces the Taliban regime, once
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again pushed Afghanistan into a new phase of insurgency and civil war. This unstable
and troubled situation will not remain confined within the Afghan borders; rather will
soon spread into the neighboring states. We can see for ourselves that the unrest and
turbulence in Afghanistan has leaked out into Pakistan. The second aspect of war
created instability in the region is related to the Indian effort to manipulate the
situation in its favour with full vigour. India equated the self-determination movement
in Kashmir with terrorist and accused Pakistan of abet and cross border terrorism. Lal
Krishna warned that Bush doctrine could be used against Pakistan (Rizvi, November
2001).
An Opportunity for India
The situation provided an opportunity for India to justify its previous
allegation against Pakistan before the world community.

India planned to capitalize

on the emerging world wide focus against terrorism, which gave New Delhi an
opportunity to portray Pakistan a state sponsoring jihad and terrorism (Ahmar, Winter
2003).
It may be said that in this way after 9/11 Pakistan India relations took a new
turn when new Delhi offered full support to the US war against terrorism and tried its
best to establish a linage between Pakistan support to the Muslim struggle in Jammu
and Kashmir and struggling elements in Afghanistan but India failed to stop Pakistan
from joining the US–led coalition against terrorism. India‟s purpose was to discredit
the Kashmiris freedom movement and declare Pakistan as a terrorist state.
Consequently, Pakistan initiated measure to launch a crackdown on terrorist elements
especially those having connection with Al-Qaeda and Taliban. It indicated a change
in government‟s approach on supporting Kashmiris‟ freedom struggle. It is imperative
to note that such measure did not result in de-escalation in tension between Pakistan
and India.
It may be stated that even though Pakistan is currently the frontline state in the
US war on terror, it is America who is essentially reaping benefits from the situation,
and conditions in Indo-Pak hostility to materialize its own selfish design vis-à-vis the
South Asian region. The Indo-US nuclear deal is a proof of the fact that US has given
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a military edge to India making Pakistan more apprehensive than ever as to what real
motives of US friendship with Pakistan are convinced of American support, India
tried to manipulate the American doctrine of pre-emption to pressurize Pakistan. India
had been accusing Pakistan of waging cross border terrorism in Kashmir. It gambled
to justify a possible attack on Pakistan by borrowing the preemptive doctrine and
bringing the Kashmir insurgency into the realm of US definition of terrorism. The
Indian effort to built pressure on Pakistan on the unjustified pretext of doctrine of preemption threatened to destabilize the region. The third aspect in which the war on
terror generated regional instability is even more important and sensitive. The chief
source of regional instability is then hostility between India and Pakistan. On the
Western border, Pakistan always likes to feel secure through the presence of a friendly
regime in Afghanistan. The war on terror has brought the Northern Alliances to the
power in Kabul. The Afghanistan government is extremely antagonistic to Pakistan.
This has made the Western border of Pakistan highly troubled, thus adding to the
regional instability (http://ens.milis.edu/research/wtcol/pak.html).
Apart from its impact on the regional environment, the war on terror has
largely influenced the bilateral relations of the countries in the region. The bilateral
relations between India and Pakistan, in the last decade of the 20th century remained
as tense as ever, except for the temporary relief of Lahore Declaration. The nuclear
tests in May 1998, and then the Kargil crisis in 1999 worsened the relations to the
worst levels. However, after passing through the litmus test of the 2002 military
standoff, the ice began to thaw. The peace process, starting after the friendship offer
by Vajpayee on April 18, 2003 marks the dawn of a new era in the bilateral relations
between India and Pakistan. The composite dialogue has completed its three rounds.
Although, it has not been able as yet to produce some meaningful progress on any of
the major issues with India, nevertheless, the general normalization of relations and
decrease in tension is no mean achievement in itself. It may be said that the success of
composite dialogue could make both countries abandon wars and cherish peace. The
long range of CBMs is accomplishing their objective of reducing the trust deficit.
Resumption of road, rail and air links, exchange visits by the parliamentarians, media
men and students, the opening up of trade ties, and the growing people to people
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diplomacy will ultimately make the task of final resolution of all disputes including
Kashmir, much easier to achieve. One can hardly deny that this peace process and the
CBMs are not inclusively a product of the realization on part of India or Pakistan,
rather the role of third party is of key importance. America, keeping in view the
demands of its war on terror, has been decisive in the initiation and continuation of
the present peace process (www.un.intl/pakistan14010919.htmls Dawn, September
20, 2001).
On the third level, the war on terrorism has had its effects on the domestic
political dynamics of the South Asian states. The impact has been most evident
military activities, or indirect fallout of the policies adopted by the United States in
the region. Perhaps no other country of the world, except America, has been as deeply
affected by the war on terror as Pakistan.
Pakistan‟s geographical location, its nearness with Afghanistan, its close
relations with the Taliban regime, its deep knowledge of the rugged terrain of
Afghanistan, and its history of Cold War alliance made Pakistan obviously the most
important strategic asset for the United States. As Pakistan was chosen to once again
fight an American war, it had to make a number of difficult choices which changed
the course of its history. Pakistan had to take a U-turn on its Afghan policy by
accepting the new regime; both parties‟ relations could not become cordial just on
pretence (Dawn, September 20, 2001).
Pakistan was forced to leave its longstanding search for the strategic depth in
Afghanistan. It made forceful efforts to convince the Taliban to act in accordance with
the demands of international community, but as the Taliban were insolvent, Pakistan
had to withdraw its hand from all kinds of support to the regime. With this major shift
in its Afghan policy, Pakistan lost whatever influence it had in Afghanistan. Karzai‟s
government was of the opinion in 2006 that it was a kind of hidden invasion propped
up by outside interference intended to tarnish the national identity and historical
importance of Afghanistan (http://cns.milis.edu/research/iteoi/past.html).
However, the US war on terror forced Pakistan to rethink its priorities,
because America believed that these militant organizations formed a pool of terrorists
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as well as a ready-made basis for its organizational facilities for the Al-Qaeda
network. So, Pakistan at once attacked at the militant organizations. Some of the
organizations like LAT, JEM, TNFJ, SSP and TNSM were banned.

