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Abstract 

The United States and Pakistan, a big power and a small state respectively, were allies in the 

War on Terror during the period 2005-2015. A study was conducted to analyze security 

complexes in relationship between the two countries during the said period. The study was 

based on secondary sources, with interviews, published and unpublished of the actors 

involved and experts. The data was described, analyzed and interpreted in an objective 

manner. The relationship between the two countries during the said period was a typical 

example of a relationship between a big power and a small state with divergent objectives 

and resultant misperceptions and trust-deficit. Pakistan was the most important ally of the 

United States in the War on Terror. The United States aimed to use Pakistan as a tool for 

eradication of the scourge of terrorism but not as a long-term strategic ally. The United States 

accused Pakistan of double dealing in the War on Terror; that Pakistan cooperated with the 

US by providing logistic support, apprehending al Qaeda members and taking action against 

the Pakistani Taliban but at the same time providing sanctuaries to the Haqqani Network and 

the Afghan Taliban on its soil and doing nothing against them. Pakistan, on its part, accused 

the United States of encouraging or conniving at anti-Pakistan tendencies in Afghanistan and 

letting India get a foot-print there to the detriment of Pakistan’s security. Both countries had 

also different perceptions with regard to bringing the Afghan Taliban to the negotiating table 

and on the post-US-withdrawal scenario in Afghanistan. The establishment of close strategic 

partnership between the United States and India and their collaboration in the security fields 

were viewed by Pakistan as a threat to its security. The United States endorsed India’s 

position on issues of concern for Pakistan such as Kashmir, terrorism and Indian membership 

as permanent member of the United Nations Security Council. Pakistan’s close strategic, 

security and political relationship with China was a matter of concern for the United States. 

There were ups and downs in relationship between Pakistan and the United States. The issues 

of Afghan Taliban sanctuaries on the Pakistani soil, drone strikes in tribal areas of Pakistan, 

violations of Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty, the role and arrogant attitude of American 

spies and blocking of supply routes for passage of NATO’s transport were the main irritants 

which, on several occasions, brought relationship between the two countries at the verge of 

breaking point. But political and military leadership of the two countries managed keep 

relations on track.   
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CHAPTER-1 

INTRODUCTION 

The literature of International Relations traditionally focuses on great powers because they 

are the principal actors in international affairs and have the capability of exercising hard and 

soft powers. They can extend influence beyond their borders and easily influence world 

politics. They are capable of determining future shape of world politics through adroit and 

wise use of diplomacy and military force in their conduct of foreign policy. The study of 

small states, on the other hand, has largely been ignored in the mainstream of international 

relations due to the anomalous power capabilities and limitations of these states.1 The great 

powers, as compared to small ones, are faced with lower level of external threats, and have 

more options for survival and promotion of their interests. Small states, on the other hand, 

suffer from domestic constraints and external threats, and can only marginally stabilize their 

policies with the help of great powers.2 

The incidents of 09/11 (2001) greatly increased the importance of regional states in curbing 

the emerging menace of terrorism and its fall out on the world. These events were used by 

the United States to legitimise its supremacy in the 21st century as George W. Bush 

conducted foreign policy under the doctrine of  unilateralism, and the US became the sole 

super power dominating the international system and shaping the future of world politics. 

These incidents further highlighted the fact that state is the most significant actor in the 

political arena, and that without the help of regional states, great powers alone cannot 

eradicate terrorism from the world. This fact is necessary to realise because non-state actors 

pose a severe threat to the international order and peace of the world. 

In order to cope with the flood of terrorism and extremism in the world, the US adopted a 

preventionist or preventive policy and established partnership with the small states of South 

and Central Asia. In this regard, Pakistan gained importance in the eyes of the US due to its 

strategic location and greater share of responsibility in preventing terrorism. In this regard, 

the USPakistan partnership presents an excellent example of an opportunistic cooperation 

 
1   Hedley Bull, “Force in Contemporary International Relations,” Survival, Vol. 10, No. 9, (1968), p. 302. 
2   Edward Hallett Carr, Twenty Years’ Crisis: An Introduction to the Study of International Relations. (2nded.),    

(New York: Harper and Row, 1946), pp. 129-132. 
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between two unequal partners. The United States as a superpower, with global 

responsibilities and commitments, took advantage of Pakistan’s weaknesses and its desperate 

need for military and economic assistance, and its search for powerful friends in order to 

counter India’s position in the region3. So, the US made Pakistan one of its partners in the 

war against terror in order to have access to its land, air and naval bases so as to expand the 

scope of its policy to prevent terrorism. Pakistan, a small country with regional interests, 

ceased upon the opportunity offered by the US search for allies in this region. It was a golden 

opportunity to avoid international isolation and receive the US economic and military 

assistance.   

The main objective of the US in establishing partnership with Pakistan was primarily to 

eliminate militants’ and extremists’ network based in Pakistan’s FATA region, and to 

dismantle terrorists’ safe havens. On the other hand, Pakistan aimed to achieve multi-

dimensional objectives of strengthening its economy and gaining political and military 

support against India for the solution of Kashmir issue and installing a pro-Pakistan 

government in Kabul. With the passage of time, however, mistrusts and suspicions emerged 

between the United States and Pakistan over Islamabad’s commitment with the war on terror, 

the impact of the rising Indo-US relations on Pakistan’s strategic interests, nuclear issues, 

Pakistan’s growing relations with China, Pakistan-Iran Gas Pipeline and the US-Iran nuclear 

standoff, and Taliban’s engagement in the Afghan peace process. These misperceptions 

began to emerge in 2003 with the eruption of Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan and reached 

their nadir in 2011 with the occurrence of successive momentous incidents: the Osama’s 

assassination in the Abbottabad raid, the Salala attacks and the Raymond Davis incident.  

The perceptions and policies of the two countries on all of these issues were diametrically 

opposed to each other instead of being identical. Some circles in the US even raised doubts 

with regard to Pakistan’s sincerity in the war on terror. They even blamed Pakistan of double 

dealing. There is no doubt that the two countries established partnership under different 

perceptions. Pakistan aimed to receive American arms, instruments and economic assistance 

to strengthen its position vis-à-vis India. But the United States, as a super power with its own 

 
3 A. Z. Hilali, “Pakistan’s Efforts in the War against Terror,” Pulse, (Islamabad, Weekly Magazine), April 2014, 

p.3. 
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global interests, was in a position to refuse to expand legitimate boundaries of the partnership 

to include Pakistan’s feeling against possible threats from India. The US also refused to give 

unequivocal support to Islamabad in its dispute with India over Kashmir or to reduce its 

political and strategic commitment with India. In this context, the divergences and conflict of 

interests between these two unequal powers on many occasions resulted in deepening of 

strains in their bilateral relationship, and brought them, on some occasions, at the verge of 

disengagement and disruption of their partnership. 

The United States, being a great power, had the capacity to manage the fall out of 9/11 and 

had the ability to maintain political, economic and strategic stability as compared to Pakistan 

which faced tremendous difficulties in coping with internal and external challenges to its 

very existence.4 The impact of the events of 9/11 was so great on Pakistan that changed both 

its domestic scenario and foreign policy. There is also a perception in Pakistan that the gains 

accrued from the partnership are negligible as compared to the losses. The extraordinary 

impact of the war on terror on Pakistan’s state, system and society is quite clear.5 The 

country has suffered immeasurable human, material, socio-economic and strategic losses as a 

result of terrorists’ strikes in Pakistan as retaliation against Pakistan’s partnership with the 

US. 

This research will evaluate the weaknesses, disabilities and limitations of small states and 

advantages of great powers in the international system. The foreign policies of weak and 

small states face severe strains in their relations with great powers, especially when their 

mutual perceptions and objectives do not go hand in hand. In such situations, the great 

powers leave small states with limited or without options in complying with the great 

powers’ demands. This research will also prove that relations among states are subject to 

vital national interests rather than friendship, and that any kind of partnership based on 

mutually incongruent rather than congruent objectives is vulnerable to severe strains. It will 

also suggest that in the politics of partnership between a great power and a small state, the 

policies of the stronger are most likely to prevail even to the extent of sacrificing the vital 

 
4   Rafeh A. Malik, “Threats to Pakistan’s internal Security,” Defence Journal, Vol. 7, No. 1, 2003, pp. 13-28.   
5  Alexander Evans, “Pakistan and the Shadow of 9/11,” The RUSI Journal, Vol. 156 (August/September 2012), 

pp. 64-70.  
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national interests of the latter. But there are some core interests of the small states which they 

cannot sacrifice even in case of conflict of policy with its strong ally. 

1.1. Statement of the Problem  

Pakistan entered into partnership in the US-led war on terror, but the views of the two states 

remained divergent on most strategic issues crucial to their respective foreign policies. The 

main reason of these divergences in their policies was the clash in their respective national 

interests as they perceived or interpreted them. The approaches of the two countries’ towards 

terrorism, Afghanistan, India, China and nuclearization of South Asia were conflicting with 

each other. The result was an accumulation of mutual mistrusts and suspicions between the 

two countries which sometimes reached to the point of disruption of relationship. These 

misperceptions and misgivings greatly affected their joint struggle against militancy and 

terrorism. The US, sometimes, threatened to stop military and economic assistance to 

Pakistan due to its “duplicity” but abstained from this course of action due to the fear that by 

doing so they would cease to have any influence on Pakistan which was so crucial in the war 

against terror. They still needed Pakistan because without its help they could not deal with 

terrorism in the region. Pakistan also, on its part, needed the US on account of its weak 

economic position and as a counter balance in its competition with India. 

1.2 Aims and Objectives of the Study  

The main purpose of this study is to comparatively analyze the foreign policies of a great 

power and a weak state towards each other with special reference to the relationship between 

the United States and Pakistan during the period 2005-2015. The main focus will be on the 

following objectives: 

1. To analyze the nature of US-Pakistan security relationship in the period 2005-2015; 

2. To scrutinize the convergences and divergences in the US-Pakistan relationship; 

3. To examine the political, economic and strategic compulsions of partnership between 

the two countries during the stated period; 

4. To critically assess the extent to which relations between the two countries have been 

affected by their relations with other countries. 
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1.3 Research Questions 

• What are the major areas of convergences and divergences in the Pakistan-US 

relations? 

• What are the political, strategic and economic compulsions of Pakistan and the 

United States and how are these reflected in their bilateral relationship? 

• How, and to what extent the China, India, Afghanistan and Iran factors have affected 

security relationship between Pakistan and the United States.?  

1.4 Justification  

Both foreign policy and diplomacy are very complex instruments in the modern worldand scholars 

from different background have diverse opinion about functioning diplomacy. The geopolitical 

landscape on the eve of 9/11 changed US-Pakistan diplomatic dimensions and estranged their 

relationship. Both needed each other to face the common challenges with a combination of 

credible threats and incentives. Pakistan supported the war on terror in order to achieve certain 

objectives, whereas the US employed coercive diplomacy to gain Pakistan’s support to contain 

global waves of terrorism. In this regard, the available literature is not sufficient to cover 

Pakistan’s involvement in the war on terror although much has been written on United States 

perspectives. Most of the research work has been conducted on the US viewpoints of terrorism 

justifying Washington’s position. Thus, there is no direct literature available to defend Pakistan’s 

position. There is dire need to work on Pakistan’s perspective, investigate the causes of its 

involvement in the war on terror and dig out the reasons of mistrust between the United States and 

Pakistan from time-to-time. There is a greater need of a comprehensive and systematic research on 

Pakistan’s perspective as without a coherent study it will be difficult to understand the problem in 

its true perspective. The study is challenging one but interesting as well because it will help us to 

comprehend the nature of relationship between two unequal powers in the contemporary world. 

One of the main motivating factors is to investigate the dynamics and challenges of US-Pakistan 

relations and explore the prospects of better relationship between them.  