Their bank

accounts were frozen, and their offices were closed. The militant organizations were
not ready to diaper so easily. They put up a firm resistance, and the government had to
face a severe backlash. Law and order situation went worse. The banned organizations
re-surfaced under new names. The frequency of terrorist activities multiplied. There
was a sharp increase in the suicide attacks on the government officials and assets.
President Pervez Musharraf himself narrowly escaped two suicide attempts at his life.
This backlash had been most alarming in the North West of Pakistan. The North
Western mountainous terrain, the ethnic ties between the Khyber Pakhtoon Khaw on
both sides of the border, and the tribal traditions offered the region as an ideal safe
haven for the Al-Qaeda and Taliban fighters running from Afghanistan. The
prevailing religious extremism and the large chain of madarssas spread all over the
area welcomed the fugitives Mujahideen with open arms. As the pressure mounted up
on Pakistan to trace and capture the fleeing terrorists, the government was faced with
the

difficult

choice

of launching

a

military

operation

in

the tribal region

(http://usinfo.state.govt/topical/pol/terror02052312.html).
The state forces initiated a full-fledge military campaign to drive out the
Taliban scraps in mid-march 2004, when the armed forces came upon an Al-Qaeda
shelter at Kaloosha near Wana, in South Waziristan. Since then, a high tension clash
between the state forces and the foreign militants, along with their local supporters is
going on. The government had to concentrate as many as 80,000 troops in its effort to
bring the troubled region under control. It was almost impossible terrain despite
countless raids siege and search operations as well as large scale arrests the high value
targets were still away from the iron hands. Thus the military operation failed to
deliver required results at the expense of bloodshed by country men of their brothers.
No Al-Qaeda figure of any note was caught, except their Pakistani supports (The
News, July18, 2003).
The observers have pointed out that Kabul is not a free agent and that they
would not have done all this without the approval of Americans. The terrorist put up a
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daunting resistance, claiming the lives of above 700 army men (The Dawn, January
13, 2002).
The indiscriminate shelling on the non-combatants by security forces has also
caused a large scale displacement of tribesmen from the violence-hit areas. Hundreds
of families are forced to live with relatives in the neighboring towns. The Government
has alternatively tried various forceful and appeasing strategies. The troublous
originating in the restless West has penetrated into the far and wide of the country.
Major Urban centers have been targeted by the imitated militants (The News, July 3,
2003).

Pakistan feels herself unjustly targeted as the pressure from America

continues to go up without reason for doing more. While Pakistan has started its
military operation into the Northern areas at a very heavy domestic price, the Karzai
Government in Kabul, and the aggressive elements in American think tanks continue
to show lack of trust on Pakistan.
Besides the military clashes in the tribal agencies, many other areas also come
under the tornado of war on terror. There is a clear cut polarization in the society on
the question of Pakistan‟s desirable role in the war. This polarization has further
deteriorated the perennial challenge of national integration and social cohesiveness in
Pakistan. One school of thought believes that it is a battle that Pakistan is fighting for
its own sake (The News, July 18, 2003). The militant organizations have become
Frankenstein‟s, monster and turned against their creator. Therefore, such forces need
to be controlled by the government. The opposite viewpoint upholds that the
government is unjustified for lashing at this very organization which is established by
itself. It is, for them, unethical on the part of government to unleash terror on the
Jihadi organizations, by surrendering to the American pressure. This sharp division
has displayed itself emphatically in public protests and media opinion (The News, July
10, 2003).
It needs to be emphasized that while Pakistan is genuinely committed to a war
against all forms of terrorism, the United States is making the task difficult for the
Government of Pakistan with its unintended actions. The heartless adventures like the
gruesome air strike on the village of Damodola on 13th January, 2006 is not only one
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of the many examples of the American actions which make it more difficult for the
Pakistan government to justify their stance before the masses. Similarly, the way
Karzai government continues to cast aspersions on Pakistan‟s role in restraining the
militants further complicates the situation. It may be said that after 9/11, Pakistan‟s
Islamist parties grew stronger and the continuous violence in Kashmir reached as far
as Mumbai.
All along this, we must not forget the heavy economic cost that Pakistan is
paying for the war on terror. The adverse situation generated by the war has
discouraged the foreign investors and impeded the domestic economic activity due to
political uncertainty. No doubt Pakistan has been taking substantial financial inflows
from outside, but this temporary aid and assistance cannot be a substituted for the
genuine inflow of foreign divert investment, and resulting industrialization of a
backward economy (The News, July 3, 2003).
One may argue that the political compromise on the constitutional engineering
in Pakistan and the game being played with the democratic ideals is also a result of
the war on terror. Had it not been but for his all out commitment to the American war
on terror, who knows what, would be the American level of tolerance and support for
the military regime of Pervez Musharraf. This is a compromise that the West in
general and America in particular, are willing to make, for the sake of their war on
terror.
In this way, the analysis at the various levels regional, bilateral, and domestic
makes it sufficiently clear that the war on terror has been a factor of utmost
importance in the political, strategic and military dynamics of the South Asian region.
It has left a lasting impact on the regional strategic environment, on the nature of
relationships among the various states in the region, and on their domestic politics.
What we must not forget is the fact that the war on terror has not yet come to an end,
therefore, its consequences and implications for the region of South Asia will
continue to be gradually known for an indefinite period of time (Kronstadt, March
2003).
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One of the major objectives of Pakistan‟s Afghanistan policy for over two
decades (1978-2001) was to ensure a friendly regime on her Western borders.
Pakistan‟s support to the Afghan Mujahideen groups in their struggle against former
Soviet Union, and later on its efforts to create a consensus among different warring
Afghan factions, were aimed at achieving a secure frontier on the West. Pakistan tried
its best, and did whatever was possible to protect the Taliban regime from destruction
(www.globalsecurity.org/military/liberty/policy/national/nas020920.pdf).
Immediately after the events of 9/11 and the US notice to the Taliban regime,
General Musharraf sent the ISI chief with his personal letter to Mullah Umar for the
extradition of Osama (Mazari, Winter 2001). It was an effort that failed to persuade
the elite hard-core Taliban to consider the consequences for the common Afghan, so
that they could be saved from destruction. When Pakistan‟s good offices were turned
down and on the contrary the Taliban regime threatened to take action against any
country that would help the US attack on Afghanistan, including Pakistan as well,
Pakistan severed connections with the Taliban regime and joined the UN-backed
international coalition for the war against terrorism. During the US-led military
campaign against the Taliban and Al-Qaeda, which resulted in a fresh influx of
Afghan refugees to Pakistan, Pakistan helped the UN set up refugee camps on its side
of the border for the fleeing Afghans. Following the Bonn Conference and the setting
up of the Karzai interim Administration, Pakistan has supported it and tried to
establish good working relations with that regime, despite the fact that it has
predominant elements of Northern Alliance in key positions, and which have been
traditionally