1.5 Methodology 

This research will be both descriptive and analytical and will apply empirical methods. It will 

be descriptive in the sense that it will narrate facts and analyze them in the light of the 

material obtained from primary and secondary sources. As it is a qualitative research, it will 
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mostly depend on primary and secondary sources obtained from libraries, archives, and 

internet. Interviews, both published and personally conducted, of the actors involved and 

experts of the field will be relied upon. Analytical methods will be used for comparison, 

authentication, interpretation and reinterpretation of the facts related to the fluctuating trends 

in the Pakistan-US relationship. 

1.6 Theoretical Framework 

From perspective of the international law and concept of sovereignty, all states, great or 

small, are equal. But politically they are far from being equal. There are categories of states 

with regard to their power, that is, great powers, middle powers, and small states. There are 

different models for categorization of states. Here, for the purpose of our study, we adopt the 

model developed by Iver B. Neumann and Sieglinde Gstöhl. According to them, small states 

are “those states that were not great powers and that were not insisting on being referred to as 

middle powers (Australia, Canada, also regionally dominant powers such as South Africa).” 6 

Small states are different from micro-states “whose claim to maintain effective sovereignty 

on a territory is sometimes questioned by other states and that cannot maintain what larger 

states at given time define as the minimum required presence in the international society of 

states…because of perceived lack of resources.” 7 

Small states lack capabilities and are not able to have their will against a Great Power. A 

Great Power with superior capabilities, on the other hand, is able to have its will against a 

small state. Great Powers are managers of the international national system at a given time 

and assume great responsibilities in the international institutions such as the UN Security 

Council. “Being recognized as a great power means that decision-makers in other polities 

will take what they consider to be your interests into concern. The Great Power is thus 

present even when absent; it exerts power in settings that it even does not know exists. Other 

Great Powers will recognize, at least in principle, its rightful interests.”8 

States enter into relationship with each other keeping in view their respective security 

interests. This is true of relationship between great powers and small states. The stability of 

 
6 Iver B. Neumann and Sieglinde Gstöhl, “Lilliputians in Gulliver’s World? Small States in 

InternationalRelations,” Working Paper 1-2004 (Iceland: Center for Small State Studies, Institute for 

International Affairs, University of Iceland, May 2004), p. 4.  
7   Ibid. 
8   Ibid, pp. 13-15.  
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this bilateral relationship depends upon the similarity of perceptions of their mutual 

adversary. “If, from the very beginning of a working relationship between the small power 

and the great power, the individual perceptions of the main adversary are different from each 

other, the relationship between the two tends to be tenuous and may fluctuate depending 

upon the perception of the individual crises faced by them.” 9 The great power, due to its 

superior position and upper hand, has majority of the options in dealing with its small 

partner. The systemic factors which were responsible for the establishment of close 

relationship between the two states might undergo changes which, in turn, might bring about 

diminution in their relative geo-strategic importance for each other. The result is that the 

small power loses its importance for the great power.10 The pre-condition of a 

partnership/pactual relationship between a great power and a small state is “general 

agreement with regard to the nature of the existing world system. Generally, the pactual 

relationship comes into existence as a result of the threat perceived by the prospective 

partners to their national security.” Big power always tries to dominate the relationship. 

Mustafa Chaudhry has used transactional analysis, one of the largest branches of psycho-

therapy, for explaining relationship between a great power and a small state. According to 

this theory, people (and group of people) in their mutual relationships perceives themselves 

and others as a parent, child or an adult. This analysis helps understand inequitable 

relationship between states with large differences of status, culture, power and resources. 

Mustafa Chaudhry has mentioned the following three types of relationship between a great 

power and a small state: 

1.6.1 Ideal Relationship 

This type of relationship is established between two states who perceive each other as equal 

in terms of resources, capabilities, and the availability of options. Both of these states treat 

each other as equally responsible, mature, and rational adults. Such kind of relationship is 

possible only between two great powers. It cannot be established between a great power and 

a small state with enormous power differential between them. 

 

 
9  Mustafa Chaudhry, “Dynamics of Super Power-Small Power Relationship,” in Syed FarooqHasnat and Anton    

     Pelinka (eds), Security for the Weak Nations: A Multiple Perspective.(Lahore: Izharsons, 1986), p. 34.  
10  Ibid, p. 35. 
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1.6.2 Complementary Relationship  

This kind of relationship exists between a great power and a small state where there is a 

mutual acceptance of dominant/subservient relationship. The best example of such kind of 

relationship is a relationship existing between an imperial power and a colony in which the 

colonial power is so deeply involved in the decision-making process of the colony as to deny 

its real sovereignty. In this type of relationship, there is a mutual acceptance of parent-child 

status which continues to exist till the “child” perceives himself as an adult and challenges 

authority of the “parent.” It also exists in relationship between two states with enormous 

differential of status and power between the partners. The neo-colonial relationships between 

a great power and a small state in the present-day international system also come under this 

type of relationship. 

1.6.3 Cross Relationship 

Under this type of relationship, there exists a dissimilarity of mutual perceptions in the 

partnership relationship between a great power and a small state. The small states, due to 

concepts of legal equality and inflatory feelings of national pride, consider themselves as 

equal of great powers and want to be treated as such. “But the reality of inbuilt disparity in 

great power-small power relationships results in a situation in which the great power tends to 

look at the small power as its ward (child), to be appreciated or reprimanded whenever the 

former deems fit.” There is a mutual dissatisfaction in the partners in this type of relationship 

and “partnership tends to be uneasy, prone to change, if circumstances differ from those 

under which the relationship was established.”11 

The relationship between Pakistan and the United States has been characterized as crossed.12 

This has been taken as theoretical model for explaining relationship between the United 

States and Pakistan. The other two models, that is, the Ideal Relationship and the 

Complementary Relationship, don’t clearly explain the true nature of relationship between 

the two states. There is no doubt that both states entered into alliance/partnership relationship 

in the past, but their mutually different perceptions of enemies, threats, and strategic 

environments always took them to different views and positions on issues of concern to each 

 
11  Ibid, pp. 35-39.  
12  Ibid, p. 38. 
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other. This was also the case in their partnership established after the 09/11. Both the states 

remained partners, and cooperated with each other in the War against Terror, but still their 

perceptions on many issues of strategic importance, including the operational strategy to deal 

with the War on Terror, nuclear proliferation, India, China, Kashmir, and terrorism etc. 

remained mutually irreconcilable. This state of affairs created rifts in their bilateral 

relationship so much so that, on various occasions, the partnership was vulnerable to 

breaking.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



10 
 

 

CHAPTER-2 

PAKISTAN-US SECURITY PARTNERSHIP (1947-2004) 

The main object of this chapter is to give background of Pakistan-United States relations 

from 1947 up to 2004. This background is important for understanding the true nature of 

relations during the period which is the main focus of our research, that is, 2005-2015. It 

covers the various twists and turns which occurred in relations between the two countries in 

the past. This study will show that the United States and Pakistan, a great power with global 

interests, influence and commitments, and a small power with limited economic and military 

resources and entangled with its larger neighbor, entered into security partnership with 

divergent goals and objectives which were at cross purposes with each other and were  rarely 

congruent.  

 2.1 The United States Policy towards Partition of the British India (1942-1947) 

Pakistan came into existence in 1947. But the United States had started taking some interest 

in the affairs of the Indian subcontinent after the beginning of World War II long before the 

withdrawal of the British from India.1 At that time the sole interest of the US with regard to 

India was to persuade the British Home Government to arrive at some kind of political 

settlement with the Indian National Congress leaders so as to enlist their support in the 

struggle against fascist forces of Germany and Italy. For this purpose, President Roosevelt 

and his emissaries raised the issue with Prime Minister Churchill and his ministers and urged 

them to grant independence to India.2 The Indian National Congress and its leaders, 

especially Nehru and Gandhi, were well known in the US. There was very little enthusiasm 

for the All India Muslim League, its leader, Mohammad Ali Jinnah, and its cause, Pakistan. 

During Cripps stay in India, Louis Johnson, President Truman’s personal representative and 

head of the US mission in New Delhi, made some unsuccessful attempts to effect an 

 
1 For US interest in India after the beginning of World War II up to 1947, see, Dennis Kux, India and the 

United States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991,(Washington DC: National Defense University Press, 

1992),  pp. 3-38.  See also, Auriol Weigold, Churchill, Roosevelt and India: Propaganda During World War-

II (New York: Routledge, 2008).  
2 Dennis Kux, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991,pp. 11-21.  
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agreement between the British envoy and the Congress leaders. But no such attempt was 

made to bring the British and the Muslim League closer to each other.3 

The very idea of partitioning India creating Pakistan sounded “terrible” to President Truman 

to whom it resembled like the American Civil War of 1865. William Phillips, Truman’s 

personal representative to India, thought that Pakistan would, instead of solving the 

communal problem of India, become a prey “to the designs of ambitious neighbors.”4 There 

was no warmth in the US towards Pakistan.5 But when the interim government, composed 

solely of the Indian National Congress without Muslim League participation, was installed 

by the British, a Direct Action Day was observed by the Muslims on the call of the Muslim 

League. The resultant disturbances between the Hindus and Muslims in Bengal worried the 

Americans of a civil war on the pattern of China which they wanted to avoid due to the grave 

security situation arising out of the emerging Soviet threat. Acting Secretary of State 

expressed regrets over the Muslim League’s decision of not participating in the interim 

government, and expressed his hope that it would join soon.6 The Muslim League sent a 

delegation, composed of M. A. H. Isfahani and Begam Jhanara Shah Nawaz, to the US to 

persuade the Americans to support the creation of Pakistan. President Truman refused to 

meet the delegation. Secretary of State Acheson saw the delegation but avoided taking any 

substantive stand on the Pakistan issue.7 

The main object of the US was to maintain unity of India within the frame work of the 

Cabinet Mission Plan. For this purpose, the State Department instructed its embassy in Delhi 

to convince the Muslim League to cooperate with the Congress8. In pursuance of these 

instructions, Joseph S. Sparks, Vice Consul of the Embassy, saw Jinnah in Karachi on 

January 5, 1947. Jinnah turned down the US advice because by that time the Muslim league 

leaders had been totally disappointed of any prospects of the unity of India within the frame 

 
3 Ibid, pp. 5-6. 
4 William Phillips, Ventures in Diplomacy (Boston: Beacon Press, 1952), p. 359. 
5 Dennis Kux,The United States and Pakistan 1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies (Karachi: Oxford University 

Press, 2001), p. 8. 
6 State Department Press Statement, August 27, 1946, DSR, NA. 
7 Dennis Kux, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991, p. 10. 
8 State Department Telegram to Embassy in New Delhi, December 19, 1946, FRUS, 1946, vol. 5, p. 106.  
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work of the Cabinet Mission Plan, and had reverted back to its demand for Pakistan due to 

the intransigence of the Congress leaders regarding interpretation of the Plan.9 

Quaid-e-Azam Mohammad Ali Jinnah, the founding father of Pakistan, had made up his 

mind of close relations with the US before the creation of Pakistan. In his talks to Raymond 

Hare, a US diplomat, Jinnah said that Pakistan and Muslim countries of the Middle East 

would look to the US for assistance against Russian aggression. The Quaid-e-Azam also told 

the American diplomat that most Muslims of India thought that the US was unfriendly 

towards Pakistan and Palestine.10 On June 3, 1947, the British Government announced its 

decision of partition of India. On June 10, the US government welcomed this decision and 

uttered the hope that the division of India would result in an end to the conflict between the 

Hindus and Muslims. But no reference was made to the creation of Pakistan.11This made it 

clear that the US government was not favorably disposed towards the creation of Pakistan. 

They were inclined towards maintaining unity of India which the Americans wanted to be a 

bulwark against the rising menace of the Soviet Union and communism.       