friendly towards India, have also been anti-Pakistan (Mazari, Winter

2001).
By joining the US-led war on terrorism, it is assumed that Pakistan has been
able to safeguard its strategic assets. Indeed Pakistan has come out of that period of
crisis without any harm to its strategic assets, but only for the short term. The fact of
the matter is that the issue of Weapons of Mass Destruction still dominates the US
and Western threat perceptions, and it is these threat perceptions that dictate the
course of actions they follow. It is pertinent to note that it was through fabricated
intelligence of WMDs of Iraq that the occupation of Iraq was effected. The present
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focus is on the US-listed „axis of evil‟ countries, namely: the Iranian nuclear
programme and North Korea another state of concern as it has declared its ability of
manufacturing nuclear weapons and its intentions of using them if necessary. The
revelation of facts on engineered intelligence in the case of Iraq, that decided the fate
of a sovereign state, reflects emergence of an alarming trend in the conduct of
international relations.
In recent months, the US Officials have alleged that Pakistan helped North
Korea to develop her nuclear programme. Reportedly, the US has sought assurances
from President Musharraf, during his visit to the US in June 2003, of Pakistan‟s strict
compliance with the objectives of non-proliferation. Media reports in Pakistan
continue to express public apprehensions over the possibility that Pakistan has either
capped or rolled-back its nuclear programme under the US pressure. Foreign Minister
Khurshid Mehmood Kasuri consistently denied reports of a freeze on Pakistan‟s
nuclear programme and asserted that no compromise would be made on national
security. The deterrence of nuclear weapons is Pakistan‟s only security guarantee in
the prevailing security environment.
Following the events of 9/11 and the subsequent developments in the region
and around the world, there has been an increase in the anti-West and anti-American
sentiments at the civil society level in the Muslim World in general and Pakistan in
particular. This has happened specifically after having seen the devastation that
followed the American bombing of Afghanistan, resulting in the deaths of thousands
of innocent civilian lives lost as „collateral damage‟ (Cohen, 2002: 13). Besides, antiAmerican sentiments are a direct response to the malicious Western media campaign
against Islam and the Muslims. There is a general perception that the Western media
works in tandem with their respective governments, and these developments have
impacted upon the electoral process in the country. One of the significant outcomes of
this anti-US resentment is reflected in the success of the six-party alliance of religious
political parties Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA) in the October 2002 elections. All
major parties in this alliance were supportive of and traditionally have had links with
various Afghan organizations. All parties in MMA were very critical of the US
military operation in Afghanistan (Cappelli, Winter 2007: 55).
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Pakistan public opinion views with concern any possibility of compromising
state sovereignty even to a little degree, such as by allowing foreign troops to be
stationed on Pakistani soil and foreign intelligence agencies to operate within the
country, or the signing of non transparent agreements for cooperation on the war on
terrorism. All these issues have caused discomfort among the people. There is no
doubt that the nation backed President Musharraf‟s decision for joining the antiterrorism coalition for safeguarding the national interests but the conditions and limits
of collaboration need to be defined, especially in view of the deteriorating security
situation on Pak-Afghan border, where clashes between US and Pakistan and Afghan
and Pakistan troops are being reported more frequently (Rehman, Autum 2003: 58).
In the post-9/11 period, Pakistan has become a crucial member of the
international coalition against terrorism and would remain relevant to US interests as
long as the remaining Al-Qaeda and Taliban elements are not neutralized; peace and
stability returns in Afghanistan and credible assurances are obtained by the US from
Pakistan on non-proliferation of nuclear materials and technology. Beyond that there
are few common interests that would engage Pakistan in the US-led war on terrorism.
The evolving Indo-US strategic partnership that enabled India to acquire sophisticated
weapon systems from the US and Israel would remain a source of concern for
Pakistan, especially in the context of strategic and conventional balance of power in
South Asia (Mazari, Winter 2001).
The war on terrorism, in the short term appears to be succeeding well, but its
long-term outlook seems disturbing and uncertain due to the pursuit of other agendas
by the countries leading this war. The emerging situation in Iraq, where the resistance
to occupation is gradually gaining momentum and continued turmoil in Afghanistan,
where besides the Taliban, Pushtoon nationalist forces are reemerging against the
presence of foreign troops, will have a profound impact on the notion and future
course of war on terrorism. Pakistan needs to make periodic assessments of the
developments, which are taking place in this region and around the world and adjust
its responses accordingly in order to preserve its long-term national interests.
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CONCLUSION
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Pak-US diplomatic ties moved in an unpredictable stop-go-stop manner during
more than sixty years of their diplomatic history in which Pakistan moved between
being the US most „Frontline strategic key-ally‟ to most „sanctioned friend‟. We can
vividly analyze Pak-US roller-coaster drive prior to 9/11 in general and post 9/11 in
particular on the basis of detailed discussion and observation in the previous parts of
this research. The evaluation of the checkered history of Pak-US relations, their
coalition in the global war on terrorism and its impact on South Asia is the vital
concern of this research wherein Pakistan provided a protective shield to South Asia
by giving her all-out support to US sponsored War on Terrorism in Afghanistan.
South Asia is a volatile region and always remained an epicenter of super