2.2 Relations between Pakistan and the United States (1947-1948): Era of Neutrality 

The two countries started their relationship with no marked enthusiasm, especially on the part 

of the United States. But the relationship was not cold either. After establishment of Pakistan, 

the United States was the first country to diplomatically recognize this new nation. President 

Harry S. Truman sent felicitation message to Mohammad Ali Jinnah, the Governor General 

of Pakistan, on August 15, 1947, in which the President expressed his wish for close relations 

between Pakistan and the United States.12The Governor General of Pakistan reciprocated the 

same feelings to the American president in his reply.13Pakistani leaders had made up their 

minds regarding Pakistan’s neutrality in the Cold War between communism and capitalism, 

 
9 Consulate of Karachi Cable to Department of State, January 6, 1946, FRUS, 1947, vol. 3, pp. 137-38. 
10 Embassy New Delhi cable to State Department, May 2, 1947, FRUS, 1947, vol. 3, pp. 154-55.  
11 Dennis Kux, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991, pp.13-14.  
12 US Department of State, A Decade of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-49, Document No. 

123, US Government Printing Office(Washington, DC: US Govt. Printing Office, 1950), p. 783.  
13 Rais Ahmad Khan, In Search of Peace and Security: Forty Years of Pakistan-United States Relations 

(Karachi: Royal Book Company, 1990), p. 3. 
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and wanted their state to have an independent foreign policy. Pakistan wanted to contribute 

to world peace in an active but independent manner.14 

 There is no doubt that as compared to the Soviet Union, the Pakistani leaders had a more 

positive image of the United States. Soviet attitude towards Pakistan in the initial years of 

independence was, to a greater extent, responsible for this state of affairs: it had not sent even 

a congratulatory message to the Pakistani nation and leaders on the achievement of their 

independence. But it does not mean that both Pakistan and the United States established close 

security partnership from day first. In the first place, the Subcontinent was, by that time, not a 

priority region in the eyes of the American policy makers. Secondly, American public 

opinion, at that time, was more pro-India than pro-Pakistan.15 But as a whole, South Asia was 

not a priority region for the US strategists.16 Pakistan was not considered a factor of 

significance by the policy makers of the US for the promotion of major US interests at that 

time.17 

The Pakistani leaders thought that Pakistan’s strategic location in terms of its nearness to the 

Middle East and the Soviet Union would lead the US to bolster Pakistan’s defense and 

economy. For this purpose, the Quaid-e-Azam sent Mir Laik Ali as his special emissary to 

the US with a request of 2 billion dollars economic and military assistance over a period of 

five years. This request of Pakistan was politely turned down by the State Department.18 

Pakistan first appeared as a country of some importance in the eyes of the American 

strategists in a note of the Joint Chiefs of Staff dated March 24, 1949 which designated the 

Lahore-Karachi area as very important in terms of air operations against central USSR and 

protection of the US interests in the Middle East.19 But the policy makers in the US still 

considered India, not Pakistan, as the focal point of their policy in South Asia and suggested 

 
14 Embassy of Pakistan (US) Pakistan Affairs, vol. 33-37 (Information Division, 1980), p. 21.  
15 S. M. Burke, Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1974), p. 

20.  
16 Howard B. Shaffer and Teresita C. Shaffer, How Pakistan Negotiates with the United States: Riding the 

Roller Coaster (Lahore: Vanguard Books, 2011), p. 4. 
17  M. S. Venkataramani, The American Role in Pakistan (Lahore: Vanguard Books, 1984), p. 5. 
18  Ibid, pp.15-25. 
19 “Top Secret,” Department of State, Office Memorandum, T. W. Sweet to Raymond A. Hare, “SOA Problem, 

SANACC 360/10,” 5 April 1949, Records of the Military Advisor to the NEA.  
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that policy towards other states would be determined by conditions in India.20 It means that 

even when the US policy-makers began to recognize geo-strategic importance of South Asia, 

primacy was accorded to India, not to Pakistan. 

2.3 Security Perceptions of Pakistan and the United States 

Pakistan came into being on August 14, 1947 as a result of the division of the British India. 

The most important of the challenges the new nation faced related to its security. From the 

very first day of its existence it remained entangled with India over the issues of getting its 

due share in the military and financial assets of the British India, refugees, rivers waters, 

demarcation of boundaries, and accession of Princely States. In addition to these, 

Afghanistan raised a controversy to the validity and legitimacy of the Durand Line, the 

historical boundary between Afghanistan and British India. There was a danger of Pakistan 

being sandwiched between two hostile nations. Its shares of the military and financial assets 

of the undivided British India had been withheld by the Dominion of India. There was not 

even an ordnance factory in Pakistan for manufacture of arms and ammunitions. The first 

priority of the Pakistani leaders with regard to enhancing security of the country was to make 

common arrangements for the defense of the subcontinent with India, provided India settled 

all outstanding issues with Pakistan. This was the only way for Pakistan and India to play a 

larger role in international politics. But this required the Indian leaders to deal with Pakistan 

on the basis of equality and accept its existence.  The founder of Pakistan even hoped that 

Pakistan and India would jointly evolve a “Monroe Doctrine” of their own.  The founder of 

Pakistan had even planned to spend a month each winter in India after the creation of 

Pakistan because he “had never envisaged the hostile nature of relations that were to emerge 

immediately after independence.”  But no encouraging response was forthcoming from India. 

In order to augment its weak security situation, and preserve its independence, sovereignty 

and territorial integrity, it did not have any other option but to get financial and military 

assistance from Great Powers.  

 
20 Report by the SANACC Subcommittee for the Near and Middle East, SANACC 360/14, Office of the 

Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, United States department of State,pp. 27-28. 

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1949v06/d3, accessed on March 25, 2015.  

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1949v06/d3
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By the time Pakistan emerged on the world map, Cold War had started between the US and 

the Soviet Union for domination of Europe and Asia after the end of World War II. Even 

before the end of the World War II, military planners, contemplating the breakdown of the 

war time coalition between the US and the Soviet Union, devised elaborate strategic plans 

which called for overseas base systems.  The bases were termed as the nation’s strategic 

frontier for the defense of the United States. The lesson the American defense officials had 

learnt from the two world wars was that they could not permit any potential rival to get 

control over the Eurasian land mass. On account of the comparatively weak economic and 

military position of the Soviet Union, there was no imminent danger of an all-out military 

confrontation from the Soviet side, but the US defense officials and intelligence analysts 

believed that the political instability, social turmoil, and economic upheaval in the post-war 

Europe and Asia could be exploited by the Soviet Union to expand its influence in these parts 

of the world.  Europe, the Middle East, Far Asia, and Southeast Asia were very important in 

the strategic calculations of the defense planners in the US. South Asia did not occupy 

position of importance in the eyes of the US strategic planners. There were apparently no 

prospects that the US would get so much involved in the politics of the subcontinent as it did 

in not so distant future. The subcontinent was not a priority area for the policy planners of the 

United States at that time as were Europe, Southeast Asia and the Middle East. 

2.4 Liaquat Ali Khan’s Visit to the United States 

That India, not Pakistan, was the favorite state of the US in South Asia became evident when 

Jawaharlal Nehru, the Prime Minister of India, received an invitation from President Truman 

to visit the US. Pakistanis were surprised by this development because no such offer had 

been made to Liaquat Ali Khan. This move of the US was based on several considerations. 

At that time India was suppressing communists at home and encouraging Nepal to do so. 

Only a few months back, India had expressed its willingness to remain in the British 

Commonwealth in contrast to its earlier pronouncements, a step much acclaimed by Western 

powers. Moreover, Russia and China had consistently been berating India for her alleged 

subservience to the United Kingdom and the US.21 

 
21 S. M. Burke, Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis, p. 119.  
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Although Pakistan and the USSR had by that time not expressed any desire to come closer to 

each other, the US invitation to the Indian Prime Minister caused Liaquat Ali Khan to solicit 

an invitation from the Soviet Union through the Pakistani embassy in Tehran.  But this was 

just a tactical move, not a strategic decision, on the part of the Pakistani Prime Minister to 

awaken the US authorities to the strategic importance of Pakistan. Ideological differences 

between the Soviet Union and Pakistan, the Soviet imposition of subservience upon its allies, 

and the fact that only West could provide the material and technical aid which Pakistan so 

urgently needed, drifted Pakistan away from the Soviet Union.22 The consideration that the 

Western countries enjoyed greater voting strength in the United Nations where the Kashmir 

case was pending might have also weighed with Pakistani policy makers in this 

respect.23Liaquat Ali Khan’s prospective visit to the Soviet Union did not materialize, as was 

expected, due to procrastination on the part of both the Soviet and Pakistani authorities.24 

Pakistan’s tactical move succeeded in arousing the US authorities’ interest in Pakistan. An 

official invitation was extended to the Pakistani prime minister in December 1949.25 The fact 

that the US authorities had been disgusted by Nehru’s attitude during his visit to the US, and 

his anti-US attitude on the South-East Asia was also an important factor in inviting the 

Pakistani prime minister to Washington.26 

On May 3, 1950, the Pakistani Prime Minister arrived in the US on a three week long trip and 

was received at the Washington’s National Airport by President Truman. During this trip, the 

Prime Minister tried to make Americans understand Pakistan which was little known to most 

of them. He also tried, though indirectly, to convince the Americans of the desirability of 

providing military assistance to Pakistan. The fact that the Pakistani Prime Minister paid a 

visit to the United States in preference to the USSR made a good impression on the 

Americans. The Americans took it as a pledge on the part of Pakistan to stand with the US in 

the Cold War against the Soviet Union.27 He spoke in simple and dignified terms about his 

country and its aspirations. He neither made any reference to the Soviet- American cold war 

 
22 A Group Study, “The Fundamentals of Pakistan’s Foreign Policy,” Pakistan Horizon, Vol. 9, March, 1956, 

pp. 37-50. 
23 S. M. Burke, Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis, p.101.  
24 Dennis Kux, The United States and Pakistan: 1947-2000, pp. 31-33.  
25 Ibid., p. 32. 
26 M. S. Venkataramani, The American Role in Pakistan, pp. 92-93.  
27 See The New York Times, May 5, 1950; see also Dawn, May 25, 1950.  
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nor indicated any desire on Pakistan’s part to align itself with the United States. During his 

secret talks with Defense Secretary Louis Johnson and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Liaquat 

expressed Pakistan’s arms needs in view of his country’s strategic position and the fine 

fighting qualities of its anti-communist Muslims.28 The American side merely noted 

Pakistan’s need for arms without making any kind of commitment.29 In terms of getting any 

tangible military and economic assistance or assurances to bolster its Pakistan’s security, the 

Prime Minister’s visit was a total failure. The reason was that Americans still looked to India 

as a bulwark against communism in Asia. They considered Nehru as the counterweight to 

Mao-Tse-Tung whose support was taken for worth many divisions.30 

2.5 Korean War of 1950 and Japanese Peace Treaty 

The Korean War and the Japanese Peace Treaty substantially changed US policy towards 

India and Pakistan. Until then, the US had fixed its eyes upon India as the pillar of its future 

policy towards South Asia. After seeing India’s role on these two occasions as tangential to 

American interests, the US began to treat Pakistan as the focal point of their strategy in South 

Asia.  

 On June 25, 1950, North Korea, a protectorate of the USSR, crossed the 38th parallel and 

attacked South Korea, a protectorate of the US. Pakistan gave full support to the UN labors 

for resolution of the Korean problem.31 Pakistan even expressed its readiness to send a 

brigade of its troops to be equipped by the US with modern weapons. But this offer had been 

made contingent upon US assistance in the resolution of the Kashmir issue.32 The US was 

ready to equip the Pakistani division for action in South Korea but was not willing to restrict 

its freedom of action to deal with regional issues of South Asia according to its own 

perceptions, and alienate India and Afghanistan by aligning itself with Pakistan.33 Pakistan 

wanted unequivocal support from the US on the questions of Kashmir and Pukhtunistan 

 
28 Dawn, May 21, 1950. 
29 Dennis Kux, The United States and Pakistan 1947-2000:Disenchanted Allies,p. 35. 
30The New York Times, August 29, 1950. 
31 See Dawn, June 28, 1950, and July 2, 1950. 
32 Memorandum from Ambassador Avera Warren to Secretary of State Acheson dated May 15, 1951, FRUS 6 

(1951), pp. 2204-2205. 
33 Telegram from Secretary Acheson to Ambassador Avera Warren, May 24, 1951, FRUS 6 (1951), pp. 2205-

2206.  



18 
 

 

which the US was not ready to provide.34A resolution passed by the General Assembly of the 

UN on October 7, 1950, authorized the United Nations forces to move forward to North 

Korea by crossing the 38th parallel. India was vehemently opposed to this move of the UN 

but Pakistan fully supported it. India’s stand that to find a solution to the Korean issue, 

People’s Republic of China (PRC), instead of Taiwan, should be allowed as a member of the 

UN, and that Russia should return to the UN by ceasing its boycott of the world body, was in 

consonance with the position of the Soviet Union and Communist China. Pakistan remained 

neutral on the UN resolution of February 1951, declaring Communist China as an aggressor 

after China’s joining troops with North Koreans on October 25, 1950 but India stood with the 

Soviet bloc in voting against the resolution.35 Pakistan sided with the US in opposing India’s 

membership on the Political Conference for settlement of the Korean issue. 

The Korean War brought Pakistan and the US closer to each other as it estranged India and 

the US from each other. Although Pakistan did not contribute troops to the UN mission in 

Korea as demanded by the US, but Pakistan’s overall policy towards that issue was more 

akin to the US position as Indian stand was reflective of the Soviet policy. The US got 

disappointed with Indian attitude on this issue and found Pakistan’s stand more akin to the 

American strategic direction and interests. 

Japan had been defeated by the US and its allies in 1945 in World War II. After the outbreak 

of the Cold War between the erstwhile allies, the US was eager to enter into a peace treaty 

and strategic partnership with Japan so as to make it an ally against communist penetration 

into the Far East. For this purpose a draft treaty was prepared by the US and Britain and 

presented in a conference at San Francisco in September 1951 for signatures. The conference 

was not authorized to review the treaty. Communist China had not been invited to the 

Conference. India was among those countries who did not attend the conference. The Soviet 

Union did attend the Conference but refused to sign the treaty. The Soviet Union, China and 

India opposed the Japanese Peace Treaty. Pakistan fully supported the treaty and opposed the 

positions taken by the Soviet Union, China and India on this issue. Pakistan’s position on this 

issue was in keeping with international law and morality because when Japan, an aggressor 

 
34 M. S. Venkataramani, The American Role in Pakistan, p. 155.   
35 S. M Burke, Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis, p. 130. 
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of the World War II and victim of the US nuclear attack, itself agreed to signing the draft 

treaty, there was no justification in opposing it. The Americans were greatly impressed by 

this support of Pakistan.36 

Now the stage was set for the strategic collaboration of Pakistan and the United States. 

Pakistan became hopeful of getting US economic and military assistance in order to 

compensate its weakness vis-à-vis India. The US also, on its part, felt freed from any Indian 

concerns and sensitivities in getting closer to Pakistan on account of its disappointment with 

India. India was taken for granted to be in the Communist camp and working at cross-

purposes with the US. Its nonalignment was only a thin covering for its pro-Communist 

orientations. Now Pakistan, the other most powerful country in the region and the largest 

Muslim country in the world, was to be the lynchpin of the US strategy in South Asia.  

2.6 Pakistan Joins the Western Alliance System (SEATO and CENTO) 

After the assassination of Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan in 1951, the new rulers of 

Pakistan no longer insisted on the US support on the Kashmir and Durand Line issues as a 

quid pro quo for supporting US objectives in the Middle East and South East Asia. Providing 

economic and military assistance and technology were enough returns in the eyes of the new 

rulers of Pakistan to get their country aligned with the US. There was also eagerness visible 

in the US strategic thinking after the Korean War and the Japanese Peace Treaty that in the 

vain future hope of bringing India closer, a sympathetic Pakistan should not be lost or 

sidelined. In 1953, the inauguration of Eisenhower as President and John Foster Dulles as 

Secretary of State accelerated the process of bringing Pakistan and the US closer to each 

other. In the same year, the death of the hardliner Stalin in the Soviet Union and the advent of 

Nikita Khrushchev paved way for close Indo-Soviet relationship. Stalin had not made any 

efforts to get closer to India and was unsympathetic towards Nehru who was considered as a 

representative of the Capitalistic Bloc.  

During the election campaign, Eisenhower and his team had stressed collective security pacts 

as panacea for the containment of communist expansionism in Asia. Secretary of State Dulles 

visited India, Pakistan and some other countries in May 1953. In his report to the nation in 
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his address on radio and television, the Secretary praised the people of Pakistan for their 

warm feeling of friendship towards the United States and commented that ‘the strong 

spiritual faith and martial spirit of the people make them a dependable bulwark against 

Communism.’37 In October 1953, General Ayub Khan, Commander-in-Chief of the Pakistan 

Army, visited Washington. Governor General Ghulam Mohammad and Foreign Minister 

Zafrullah Khan also arrived in the US capital in November. There were speculations that 

Pakistan and the US were negotiating a military alliance. The US was strongly in favor of 

enlisting Pakistan in the alliance against communism, but was hesitant due to fear of 

annoying India by doing so. The idea of bringing India also to its side in the crusade against 

communism had weakened but not vanished. President Eisenhower wanted both India and 

Pakistan to be onboard with the US and did not want anything that would create hysteria in 

India.38 

Pakistan’s importance in the eyes of the US strategic planners increased with the testing of 

thermonuclear bomb by the Soviet Union in August 1953 which broke the H-bomb 

monopoly of the United States in less than a year. The principal instrument to cope with the 

challenge of the USSR was through Strategic Air Command (SAC) which required securing 

strategically placed bases in selected countries on the periphery of the Soviet Union. With the 

unavailability of the Suez area bases in Egypt due to refusal of the ne revolutionary rulers, 

the American strategists looked to Pakistan. The US policy planners envisaged the Northern 

Tier security arrangements for the Middle East which called for tying Turkey, Iraq, Iran and 

Pakistan in treaty relations to cope with penetration of the Soviet Union in the Middle East 

with the assistance of the United States and Britain.39 Now there was a sense of urgency on 

the part of the US to enlist support of regional countries for containment of the Soviet Union 

and Communism.  

Vice-President Richard Nixon’s three day visit to Pakistan on 7 December 1953 proved very 

important for consummation of an alliance between the two countries. Although the Vice-

President denied having discussed arms assistance to Pakistan and bases issues with Pakistani 
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authorities, but it was widely believed that these subjects had been part of the parleys.40 The 

Vice-President emphasized the importance of closing the ring around the Soviet Union and 

China by the creation of a “military crescent” composed of Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Indo-

China, Formosa, and Japan. He strongly argued in favor of providing military assistance to 

Pakistan.41 The NSC 5409 called for the establishment of defense arrangements between 

Pakistan and Turkey for becoming eligible for US military assistance.42 

A Turko-Pakistan agreement was signed between the two countries on April 2, 1954. Article 

IV of the agreement, dealing with cooperation in the field of defense, called for exchange of 

information on technical experience and progress, joint production of arms and ammunition, 

and cooperation against unprovoked aggression.43This was followed by a Mutual Defense 

Assistance Agreement on 19 May between Pakistan and the United States by which the 

United States pledged to provide military equipment and training to the Pakistani military. It 

was made clear by both the states that the agreement did not establish any alliance, nor would 

Pakistan provide any military bases to the US.44The only limitation on the use of military 

assistance to Pakistan was that it would not be used for aggressive purpose.45 

The emerging situation in East Asia also hastened US sense of urgency for regional security 

pacts where it found its own interests and interests of its allies challenged by exponents of 

International Communism. After the cease-fire in Korea in July 1953, China diverted its 

attention to Vietnam which made French position in Indo-China worse. This situation made 

the US worried about the spread of the Sino-Soviet influence in South East Asia. The policy 

makers of the United States, considering direct US intervention would lead to third world 

war, proposed to work out a collective defense arrangement for the region. For this purpose a 

conference was convened at Manila in September 1954 which resulted in the creation of an 

alliance, the South East Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO). Pakistan, Thailand, the 

Philippines, the United States, Britain, France, Australia, and New Zealand were signatories 
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to the Treaty. There was no provision in the Treaty for any standing armed forces. The Treaty 

did not provide a strong practical mechanism for averting armed aggression. The SEATO did 

not stipulate, as NATO did, that an attack against any member would be considered an attack 

against all, calling for automatic action.46 

Perhaps, the main objective of the US and its Western allies in bringing about the SEATO, 

instead of establishing a practical machine for an automatic and matter-of-fact response to 

any Communist threat in the region, was to create some psychological impression of an anti-

Communist alliance. The Korean and Vietnam wars had made the Western powers, including 

the US, wary of fighting any more hot wars in the Third World. That is why the US did not 

commit itself for an automatic response to any emerging threat on the pattern of NATO. 

Pakistani foreign minister, Zafrullah Khan, was reluctant to sign the SEATO. He had to sign 

it for onward consideration and action by the Pakistani government after persuasion by 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles.47 Pakistan harbored doubts about SEATO’s usefulness 

because the Treaty’s obligations were applicable in the event of Communist aggression only 

but not in case of Indian aggression which was the main concern of Pakistan. Zafrullah Khan 

resigned as foreign minister due to criticism in the cabinet. The Treaty was ratified by 

Pakistan after oral assurance of Secretary Dulles that the United States would not remain 

‘disinterested or inactive in the event of a non-communist aggression against Pakistan.’48 

Pakistan, which did not have any penchant for collective security arrangements for East Asia 

but had joined only under US prompting, was much eager to join the proposed Middle East 

defense system sponsored by Britain on account of its strong religious, cultural and ethnic 

ties with the region. Pakistan considered this move to be a step forward towards unity of the 

Muslim world. This “offered a promise of becoming a powerful forum where the Muslim 

peoples could explore areas of cooperation.” The Middle East was a vulnerable area which 

had the potential of becoming a source of conflict between the Western world and the Soviet 

Union due to its vast natural resources. Any conflict in this important area could negatively 

affect Pakistan’s security. So, it was strategically very important for Pakistan to be associated 
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with arrangements for the defense and security of this region. Moreover, by joining a Middle 

Security pact, Pakistan would get a certain measure of protection against Indian designs in 

this area.49 

 The US was reluctant to be part of any Middle East defense system due to opposition of 

Egypt to inclusion of Iraq, and Soviet sensitivities to Iran becoming a part Western sponsored 

security system. The US did not want to be in the fore front of any such system.50 But the 

inclusion of Pakistan in the Western sponsored alliance for the security of the Middle East 

was in the interests of the United States. These feelings had their repercussions in the 

Congress debates. It was pointed out in the House of Representatives that Pakistan would 

play an important role creating a positive impression for the West in the Muslim and Afro-

Asian countries.51 

But in 1954 the question of Middle East defense gained momentum when Britain abandoned 

the Suez Canal base in October and the Anglo-Iraqi treaty was about to expire. These 

developments created a security vacuum in the region which could put Western interests into 

jeopardy. For this purpose, a Pact of Mutual Cooperation was signed at Baghdad by Iraq and 

Turkey on February 24, 1955. Britain joined the Baghdad Pact on 5 April, Pakistan on 23 

September, and Iran on 23 November. Iraq formally relinquished its membership of the Pact 

in March 1959 subsequent to a revolution in July 1958 after which the name of the 

organization was changed to Central Treaty Organization (CENTO). The US was not a 

formal member of the CENTO. Fear of estranging Egypt and its allies who were opposed to 

the Treaty and opposition of Israel were the main factors responsible for keeping America 

formally away from the Treaty.52 Pakistan and Iran insisted upon a command structure for 

CENTO upon pattern of NATO. But Turkey, a member of NATO, and western members of 

CENTO opposed this suggestion. Although CENTO might have been a somewhat deterrent 

against Soviet aggression, it did not provide any cover to Pakistan in its disputes with India. 