powers‟ politics. The dawn of 9/11 prompted a great challenge to South Asia i.e.
Global War on Terrorism. Stephen P. Cohen (2001) once candidly remarked that “no
part of the world has more affected by terrorist attacks of September 11, 2011 than
South Asia”. In international realm South Asia is not only crucial because of two
nuclear arch rivals; India and Pakistan but this region is also momentous owing to its
geopolitical and geostrategic posture. The presence of China an extra area actor, Iran
a nuclear budding hardcore state and Afghanistan- graveyard of great powers- on its
peripheral orbit turn it into the region of vested interests of great powers. Afghanistan
the epicenter of War on Terrorism is a region of strategic depth which engulfs the
bridge between South Asia and Central Asia. Afghan imbroglio is contaminating the
trans-regional interaction between Central and South Asia.
The beginning of 21st century witnessed the raids of 9/11. The incident of 9/11
was not merely the ruin of World Trade Centers rather it was a direct challenge to
integrity of free world. The raids of Al-Qaida changed the global, regional and
domestic political scenes in a most dramatic way. There were drastic changes in the
foreign policies of the world states. Pakistan too was affected by it. The heinous act of
9/11 prompted great powers of the world to launch joint venture i.e. Global War on
Terrorism to perish terrorists with iron hands. George W. Bush through shuttle
diplomacy got the moral, economic, military and politico-diplomatic patronage in a
joint endeavor to punish them hard.
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International relations are anarchic and states in this realist world do interact
with other states while taking into account one‟s national interest. Similarly the US
foreign policy towards Pakistan is based upon her strategic interest. Once president of
the US, John F. Kennedy, candidly remarked that „the only thing worse than being an
enemy of the United States is being an ally‟. Pak-US on-again and off-again
relationship is the testimony of Kennedy‟s assumption. Since the very first day of its
inception, Pakistan is adherent of friendly and cordial ties with all states and with her
neighboring states particularly. Hence founding father of Pakistan, Quaid-i-Azam
Muhammad Ali Jinnah outlined the goals of foreign policy in the following words,
“Our foreign policy is one of friendliness and goodwill towards the nations of the
world. We do not cherish aggressive designs against any country or nation. We
believe in the principle of honesty and fair-play in national and international dealings
and are prepared to make our utmost contribution to the promotion of peace and
prosperity among the nations of the world. Pakistan will never be found lacking in
extending its material and moral support to the oppressed and suppressed peoples of
the world, and in upholding the principles of the United Nations Charter.” Pakistan‟s
contributions in global war on terrorism are exactly in consonance of Quaid‟s goals of
foreign policy.
Pakistan's early foreign policy espoused nonalignment. But due to dynamic
global and regional political circumstances such neutrality remained no longer.
Pakistan's foreign policy stance shifted significantly in 1953 when it accepted the
United States‟ offer of military and economic assistance in return for membership in
an alliance system which was designed for the confinement of communism. In 1954
Pakistan signed a Mutual Defense Agreement with the United States and also became
a member of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO). The following year,
Pakistan joined Iran, Iraq, and Turkey in the Baghdad Pact, later converted into the
Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) after Iraq's withdrawal. Owing to this
alignment Pakistan faced lot of animosity of Russia and icy relationship with China.
On the other hand our innate rival vehemently criticized Pakistan and charged that by
signing these Pacts Pakistan brought Cold War to the sub-continent. Ayub Khan
candidly revealed the fact in his book Friends Not Masters, that by joining SEATO
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and CENTO we had alienated Russia and lost her sympathy. Pakistan also leased
bases to the United States for intelligence-gathering and communications facilities
which further added fuel to fire. In fact Pakistan did not sign these agreements as
fortification against Soviet or Chinese aggression, but as a mean to overwhelm India.
These Pacts proved wild goose chase. India - Pakistan wars of 1965 and 1971 made it
clear for Pakistan the fact that the world is anarchic and national interest is the eternal
factor in international relations because Pakistan didn‟t get any moral and military
support from her American friend.
The policy of rapprochement and détente between the US and USSR changed
the US interests in South Asia vis-à-vis Pakistan. This epoch in Pak-US relations is
known as era of estrangements. Pakistan adhered to Nonalignment and Bilateralism
and withdrew from the Commonwealth in January 1972 and from the SEATO in
November 1972 respectively. Pakistan‟s participation in nonaligned summit as an
independent observer in 1976 followed by its membership in September 1979 and
withdrawal from CENTO in 1979 was an end of initial Pak-US alliance.
Intervention of Soviet forces in Afghanistan opened the doors of the US
interests in Pakistan. The US once again came for military and economic assistance of
Pakistan; in fact former had an axe to grind. At that time Pakistan was just a cat‟s paw
for the US to overwhelm Soviet imperialist policies and to confine the communism.
When the US achieved her desired ends, its policies towards Pakistan again took uturn. End of Cold War and exodus of Soviet forces from Afghanistan turned the
course of Pak-US relations. The „Frontline key ally‟ was now the „most sanctioned
state‟. From here onwards, four major issues dominated Pak-US diplomatic ties in the
1990s. These were a drift in Pakistan-US relations because of civil war in Afghanistan
and recognition of Taliban, the Kashmir insurgency and its imPact on Indo-Pakistan
relations, and the nuclear explosions.
The bangs of 9/11 herald the revival of Pak-US relations. The „rouge and
undemocratic state was going to be a Key Frontline Strategic Ally of the US, For the
US Pakistan became a strategic asset to wage and win the War on Terrorism because
of following factors:
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Pakistan

has

geographical contiguity

with

Afghanistan,

a gateway to

landlocked state.


Pakistan has feasible land route access to Afghanistan instead of Iran, an anti
American state.



Pakistan‟s political propinquity and diplomatic ties with Taliban who ruled
Afghanistan.



Pakistan was the proxy player of the US in the Afghan jihad and had past
experience of the Cold War.



Pakistan has reliable intelligence and in-depth information about Afghan
terrain.
Pakistan was in the dilemma of Hobson‟s choice „whether you are with us or

against us‟. Indian government had proposed its all-out and unconditional support to
the US. Both nuclear arch rivals had their military forces on their borders. In this
regional scenario saying „no‟ simply means simultaneous attacks from eastern and
northern flanks and self-destruction of Pakistan.
Pakistan is a linchpin in the global war on terrorism. The US administration
umpteen times endorsed the fact that they can‟t win the War on Terror in Afghanistan
without the all-out support of Pakistan.


Pakistan provided logistic support by road to NATO and ISAF forces.



Pakistan offered air bases to US operations in Afghanistan.



Pakistan deployed almost 120,000 troops on her northern border and installed
100 check posts.



Pakistan‟s ISI shared the assets of intelligence with the US CIA.



Proscription of extremist religious organizations, banishment of hate literature
and initiation of Madrassa reforms are other contributions of Pakistan in
quelling out terrorism from this region.
Pakistan‟s actual position in the global war on terrorism is based on dual

realities. The first one, Pakistan played a vital role to maintain the integrity of South
Asia and on the flip side; internally Pakistan has become direct prey of terrorism. It‟s
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not since 9/11 Pakistan has been providing protective shield to South Asia and
preserved the regional integrity. In fact in yester years Pakistan‟s geopolitical position
was the bulwark against Russian downward access. In 19 th century Afghanistan was
the sandwiched state between British India in the south and Tsarist Russia in the
north. The north-western flanks of British India (present day Pakistan‟s areas) were
the natural bulwarks against Russian‟s grand design north to south cut-off strategy.
In regard to Pak-US coalitional role there is always a dichotomy and
contradiction of opinions between public and governmental institutions in Pakistan.
Pakistan‟s unconditional support to the US in global war on terrorism has polarized its
society. Although throughout checkered history of Pak-US relations government of
Pakistan was not able to formulate unified policy towards America. Owing to
presence of pro and anti American forces in Pakistan we are not carrying the weight
and not getting the desired ends. Both states have commonality of objectives but both
actors suffer from a trust deficit. The US blames Pakistan for cross boarder terrorism
and unsafe nuclear arsenals. The US blame game on Pakistan and the mantra of „do
more‟ is hindering the mutual trust on each other. NATO‟s infiltrations in Pakistan‟s
northern borders and unilateral attacks are also erupting anti-American stance in the
masses.

Notwithstanding,

aforesaid

points

Obama

vehemently emphasized

on

geographical propinquity of tribal areas between Pakistan and Afghanistan. He time
and again spoke about „Safe-heaven’ in Pakistan, from where Al-Qaeda‟s leadership
is gaining pace and momentum to launch attacks against NATO and ISAF security
forces. He intended to blunt the Taliban offensive by deploying additional 3000
American troops in Afghanistan in addition to 68000 already there because the people
and government of both Afghanistan and Pakistan are endangered and the stakes are
even higher within a nuclear-armed Pakistan.
Since 9/11 Afghanistan has also became a balancing actor for South Asian
regional powers, India and Pakistan. On the pretext of global war on terrorism, India
rampantly has established diplomatic, political and economic footings in Afghanistan
which are direct threat to Pakistan‟s strategic interests in Afghanistan and Central
Asia. Robert Gates, US Defense Secretary told reporters after trip to New-Delhi that
“Let‟s be honest with one another. There are real suspicions in both India and
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Pakistan about what the other is doing in Afghanistan”. Pakistan had already awfully
averted Taliban support because of its coalition with the US. Both the US and
Pakistan denounced their own pampered Taliban. Especially the presence of Taliban
in Afghanistan was an asset for Pakistan‟s northern border security. Indian past
association with northern alliance and micro-level involvement in Afghan affairs have
sown the seeds of regional tension in South Asia. Pakistan has been trying to convince
the US not to let Afghan soil to be stationed by the Indian intelligence agency RAW
since 2001. The US opened the doors for India to enter into Afghanistan as her allay.
India no stone unturned in establishing a viable intelligence network and vivid
presence in Afghanistan. General Stanley MCchrystal, commander of the US and
coalition forces in Afghanistan aptly propounded a ominous picture of conflict and
disharmony

between

Afghanistan

could

Indian

and

“exacerbate”