The US and its Western allies did not want to further their responsibilities towards security of 

the Third World countries, even in their fight against communism, to the extent of 
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incorporating automatic response mechanisms in the defense treaties on the pattern of 

NATO. This was the case with regard to both SEATO and CENTO.  

Although Pakistan became eligible for reception of the American arms and military 

assistance under the Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement of 1954, there was a huge gap in 

what Pakistan demanded from the US in terms of the quality and quantity of the arms and 

funds for expansion of the Pakistani armed forces, and what the US was ready to provide 

from 1954 to 1956. There was also resentment in Pakistan that India, being a neutral in the 

Cold War, was also receiving economic assistance from the US.53 Pakistan was playing a 

very important role for the security of the United States through its alliance. A re-appraisal of 

the Soviet strategic power by the American experts in 1956 enhanced Pakistan’s strategic 

importance in the eyes of the US. It was detected by the US intelligence that the Soviet 

Union had several thousand of aircrafts in the combat units and was producing more at a 

faster rate than the United States. The Soviets were also reported to be developing long range 

ballistic missiles. These were great security threats to the United States which enhanced 

importance of bases in Pakistan.54 

In order to avert this threat from the Soviet Union, an “incredible” aircraft, U-2, was 

produced which was fitted with powerful cameras capable of taking photographs of excellent 

clarity from high altitudes. It contained ingenious devices especially designed for various 

types of surveillance. British, West German, Japanese, and Turkish bases were secure for this 

purpose. But they needed bases in Pakistan to cover what General Lauris Norstad, NATO 

Supreme Commander, called “the heart” of the USSR. So, the economic and military 

assistance to Pakistan was increased.55The decision to allow the United States to establish a 

secret intelligence base at Badaber for use by the US aircraft was made by Prime Minister 

Hussain Shaheed Suhrawardy in July 1957. Defense Minister Ayub Khan was instrumental 

in this decision which was “based on his assessment of Pakistan’s security imperatives and 

the need to obtain US military and economic assistance, including B-57 bombers.”56 The 

 
53 For differences between Pakistan and the US over the quantum of assistance to Pakistan see M. S. 

Venkataramani, The American Role in Pakistan (Lahore: Vanguard Books, 1984), pp. 300-27. 
54  Ibid, pp. 330-31.  
55  M. S. Venkataramani, The American Role in Pakistan, pp. 332-33.  
56  Khurshid Mahmud Kasuri, Neither a Hawk Nor a Dove: An Insider Account of Pakistan’s Foreign Relations 

including Details of the Kashmir Framework, p. 96.  



25 
 

 

base, used for aerial survey over the Soviet Union, was run by 1,200 American military and 

technical personnel, and enjoyed extra-territorial rights that exempted it from local laws. 

Pakistanis were not allowed any access to the base. 

2.6.1  Cracks in the Alliance 

Pakistan’s participation in the Western sponsored alliance system committed Pakistan to the 

Cold War strategy of the United States to thwart Soviet influence in the Middle East and 

South Asia. Pakistan lent valuable political and diplomatic support to the US on various 

international issues of interest to the US.57 There is no doubt that Pakistan received 

considerable military and economic assistance from the US in return for its membership in 

the alliance and services rendered. But Pakistan had also to pay heavy price for becoming a 

part of the Western security alliances system. Pakistan became addicted to US military 

assistance and neglected its indigenous defense effort.58 It faced the wrath of the Soviet 

Union which gave its wholehearted support to Pakistan’s two rivals, India and Afghanistan, 

on the issues of Kashmir and Durand Line respectively despite the fact that India was not 

formally allied with the Soviet Union. On these issues the US support to Pakistan was 

lukewarm and ineffective. Pakistan’s relations with some of the Muslim countries, especially 

Egypt, Afghanistan and Saudi Arabia, also got strained. There was no assurance of the US 

military backing in case of aggression from India, the real enemy of Pakistan. Even with 

regard to coping with the Soviet threat to the integrity of Pakistan, the US assurances were 

not in form of blanket security guarantees. The Americans were clear that they would never 

militarily assist Pakistan against India. Nor would the US support Pakistan on the issue of 

Kashmir.59 

There were just vague assertions of “cooperation” and “consultation” to cope with the 

situation arising as a result of a Soviet threat to the security of Pakistan. The US continued its 

economic assistance to India and Afghanistan. A group in the American political and 

intellectual circles was getting dominant which questioned the utility of alliances for the US 
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and, as an alternative, called for assisting neutral countries such as India to counter the 

growing Soviet influence in the “Middle Way” countries.60 As pointed out by Selig Harrison, 

“India is the great power of South Asia. It is not the business of the US to subsidize Pakistan 

as a permanent garrison state with a military capability swollen out of all proportions to her 

size.”61 

There was also resentment in political circles in Pakistan against US attitude towards 

Pakistan. By 1958, Pakistan realized that its alliance with the West was prejudicial to its 

interests. So disgusted was Pakistan with the attitude of the United States that prime Minister 

Feroz Khan Noon had to declare at the floor of Parliament that Pakistan, if its security was 

threatened by India, would not hesitate to embrace the Soviet Union.62 As a reaction to the 

American policy and with a view to augment its security vis-à-vis India, Pakistan started 

cultivating friendship with China. The coming to power of John F. Kennedy made this trend 

more visible because he adopted a friendlier attitude towards India which went against the 

interests of Pakistan.63 The policy of the United States was operating progressively to the 

disadvantage of Pakistan vis-à-vis India. Neutralism denigrated as “immoral” and “playing 

both sides of the street” sometimes back, began to be respected. Rather, it occupied a 

privileged position in the eyes of the Americans.64 Pakistan felt being taken for granted. 

Thus, gradually India became the largest recipient of American aid despite the fact that India 

lost no opportunity to criticize the United States in the United Nations and outside of it.65 

In October 1962, a border conflict took place between China and India due to some 

provocative acts of India on the border.66 After the India-China war, Pakistan saw a new 

cause of disillusionment with American foreign policy when the US embarked upon a policy 

of providing arms to India on a large scale, unjustified by the requirements of the ground 
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realities.67 Pakistan was not even consulted, as per President Kennedy’s personal assurances 

to Ayub Khan that it would be consulted, before any arms were given to India. Pakistan 

considered the Sino-Indian border war as a border conflict between the two countries which 

should have been settled by negotiations instead of force.68 Concerns were expressed that 

India would use this aid to realize its “long-cherished dream of Asian leadership.”69 It was 

feared that the weapons provided to India would be ultimately used against Pakistan.70 The 

US policy aroused doubts in Pakistan about its status as an ally and placed “tremendous 

strain on Pakistan’s friendship with America.”71 The United States put tremendous pressure 

on Pakistan, including personal appeals by President John F. Kennedy, but Ayub Khan 

refused to send even a formal gesture of support to India in its war against China.72 

The provision of huge military supplies by the Western countries to India forced Pakistan to 

revise its foreign and defense policies. Basic goals were the same, that is, to provide security 

against threats from India, but the strategies for the realization of these goals were changed to 

deal effectively with the growing military imbalance in South Asia. “It started playing down 

its membership of the West-sponsored defense pacts and improved its ties with the countries 

of the socialist bloc….thinking in terms of diversifying the sources of supply of defense 

hardware and weapons.”73 Pakistan’s new policy was based on the principle of balancing the 

interests of the superpowers in the sub-continent. It saw strengthening its relations with 

China as the only guarantee of offsetting the threat from India exacerbated by provision of 

the American and British arms.74 The new policy did not envision complete cutting off 

relations with the United States because Pakistani authorities knew they could not do without 

 
67 Mohammad Ayub Khan, Friends, Not Masters: A Political Biography, p. 133. 
68 Pakistan, National Assembly Debates, vol. 2, no. 2, November 22 1962, p. 1 and vol. 2, no. 6, November 27, 

1962, p. 142. 
69 Pakistan, National Assembly Debates, vol. 2, no. 7, November 28, 1962, p. 197. 
70 Pakistan, National Assembly Debates, vol. 2, no. 4, November 24, 1962, p. 42. 
71Ayub Khan, Speeches, quoted in K. M. Arif, Working with Zia: Pakistan’s Power Politics 1977-1988 

(Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 331.  
72 Altaf Gohar, Ayub Khan: Pakistan’s First Military Ruler (Lahore: Sang-e-Meel Publications, 2011),p. 58.  
73 Hasan Askari Rizvi, “Pakistan’s Defense Policy,” in Syed Farooq Hasnat and Anton Pelinka eds., Security for 

the Weak Nations: A Multiple Perspective (Lahore: Izharsons, 1986), pp. 109-10.   
74 LeelaYadava, “Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: Analysis of Pakistan’s Relations with the United States of 

America,” in K. Arif, ed., Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: Indian Perspectives (Lahore: Vanguard Books, 1984), 

p. 212.  



28 
 

 

American aid. It just meant to diversify its aid sources and change the policy of complete 

reliance on the Western countries.75 

Pakistan normalized its relations with China. “Ayub knew that by resisting American 

pressure to come to India’s support he had put the future of Pakistan-US relations in jeopardy 

but he had gained China’s friendship which was to prove of lasting value.76 The two 

countries signed the Sino-Pakistan Border Agreement under which the border between the 

two countries was determined.77 The two countries also started air flights between them. 

Pakistan became the first non-Communist country in the world to have air links with China. 

This move was criticized by the Western countries, especially the United States. Pakistan 

also developed close relations with the Soviet Union. President Ayub khan categorically said 

to the Soviet leaders that Pakistan’s participation in the defense pacts such as SEATO and 

CENTO was for augmenting its security against India; that Pakistan never intended to be 

used against the Soviet Union by Western powers; that Pakistan wanted to have good ties 

with all great powers of the world without a slight prejudice against any one of them.78 This 

phase of the foreign policy of Pakistan was based on the principles of bilateralism which 

implied that Pakistan would strive to have good relations with all the major powers on the 

basis of merit and pragmatism. 

2.7 The Indo-Pakistan War of 1965 and US Role 

By the early 1965, situation in the Indian Occupied Kashmir had got deteriorated. There was 

a large-scale discontentment among Kashmiris against Indian occupation. The disturbances 

in Kashmir ignited rioting and killings in East Pakistan and West Bengal state of India. 

Relations between India and Pakistan got strained. The Kashmir issue was taken up by the 

UN Security Council at Pakistan’s request to consider the grave situation in the state and the 

resulting dangerous situation in the eastern part of the subcontinent. The debate on the issue 

opened on February 3 and continued till 18 May, 1965.79 The President of the Council urged 

on behalf of all of members of the Council both India and Pakistan to resume their dialogue 
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“to resolve by negotiations their difference.” No practical step was taken towards solution of 

the issue. 

The situation in the Indian Occupied Kashmir got further deteriorated due to consistent 

efforts on the part of India to absorb Kashmir into the Indian Union in disregard of the 

wishes of the Kashmiri people. This state of affairs made the people of Azad Jammu and 

Kashmir increasingly restive. Tension along the cease-fire line mounted. On 17 May, 1965, 

Indian troops in battalion strength crossed the cease-fire line and occupied three Pakistani 

posts in the Kargil area with a view to protect the Srinagar-Leh highway from being cut by 

Pakistan.  