Pakistan
regional

that,
tensions

India's growing influence in
and

encourage

Pakistani

"countermeasures" in Afghanistan or India”. He further added that “Indian political
and

economic

influence

is

increasing

in

Afghanistan,

including

significant

development efforts and financial investment. In addition, the current Afghan
government is perceived by Islamabad to be pro-Indian”. It would be no exaggeration
if we say that the US administration doesn‟t know strategic ramifications of this illplanned policy.
US President Barak Hussain Obama blazoned the wide ranging structure of
Afghan Strategy in his speech at West Point Military Academy. Obama in his speech
took a more realistic and cogent turn against the doctrine of pre-emption. He
expounded an exit strategy in order to leash the unbridled war in Afghanistan. He
added that the US withdrawal would begin after gradually transforming the
responsibility to Afghan forces and government. He left no stone unturned to reinstall
America‟s soft and solicitous image and denounced the occupancy of any country. He
in his renewed Afghan strategy realized the fact that they had to cut their coat
according to the cloth. There must be correlation in their means and interests.
In recent years, many efforts have been made to define terrorism. One vague
definition that is often used by US authorities to justify the war on terror is,
“organized and willful use of violence to kill, frighten innocent people to attain
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political objectives”. This is an incomplete definition because what is terrorism for
some is freedom struggle or liberation movements for others. Historically, many
regimes and ruling elites have been using oppressive measures to suppress their
people and to extract from them, submission to their reasonable and unreasonable
demands by use of force, by threat of force, coercion, denial of rights, injury to their
self respect and dignity, leading to humiliation and alienation. Throughout history,
people have risen against injustice. Denial of justice produces frustration, anger,
resentment, revolt and sometimes use of force to resist tyranny and oppression, which
has been often described by oppressors as terrorism, revolt or rebellion. Terrorism is
thus the child of injustice. Suppression of revolt or terrorism, by use of excessive
force, has never brought real peace and stability. It produces a never ending cycle of
violence and counter violence. Society cannot achieve peace and stability until the
root cause of terrorism, rebellion or revolt is tackled with understanding and wisdom.
Only, then, it is possible to reestablish a new equilibrium in society based on
requirements of justice and equality. So, the essential tasks are to sum up, what does
the situation with regard to terrorism look like at the beginning of the new century?
Based on the writings of experts, it seems fair to say that:
Suggestions to Check Terrorism


Avoid the use of force to suppress terrorism.



Identify the root causes of terrorism and once the root cause of terrorism
being identified, and then tackle them by using diplomatic and political
forces rather than tyrannical military oppressions.



As shown in the September 11, 2001, attacks on the United States, even
“Conventional” terrorism can appear in new and deadlier forms.



Some

of the

traditional trouble

spots,

notably

Northern Ireland,

Israel/Palestine, and North and South Korea seem to be approaching a
peaceful resolution, but the peace process remains fragile and uncertain.
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Recent events emphasize that terrorism is truly a global problem that
requires a global response.



Weapons of mass destruction are becoming more accessible to terrorists.
They appeal to “New Terrorists” who seek total destruction for symbolic
reasons.



Information systems are vulnerable to terrorist attack, although security is
gradually being improved.



Many counterterrorism measures impose costs in money, convenience, or
liberty.



People demand both security and freedom, and there is no simply way to
provide one while guaranteeing the other.



The war on terrorism has brought in its wake psychological problems. Fear
in the hearts of the people is created. Trauma, depressions and confusion
have been increased. The people feel insecure and unsafe whenever in
their daily life activities, as time and again they watch the terror events
taking place in different cities. Those have especially been suffered who
have closely witnessed the suicidal bombings.
Analysis of the causes of terrorism and its ineffaceable impacts indicate
that in Pakistan this phenomenon has overnight. It has taken decades to
flourish and involves many factors. Since terrorism is a multifaceted, the
solution has to be multipronged. In view of the root causes described in
above paragraphs, the possible remedies could include.



To begin with, a national commission needs to be set up to identify the
fault lines and the root causes of the rise of extremism in Pakistan taking
into consideration the post-Nine-Eleven developments. The US should
play a role of elder brother for her younger brother, Pakistan.
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It should also take up the question of reforming the madrassas. The heads
of all the major religious groups should be contacted and engaged to
explore short-term and long-term solutions.



The universities and research institutes should take up the intellectual task
of re-interpreting the Islamic injunctions in the light of modern knowledge
and 21st century challenges with emphasis on social justice.



The government must improve its performance. Bad governance and
corruption have lowered its credibility and clout.



Parliament must debate Pakistan‟s present relationship with the US, with
particular reference to the American war in Afghanistan and operations in
Pakistan.



The government should make efforts to develop sector. Without any doubt,
these efforts will play a crucial role not only in providing employment to
the millions of people but will also eliminate poverty in the country.



Pakistan‟s government should particularly emphasize the need of technical
education by promoting it. In this respect, more institutes should be
opened in order to promote technical education.



It is mentionable that there are two types of terrorists, extremists and
moderates. In order to cope with terrorism, our government should
neutralize the moderate terrorists through reconciliation by offering them
general pardon and asking them to renounce terrorism. Even extremist
insurgents can be offered mediation. Nevertheless, those militants who
reject the offer could be fought through military operations.



Nonetheless, for their global and regional interests, US-led western allies
must not only increase the military and economic aid of Pakistan but also
provide direct market access to Pak products on zero rate duty to help
stabilize the country‟s bleak economy in the wake of the war against
terrorism.
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As Pakistan has been successfully coping with the menace of terrorism,
US-led some western countries including India should also give up their
propaganda campaign against Islamabad and blame game against its
intelligence agency ISI.



US should help in resolving the Kashmir dispute to deal with the problem
of militancy in the region.



In order to fight terrorism, Pakistan‟s media should play a key role. It must
point out the criminal activities of the militants like hostage-taking, killing
of the innocent people, torching the government buildings including girl
schools and car-snatching. It should also indicate that Islam is a religion of
peace and does not allow suicide attacks.



As Pakistan is already facing various crises of grave nature in wake of
terrorism, so our politicians must stop manipulating the same for their own
self-interests. By setting aside their differences and by showing power of
tolerance, both our rulers and opposition parties need to act upon a policy
of national reconciliation to cope with the problem of terrorism and to
stand before external pressure.



Pakistan has been paying intense price of being proxy partner and major
non-NATO ally since Afghan imbroglio. The state of Pakistan is suffering
from ramifications of war on terrorism at all levels whether economic,
political or social. Pakistan is still facing the challenges of drug trafficking,
civil-wars, suicide attacks and weaponization. The rise of extremist and
terrorist organization in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP) and FATA regions is
the byproduct of Afghan crisis.



Drug Trafficking is an outcome of Afghan crisis. There should be strong
measures and mutual coordination between Afghanistan and Pakistan to
eradicate this menace and the mean of purchasing weapons.
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Chronic illiteracy is the bane for Pakistan. The literacy level is only 50%
which simply means un-employments and lack of knowledge about
religion,

socio-cultural,

economic

and

political

matters.

Terrorist

organizations are in search of such people to whom they can indoctrinate
easily in the name of religion. The US should accentuate in the field of
mass-education in Pakistan and consolidate the coalition of educating
Pakistanis instead of war coalitions.


Day to day suicide attacks have crumbled Pakistan‟s economy. The series
of suicide attacks are obliterating infrastructure and hampering the process
of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI). Multi National Corporations (MNCs)
are reluctant to invest capital in Pakistan.



Pakistan has spent its own $50 Billion so far on this global war on
terrorism. The Operation Rah-e-Rast in Swat has consumed $10 Billion of
Pakistan. There is a dire need to invest more in Pakistan and provide
handsome economic assistance not „pieces of peanut‟ if the US wants
better results.



Finally, our politicians, general masses and security forces must show a
strong sense of unity to fight terrorism.
In South Asia Pakistan is the most allied ally of the US but former has

inclination towards another vital regional actor of South Asia i.e. India. Pakistan‟s
vibrant support to US in Afghan entanglement provided protective shield to South
Asia because Indian all-out and unconditional support could prove a disaster for
regional stability and integrity. There is no substitute of Pakistan for America in the
war on terrorism. Pakistan is indispensable for the US to get the desired ends in
Afghanistan but Pakistan‟s role since 9/11 being major non-NATO ally is often
criticized and undermined. In democratic states, to set aside or relegate public opinion
is not an easy task. In Pakistan public opinion has anti-American sentiments because
of the US mantra of „do more‟, challenge to national sovereignty and the blame game.
Pak-US erratic relationship needs mutual understanding because both states have
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common goals and objectives. In the words of Ayub Khan, Pakistan needs friends not
masters.
Pakistan is a peace loving nation and playing its important role in combating
terrorism. Pakistan has sacrificed a lot in war against terrorism. The problems are that
huge that we need a lot of time and efforts to overcome it. On the other hand we saved
the world from complete catastrophe by taking all the problems on its own self for the
sake of peace in the world. If Pakistan had not fought on the frontline on war against
terrorism, it was almost impossible for America to do venture in Afghanistan. This
stand against terrorism was crucial for peace in the world especially in South Asia
region.
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