It was in these circumstances that armed men from Azad Kashmir crossed the cease-fire line 

and entered Indian Occupied Kashmir to join fellow Kashmiris in their struggle for self-

determination. India alleged that the infiltrators were personnel of the Pakistan army in 

disguise. After that, India made several violations of the cease-fire line and occupied some 

Pakistani posts and territory.80 On September 1, 1965, Azad Kashmiri forces, supported by 

the Pakistani army personnel, crossed the cease-fire line to forestall further aggression by the 

Indian troops, and occupied two Indian posts in the Chhamb area of the Jammu-Bhimber 

sector. By September 5 the Pakistani forces had occupied Jaurian near Akhnoor, the road 

junction linking Jammu with Srinagar and Poonch, which seriously threatened Indian land 

route to the Valley. On September 6, at 3 a.m., Indian forces crossed the international border 

and launched a three-pronged attack against West Pakistan without any declaration of war. 

Two days later two more fronts were opened in the Sialkot and Rajasthan sectors. This war 

continued for seventeen days. 

On 16 September, 1965, the Chinese government issued an ultimatum to India to dismantle 

its entire “military works” on the Chinese side of the border within three days or else “bear 

full responsibility for all the grave consequences arising therefrom.”81 It was a clear warning 

to India that China would intervene in the war on behalf of Pakistan. This fact sent alarm 

bells in chanceries of the world. In the event of China’s entry into the war in support of 

Pakistan, the United States and the Soviet Union would have entered on the side of India and 
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a World War would have ensued. This prompted the Security Council to pass a resolution on 

20 September which urged India and Pakistan to cease fire up to September 22 at 0700 GMT. 

The Security Council resolution also promised that after the armistice and pulling out of 

forces, the SC would consider “what steps could be taken to assist towards a settlement of the 

political problems underlying the present conflict.” This resolution also called on “all states 

to refrain from any action which might aggravate the situation in the area.” This was a joint 

warning of the Soviet Union and US to China not to complicate the situation by joining on 

the Pakistan side.82 

The entire US attitude during the war was difficult for most of Pakistanis to understand. On 

September 8, 1965, when the war was going on with full swing, the US suspended arms 

deliveries both to India and Pakistan with the stated view to add weight to the Security 

Council’s efforts for a cease-fire. This was followed on the other day by a State Department 

statement declaring US neutrality during the Indo-Pakistan conflict.83 The US even turned 

down Ayub’s appeal to play a positive role on the basis of its influence over India and 

Pakistan. The US ruled out any direct diplomatic intervention and stated the US policy that 

peace could be established through the aegis of the UN.84 Even in the UN, the US role with 

regard to cessation of hostilities between India and Pakistan was that of inaction until the 

Chinese ultimatum to India which stirred the US and USSR to work actively for a cease-fire. 

But after the cease-fire, the US lost all interest in seeking a resolution to the underlying 

sources of the conflict. There was a provision in the Manila Pact that “in the event of other 

aggression or armed attack it [the US] will consult” with other members as enjoined by 

paragraph 2 of Article IV. But no such consultation took place between the US and other 

members of the SEATO. Moreover, the United States had on several occasions assured 

Pakistan of its assistance in case of any threat to security and integrity of Pakistan which the 

US considered so vital for world peace and security.85 

Pakistanis expected that the US would use its tremendous influence to stop Indian invasion 

across the international border which might threaten Pakistani independence. The US made 
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no such effort. Rather, it created problems for Pakistan by stopping its assistance. Although 

India’s military assistance was also cut off but Pakistan was hurt the most because it was 

totally dependent upon the US military assistance as against India which was receiving 

military assistance from the Soviet Union and Eastern European countries which continued to 

flow during the war.86 “The US policy amounted to encouraging India to aggress against 

Pakistan.”87 

The 1965 war to a greater extent ended Pakistan’s special ties with the US. The war caused 

tremendous disillusionment among Pakistanis with regard to their expectations from the 

United States. Pakistan diversified its options and improved its relations with the Soviet 

Union. It had already taken its relations with China to tremendous heights.  Pakistan was no 

longer dependent on any one country for its defense. Now it was free “to give real meaning 

to her already expressed wish to have equally good relations with all countries on a 

reciprocal basis.”88 From then onward, Pakistan adopted a policy of bilateralism in its 

relations with the Great Powers of the world. There was a key paradigm change in Pakistan’s 

foreign policy. The main theme of the new policy was to keep a balance in relations with 

China, Russia and the United States. Pakistan did not ask for the friendship of one power at 

the cost of the interests of the other.89 SEATO and CENTO lost its importance for Pakistan 

that confined its interest to only cultural and economic activities of these organizations.90 

Pakistan also began to take exception to condemnation of China’s role by Western powers on 

the issues of Vietnam and Laos.91 

2.8 The Indo-Pakistan War of 1971 and US Role 

In Pakistan elections were held to the National Assembly of Pakistan which resulted in the 

victory of the Awami League led by Sheikh Mujeeb-ur-Rahman. The failure of the military 

government of Yahya Khan to transfer power to the Awami League on account of its refusal 

to come to a constitutional settlement prior to convening of the National Assembly session 
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led to disturbances in East Pakistan. India further fomented this turbulence by encouraging 

the separatist tendencies of the Awami League. There was a danger of war between Pakistan 

and India. 

In the early 1970s, when the war clouds were appearing on the skies of the Subcontinent, 

Pakistan was clandestinely playing a diplomatic role between the United States and China 

which would bring tremendous changes in the international political order and balance of 

power. Pakistan played the role of a bridge between the United States and China that had 

been bitter rivals up to that time since the Communist Revolution in China in 1947. The 

United States wanted to make an opening to China which it needed for the resolution of the 

Vietnam, other issues of South East Asia and to use an improved US-China relationship as a 

lever with Moscow to press for a US-Soviet detente. For this purpose, President Nixon had 

secretly requested President Yahiya’s help during his visit to Pakistan to Pakistan in the 

summer of 1969.92 This was followed by a two years of secret diplomacy between 

Washington, Islamabad, and Beijing which finally culminated in the secret visit of Henry 

Kissinger to Beijing in July 1971. Thus, Pakistan’s close relationship with China which was, 

sometimes back, considered a sin became a virtue for bringing the US and China closer to 

each other.93 

 Pakistan’s role in bringing China and the United States had great impact on the subsequent 

events in the Subcontinent and the attitude of the Great Powers towards them. After his 

China trip, Kissinger told the Indian Ambassador in the US that China would intervene on 

behalf of Pakistan if it was attacked by India and that the United States would not help India, 

as was the case in 1962 and 1965 when it warned China not to intervene in Indo-Pakistan 

disputes.94 This threat by Kissinger prompted India to hasten to sign with the Soviet Union 

the Treaty of Friendship which had been under consideration ever since Brezhnev proposed 

his security system for Asia.95 This Friendship Treaty between India and the Soviet Union 

acted as a catalyst in bringing the two countries against Pakistan. The Soviet Union openly 
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supported India with arms, and political and diplomatic support. China and the United States 

did not interfere to prevent the break-up of East Pakistan in December 1971. 

President Nixon desired to support Pakistan in face of Indian aggression but the US Congress 

and public opinion were against Pakistan on account of the alleged human rights violations 

by Pakistani forces in East Pakistan during the operation. Forced by the American public 

opinion, President Nixon officially cancelled aid to Pakistan on 8 November 1971. But it is 

said that the President continued to manipulate the transfer of arms to Pakistan through third 

countries.96The United States sent its seventh fleet to the Bay of Bengal. Indian analysts 

argue that the movement of the Seventh Fleet in the Bay of Bengal, near the war zone 

between India and Pakistan, was meant to divert the Indian ships and planes from the 

Pakistani troops and also to exert psychological pressure on India.97 Although the United 

States did not do anything to prevent the secession of East Pakistan at the hands of India, 

President Nixon saved West Pakistan from being attacked by India by warning Brezhnev, the 

Soviet leader, to restrain India from such a course which could have dragged the two super 

powers into confrontation with each other.98 

2.9 Pakistan-US Relations after 1971: The Nuclear Irritant 

The dismemberment of Pakistan in 1971 at the hands of India taught two important lessons to 

Pakistan. One, in the context of the international system, as it operated, Pakistan could ensure 

its security against India through developing its own military potential. Two, alliances were 

momentary and subject to fluctuations in power relations between superpowers. Pakistanis 

were also upset by the shift in the US policy towards South Asia that supported a special 

leadership role for India in the regional and world affairs due to its size and position.99In the 

eyes of the Pakistan security planners, nuclear capability was the most suitable alternative to 

counterbalance India because the nuclear route was the cheapest and most effective means 
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for ensuring national security.100 India’s nuclear explosion in 1974 and the lukewarm 

response of the Western countries to it further convinced Pakistan’s security managers to get 

nuclear expertize. Pakistan believed that if international community did not dissuade India 

from pursuing its nuclear program, or did not provide adequate safeguards, then it would 

have no option other than diverting its peaceful nuclear program to non-peaceful purposes.101 

Getting nuclear capability became one of the strategic goals for Pakistan to obviate threats to 

its security. In March 1974, Pakistan entered into a deal with France for the acquirement of 

plutonium reprocessing plant. With this deal the US swung its non-proliferation 

apprehensions from India to Pakistan. A vigorous campaign was started against Pakistan’s 

nuclear program. Although the Franco-Pakistan deal was governed by IAEA safeguards to 

ensure its peaceful use, the US exerted tremendous pressure on France and Pakistan to call 

off the transaction. The US tried both carrot and stick to dissuade Pakistan from carrying out 

the deal. For this purpose Secretary of State Henry Kissinger visited Pakistan to raise the 

issue with Prime Minister Bhutto. A “compromised formula” was reportedly contrived under 

which Pakistan gave assurances that it would not divert material from the reprocessing plant 

for weapons purposes, and a Franco-Pakistan agreement giving France a veto over any 

Pakistani “diversion plans.” The US also expressed its willingness to sell Pakistan 100 A-7 

Corsair aircraft.102 

The Indian nuclear explosion provided a strong impetus to the US to speed up its efforts 

against nuclear proliferation. Until then, the West had been relatively open about sharing 

nuclear technology and knowhow with other countries for peaceful purposes. However, the 

case of India demonstrated that this knowledge could be diverted to making nuclear weapons. 

Therefore, the US tightened its screws over its non-proliferation machinery which had more 

of a fall-out on Pakistan.103 It made tremendous efforts in future to stop Pakistan from 

attaining nuclear weapons capability. Pakistan had, thus, to bear the brunt of the US’ non-
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proliferation efforts. To Pakistanis, the US non-proliferation policy was discriminatory in 

nature which ignored South Asia and Israel and leniently treated India.104 

During the Carter period, there was no much warmth in relations between the United States 

and Pakistan. The new American president advised Pakistan to cancel agreement with France 

for the purchase of reprocessing plant. On Pakistan’s refusal to cancel the agreement, the 

Carter administration cut off military and economic assistance to Pakistan in September 

1977. The aid was restored in October 1978 after France suspended the reprocessing plant 

contract with Pakistan under the US pressure.105 In January 1978, he was the first American 

president that visited India without paying a visit to Pakistan.106 The US also exerted pressure 

on Pakistan to cancel the Chashma reprocessing plant project and to sign the Nuclear Non-

proliferation treaty (NPT).107 

2.10   The Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan and United States-Pakistan Response 

In the later 1970s, tremendous political changes were taking place in Afghanistan from which 

Pakistan and the United States could not remain silent. On April 27, 1978, President 

Mohammad Daoud was assassinated in a successful coup by the pro-Soviet Afghan military 

forces in collaboration with Communist Party of Afghanistan. Pakistan recognized the new 

regime and expressed its desire to improve relations with it. However, Pakistan was seriously 

disturbed over the pro-Soviet leanings of the new Afghan regime. In the eyes of the 

Pakistan’s strategic planners, Afghanistan ceased to be the traditional buffer between South 

Asia and the Soviet Union. 108 President Daoud had, in the last years of his reign, took 

several steps to normalize his relations with Pakistan and was at the verge of settling the 

border issue. Pakistani authorities apprehended that the new Afghan regime would try to 

create problems for Pakistan by fanning the ethno-national tensions and by reviving the 

Durand Line issue between the two countries. Pakistan’s concerns over the assassination of 

President Daoud and the ascendance of communists to power in Afghanistan were conveyed 
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to the United Sates but failed to shake off the lethargy of the Carter administration.109 They 

viewed the new developments in Afghanistan as internal matters of the country independent 

of the Soviet Union. They considered the new Afghan leadership as more nationalist than 

communist.110 

It was only in April 1979 that the US woke up from a deep slumber and reacted to the 

changed strategic situation of the region. The United States informed Pakistan that it was 

prepared to recognize the Durand Line as the international boundary between Pakistan and 

Afghanistan. The US also expressed its readiness to send a team to Islamabad for discussing 

security situation of the region.111 The Afghan government led by President Hafeezullah 

Amin could not suppress the resistance put up by Islamist groups against the Marxist and 

pro-Soviet leanings of the new regime. This prompted the Soviet Union to invade 

Afghanistan December 1979. Hafeezullah Amin was assassinated by the Soviet troops and 

replaced by Babrak Karmal, a detractor of the slain president.  

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was a nightmare for the United States as it came just one 

month after the seizer of the American Embassy in Tehran and five years after retreat from 

Vietnam. This invasion strengthened the general impression that nations around the world 

neither feared nor respected the United States.112 The most important question before the 

policy-makers of the US was to formulate appropriate policy responses so as to make the 

Soviet Afghan adventure troublesome for the Soviet Union and prevent vital US interests in 

the region from being threatened.113 After Angola and Nicaragua, Soviet intervention in 

Afghanistan was the most critical question for the United States. The specter of the “domino” 

theory of the Vietnam days haunted the Americans. It was feared that Soviet success in 

Afghanistan would have its impact on the other states of the Persian Gulf region.114The US 
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expressed its apprehension about the geo-strategic situation in the region in President 

Carter’s State of the Union address on 23 January 1980 in which he stated that: “Any attempt 

by an outside force to gain control over the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault 

on the vital interests of the United States of America.115The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 

greatly increased Pakistan’s strategic importance in the eyes of the American policy-

planners. According to Zbigniew Brzezinski, national security advisor to President Carter, 

Pakistan became a “key-stone of the Carter Doctrine for the defense of the Middle East and 

South Asia.”116 

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan jeopardized Pakistan’s national security. Pakistan, 

according to its strategic experts, would be the next target if the Soviets consolidated their 

position in Afghanistan. It was seen as a step towards realization of the long-held Russian 

dream of getting access to the warm waters of the Arabian Sea.117 Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan caused an elemental swing in the geo-political setting of the region. Pakistan’s 

security was directly threatened by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Pakistan’s eastern 

borders had historically been insecure. “Turmoil in Afghanistan made her western border 

also insecure. Pakistan was thus faced with a two-directional threat to her national 

security.”118 

The United States sent a delegation to Pakistan comprising the National Security Adviser 

Zbigniew Brezinski and Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher in February 1980 to 

discuss the prevailing situation in Afghanistan. Dr. Brezinski emphasized that Pakistan was 

an important country for the United States. He stressed that the problem of Afghanistan was 

global in terms of its strategic implications and that the Soviet Union would not be allowed to 

consolidate its hold over Afghanistan. Brezinski also expressed his unhappiness over Indian 

ambivalence on Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Warren Christopher said that the US would 

be prepared to reaffirm the 1959 defense agreement with Pakistan but, on an enquiry of 

Pakistan, made it clear that his country would not be prepared to upgrade this agreement to 

the level of a binding treaty. The 1959 agreement had not been honored by the US in its letter 
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and spirit in the past. Moreover, it was dependent upon approval of the Congress for its 

implementation.119The United States offered a $400 million economic and military aid 

package to Pakistan, spread over a period of one and half years. Pakistan rejected this offer 

because it believed that acceptance of this offer would have invited the Soviet threat without 

augmenting Pakistan’s security.120 

The taking of oath of office as president by Ronald Reagan on January 21, 1981 changed the 

situation for better for Pakistan. During his election campaign, Reagan had promised high 

defense spending and a more assertive policy in response to Soviet advances in the Third 

World.121The new administration wanted to forge closer security links with Pakistan. Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of State for Near East and South Asian Affairs Mrs. James Coon, 

testifying before a subcommittee of the House of Representatives stated that a Pakistan 

capable of resisting the Russian pressure was essential for protection of the US interests in 

the region.122 

 Pakistan wanted to arrive at a satisfactory understanding with the new US administration on 

the issues of concern to Pakistan before committing itself to a joint course of action against 

Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Pakistan made it clear that there would be no compromise 

on the nuclear issue which had been the centerpiece of relations during the previous 

administration. The US side expressed its readiness condone Pakistan’s nuclear program so 

long as Pakistan abstained from exploding a bomb. Second, the close relationship between 

the two states would not dent Pakistan’s recently achieved nonaligned status and that no 

bases would be granted to the United Sates. Pakistan also made it clear that it would not 

become a party to any Middle East “strategic consensus” against the Soviet Union along with 

the US, Israel, Egypt and some other conservative regional states.123 The Reagan 

administration approved a $3.2 billion five year assistance package, divided equally between 

military and economic heads. The administration also agreed to provide Pakistan with forty 
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F-16 fighter-bombers in the military aid package. Before 1981, the United States had agreed 

to supply the fighter planes only to NATO allies and Japan.  

The United States started a covert program of aid to the Afghan resistance groups in which 

Pakistan was to serve as a conduit for transport of assistance to the insurgents. Pakistan also 

served as a sanctuary for the Afghan guerrillas, a fact denied by the government in 

Islamabad. Special arrangements were made by the ISI to provide military training to the 

Afghan resistance in camps set up for this purpose with the help of army instructors. The 

Afghan resistance, with the help of the US and Pakistan, managed to prevent Soviet political 

consolidation in Afghanistan. The practice was that the ISI would receive arms and 

ammunitions from the CIA and funnel them onward to the Afghan resistance groups.124 

Pakistan, instead of the United States, took the lead in the United Nations in mobilizing 

support for the Afghan issue, especially among the Muslim and non-aligned countries.125On 

January 2, 1981, Pakistan requested the UN Secretary General to appoint a special 

representative to work for settlement of the Afghan issue. Javier Perez de Cuellar was 

appointed on 11 February as head of the UN negotiating team for this purpose.126 After 

Cuellar’s election as the UN Secretary General, Diego Cordovez was appointed as UN 

representative for Afghanistan. Cordovez started a shuttle diplomacy between Islamabad, 

Moscow, Kabul and Tehran for settlement of the Afghan issue.  

After the Soviet attack of Afghanistan, and especially after the inauguration of Ronald 

Reagan as the US president in 1981, large quantities of US military and economic aid began 

to flow to Pakistan. The Reagan administration approved an aid package of $3.2 billion 

spread over a period of five years (1981-87), divided equally between military and economic 

heads. After, 1981, Washington was providing Pakistan with an annual $600 million in 

military and economic assistance. Only Israel and Egypt received larger quantities of US 

assistance. Thus, Pakistan was the third biggest beneficiary of the US military and economic 

assistance in the world. In July 1986, during Prime Minister Junejo’s visit to the United 
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States, the Reagan administration expressed its willingness to provide Pakistan with a $4.02 

billion worth of aid over the next six years (1987-93) of which 57 percent would be for 

development aid and 43 percent for security assistance.127 

The ascendance of Mikhail Gorbachev to power in the Soviet Union brought wide-ranging 

changes in internal and external policies of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union began to 

admit that invading Afghanistan was “a great mistake’ on their part. They also began to call 

it an ‘intervention.’ According to Foreign Minister Edward Shevardnadze, “We used to call it 

an international duty but it would be more correct to call it an invasion.”128 The most 

important, in this respect, was a public announcement by the Soviet president Mikhail 

Gorbachev during the December 1987 US-Soviet summit in Washington to the effect that the 

Soviet forces would leave Afghanistan within one year after an agreement was reached on 

ending external assistance to the mujahidin. Political settlement was no longer a Soviet 

precondition for the departure of the Soviet troops as was the case previously.129 

This attitude of the Soviet leader facilitated solution of the Afghan issue. The Geneva 

Accords, for pull-out of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan, were signed on April 14, 1988 

separately by Edward Shevardnadze, George Shultz, Zain Noorani and Abdul Wakil, 

respectively, on behalf of the Soviet Union, the United States, Pakistan, and Afghanistan. 

The atmosphere remained dismal throughout the signing ceremonies. The four delegations 

never came together. It was a milestone in the history of the Cold War. It was the first time 

after the Austrian State treaty of 1955 that the Soviet forces had to withdraw from a territory 

under its control.130 

2.11 US Collusion with Pakistan’s Nuclear Programme 

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan provided Pakistan with a breathing space to develop its 

clandestine nuclear programme. Soviet presence in Afghanistan and its regional 

repercussions caused a change in US strategic thinking and calculations.”131 With the Soviet 
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troops looming large in Afghanistan, nuclear proliferation was no longer a top priority for the 

US policy planners. The United States toned down its proliferation concerns with regard to 

Pakistan.132 This was a radical change in Carter’s non-proliferation policy which was one of 

the core policy items which had helped him win elections.133 To get the Red Army out of 

Afghanistan, the US was ready to connive with Pakistan’s nuclear program so long as 

Pakistan did not conduct a nuclear explosion. But still, the nuclear issue cropped up on the 

agenda between the two countries and on some occasions acquired serious dimensions.  

In May 1984, during the Vice president George Bush’s official visit to Pakistan, the nuclear 

issue came under discussion in a meeting between Bush and General Zia. Bush emphasized 

that the nuclear issue was taken very seriously in the United Sates, and any attempt by 

Pakistan to explode a device or violate safeguards or reprocess plutonium would create 

difficulties for Pakistan.134The issue also came under discussion in a meeting between 

President Zia and Secretary of State George Shultz in New Delhi at the funeral ceremony of 

Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi. President Zia assured the Americans that Pakistan did 

not intend to make a nuclear bomb.135 

But the most important policy goal for the United States at that time was to defeat the Soviet 

Union on the Afghan soil, and Pakistan’s role was critical in the realization of this objective. 

The US policy-makers did not want to tighten the screws against Pakistan on the nuclear 

issue.136 The State Department Ambassador at Large for Nuclear Affairs, Richard Kennedy, 

told journalists in Washington that concerns regarding Pakistan’s nuclear program were 

disgustingly blown up and Pakistan was far away from nuclear weapon ability.137The 

Heritage Foundation urged the Reagan administration “to seek to restrain Congress from 

damaging Pakistan-American relations through legislation that will only accelerate the 
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nuclear proliferation it is designed to prevent.”138This proved beyond any doubt that the most 

overriding goal of the US in the 1980s was the pull-out of the Soviet forces from 

Afghanistan. The non-proliferation had attained secondary status in the eyes of the US 

foreign policy makers.  

Opposition to Pakistan’s nuclear program was growing, although the administration did not 

want to press Pakistan hard on this issue. Senator John Glen was one of the most vocal 

nonproliferation proponents in the US Senate. In order to impose tighter restrictions on 

Pakistan’s nuclear program, Senator Glen tabled an amendment in the foreign assistance act 

which required the president to annually issue a certificate, for continuing aid, to the effect 

that Pakistan neither possessed nor was developing nuclear weapons. Due to strong pressure 

from the administration, the language of the bill was made milder. The new version required 

the president to certify annually that Pakistan did not have a nuclear apparatus and that the 

US assistance was promoting nonproliferation objectives. This final version was sponsored 

by Senator Larry Pressler in the senate.139 Zia knew that the US would not impose sanctions 

against Pakistan for its nuclear activities so long as Pakistan abstained from exploding a 

device because he knew that the Reagan administration would find some way to avoid 

imposing sanctions on Pakistan which could undercut the resistance against the Soviet forces 

in Afghanistan.140In March 1987, a Washington Post report, quoting administration officials, 

said that on account of Pakistan’s strategic location and the presence of the Soviet forces in 

Afghanistan, the Reagan administration would not try to stop Pakistan from acquisition of 

nuclear weapons by stopping its aid program.141 

The US continued to persuade Pakistan to open its nuclear facilities for inspection. The US 

ambassador to Pakistan, Dean Hinton, offered US assistance to Pakistan in its efforts to 

acquire nuclear generating capability for peaceful purposes provided it opened its nuclear 

installations for inspection. He expressed his skepticism of the peaceful nature of Pakistan’s 

nuclear program and pointed to “developments in Pakistan’s nuclear program which we see 
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as inconsistent with a purely peaceful program.”142 He stressed Pakistan either to sign the 

NPT or accept full-scope safeguards. Pakistan refused to unilaterally sign the NPT without 

India doing so.143 

The controversy over the aid package had barely settled that a new factor complicated 

relations between the United States and Pakistan during 1987-1988. A Canadian Pakistani, 

Arshad Pervez was arrested in Philadelphia on charges of illegally trying to buy and export to 

Pakistan 25 tons beryllium, a super-hard steel alloy used to build gas centrifuges for 

enrichment of uranium.144 A spokesman of the Foreign Office of Pakistan denied 

involvement of the government of Pakistan or any of its agencies in that deal or any violation 

of export laws of the United States.145 There were rumors of Congress suspending aid to 

Pakistan. But President Reagan used his waiver authority and spared Pakistan from 

imposition of sanctions by citing US national interests as motivating factor.146 The 

administration knew that suspension of aid would have adverse impact on the Afghan 

resistance against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan and besides, “would make it 

significantly more likely that Pakistan would proceed to acquire nuclear weapons.”147The 

six-year waiver of sanctions on the US assistance to Pakistan was expired in the fall of 1987 

which temporarily halted new commitments of aid. The waiver authority was reinstated in 

the president on December 17, 1987 but for only two and half years instead of the six years 

that the administration had demanded. 

2.12 Souring Pakistan-US Relations after Soviet Withdrawal from Afghanistan 

With the pullout of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan as a result of the Geneva Accords of 

1988, the strategic imperative for the US to have close security partnership with Pakistan 

ceased to exist. The US foreign policy and security planners did not feel any need for 

continuing the level of relationship which they had been maintaining since 1980. They 

abandoned Pakistan and Afghanistan with civil war in Afghanistan still going on. The geo-
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strategic interests that Pakistan represented for the United States were diminished and had 

been overtaken by considerations based on values and other concerns.148After the departure 

of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan, preventing south-ward thrust of Russia was no longer 

the main plank of Pakistan’s security policy. Pakistan’s strategic interests now required that 

state power in the post-Soviet Afghanistan be held by Pukhtuns, that a Pakistan friendly 

Islamic government be installed in Kabul, and that Indian influence in Afghanistan be 

marginalized. Unfettered access to Central Asia for trade and energy was another important 

strategic compulsion with the policy-makers of Pakistan. 149 

In October 1990, Pakistan-US relations got soured when President Bush told Congress that 

he could not certify that Pakistan was not crossing the nuclear threshold and that he believed 

that it in effect had a bomb. This suspicion about Pakistan possessing a nuclear device had 

been buttressed by the Gates/Hass mission a few months back.150 Pressler Amendment of 

1985 was invoked and all military and economic assistance to Pakistan was halted with 

immediate effect. The US even refused either to deliver the deliver the F.16 fighter jets 

which had been paid for or to return the paid amount to Pakistan. Throughout 1990s the 

Pressler Amendment continued to tie the hands of two successive presidents to influence the 

strategic direction of Pakistan’s foreign policy.151 

2.13 Pakistan’s Nuclear Explosions and US Response  

In 1998, the hard-liner Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) was elected to power in India. Making 

India a covert nuclear power was one of the main points in the election manifesto of the BJP. 

On May 11, India conducted five nuclear blasts which sent shock waves into capitals of the 

world. Prime Minister Vajpayee, in his letter to Bill Clinton, President of the United States, 

cited China and Pakistan as threats to India’s security that propelled India to conduct nuclear 

 
148 Christophe Jaffrelot, “US-Pakistan Relations under Obama: Resilience of Clientelism?” in Christophe 

Jaffrelot ed., Pakistan at the Crossroads: Domestic Dynamics and External Pressures (Haryana: Random 

House India, 2016), p. 224. 
149 David Isby, Afghanistan, Graveyard of the Empires: A New History of the Frontiers, (New York: Pegasus 

Books, 2010), p. 93. 
150 Bruce Riedel, Deadly Embrace: Pakistan, America, and the Future of the Global Jihad(Washington D.C. 

Brooking Institution Press, 2011), p. 41.  
151  Robert Gates, “Helping Others Defend themselves” Foreign Affairs (May/June2010), p. 3. 



45 
 

 

blasts. Pakistan’s security was gravely endangered by this new dynamic in South Asia that 

grossly tilted regional balance in favor of India. 

After India’s nuclear tests in May 1998, the United States and international community were 

concerned that Pakistan would follow suit. In order to dissuade Pakistan from nuclear tests, 

President Clinton phoned Nawaz Sharif several times. He also sent a team to Islamabad 

under Deputy Secretary of State, Strobe Talbott. The American team called on Foreign 

Minister Gohar Ayub Khan and Chief of the Army Staff (COAS) General Jehangir Karamat. 

The most important meeting was with Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif. Nawaz Sharif worried 

that India would get away with the tests and not suffer any significant political or economic 

consequences. The Pakistanis did not present any list of demands. They wanted to hear that 

Washington was going to make tests prohibitively expensive for India.152 Pakistan felt that 

the reaction of the US and G-8 group of industrialized nations to India’s tests was mild. 

Nawaz Sharif hinted that any major effort by the US and international community to bring 

peace to Kashmir might provide him a cover not to test nuclear weapons. The response of the 

US was not satisfactory for Pakistan. The United States did not provide any security 

guarantees to Pakistan. Even if the US had offered such guarantees, Pakistan would have 

taken such guarantees seriously only if they took the form of legislation enacted by the 

Congress.153 The people of Pakistan were generally skeptical about the dependability of any 

kind of security assurances coming from the West, particularly from the United States, which 

had left Pakistan in the lurch in its wars with India in 1965 and 1971.154 

Pakistan rejected US pressure and went ahead with nuclear explosions of its own to restore 

balance of power in South Asia. The carrots offered by the US were not enough to induce 

Pakistan away from the path of going openly nuclear. The price offered to Pakistan was less 

than what had been offered to North Korea. Nor were any security guarantees provided by 

the US and China to Pakistan to make it feel comfortable.155 The United States clamped a 

regime of economic and military sanctions against India and Pakistan. Pakistan was the most 
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to suffer from this act of the US due to its weak economic position. US policy of non-

proliferation failed in South Asia which became an overt nuclear weapons region. 

2.14 The Kargil Episode and US Response  

Even China did not support Pakistan on Kargil issue. Back-channel efforts to arrange a 

meeting between Nawaz Sharif and Vajpayee in New Delhi to sign an agreement to withdraw 

his forces from Kargil and restart the peace process between Pakistan and India had 

collapsed. Washington insisted Pakistan to withdraw its forces behind the Line of Control. It 

even threatened to hold up an IMF loan which Pakistan so desperately needed.156 Nawaz 

Sharif in desperation phoned President Clinton and asked him to stop fighting and set the 

stage for an American-brokered settlement of the Kashmir issue which was the root-cause of 

disputes between India and Pakistan. Nawaz Sharif believed that American intervention on 

their part would benefit Pakistan, or at least “an announced willingness on America’s part to 

become involved would provide Sharif cover for a failed operation even if it did not lead to a 

resolution of the conflict on terms favorable to Pakistan.” But Clinton refused to intervene 

even if Pakistan agreed to withdraw its forces from Kargil.157 

Nawaz Sharif expressed his desire to pay an immediate official visit to Washington and seek 

US help. But Clinton made it clear that Pakistan would have to pull back its forces from 

Kargil if it expected any help from the US in the crisis.158 The two leaders met at Blair 

House, the VIP presidential guest quarters across Pennsylvania Avenue from the White 

House. Clinton was absolutely firm in rejecting Sharif’s reiteration of the long-time Pakistan 

plea that the United States intervene directly and press India to commit to resolve the larger 

Kashmir issue within a specified time-frame. The President sternly warned that the Pakistan 

army and its Kashmiri-insurgent allies withdraw completely and promptly behind the Line of 
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Control. Only then could the United States help Pakistan. Such a full withdrawal without 

preconditions would give Washington leverage with India.159 

President Clinton expressed his willingness to support a resumption of India-Pakistan peace 

process and asserted that he would help the two countries in their bilateral negotiations. To 

Nawaz Sharif’s complaint that Clinton was taking more interest in the resolution of the 

Middle East issue than the Kashmir dispute, Clinton retorted that in case of the Middle East 

all parties to the dispute wanted a US role which was not the case in South Asia. At the end 

of the meeting, Nawaz accepted an American draft press release that said that he had “agreed 

to take concrete and immediate steps for the restoration of the Line of Control”. The draft 

statement called for a cease-fire but only after the pulling out of the Pakistani forces. Nawaz 

Sharif agreed to the terms of the draft statement but asked for one additional sentence that 

would say “the President would take personal interest to encourage an expeditious 

resumption and intensification of the bilateral [India-Pakistan] efforts once the sanctity of the 

Line of Control had been restored.” To this Clinton agreed and the summit ended.160 

By 2000 Pakistan was virtually under all kinds of sanctions the United States could impose. 

In March President Clinton embarked on an official tour of South Asia. He remained for full 

five days in India but in Pakistan he spent only five hours. The contrast between India and 

Pakistan in the eyes of the American policy-making elite was quite clear. The security 

arrangements for the President during his stay in Islamabad were in the hands of the US 

Secret Service. Clinton had a gigantic agenda for his meeting with Pervez Musharraf, the 

new military ruler of Pakistan. Human rights, democracy, the future of Nawaz Sharif, non-

proliferation, Pakistan-India relations, the CTBT, fissile material cut-off talks, World Bank 

loans, and many other issues came under discussion. But the principal focus of Clinton was 

on Osama bin Laden, al Qaeda, and terrorism. He pressed Musharraf to use all his influence 

with the Taliban to hand over bin Laden to the US. Musharraf promised to cooperate with the 

US in this respect but at the same time said that it was quite difficult for him to do so because 
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doing so would alienate the Taliban from Pakistan. Moreover, the US was not going to offer 

Musharraf any carrots which could have persuaded him to offer his help on this issue. 161 

Clinton used all his political and diplomatic skills at his command to persuade Musharraf to 

destroy al Qaeda. But his hands were tied due to enormous sanctions imposed by the 

Congress against Pakistan over a period of two decades and he could offer nothing as a 

matter of carrot. Musharraf argued that he had no influence over Mullah Omer who had 

refused Musharraf’s requests to come to Islamabad more than once. But Clinton pressed on 

his point. Clinton warned Musharraf that terrorism would ultimately destroy Pakistan from 

within if no action was taken against it.162 Clinton’s visits to India and Pakistan manifested 

beyond any doubt that the US policy towards South Asia had undergone a complete 

transformation. From now onward, India would be treated preferentially from Pakistan.163 

2.15  Emergence of the Taliban in Afghanistan  

The withdrawal of the Red Army from Afghanistan as per the Geneva Accords and 

overthrow of the Communist government led by Najibullah in 1992 led to a bloody civil war 

among various Mujahidin groups for control over Kabul. The civil war resulted in bloodshed, 

confusion, anarchy, lawlessness and warlordism. Loot, plunder, rapes and killings became a 

routine of daily life. Such a chaotic situation cleared the ground for the emergence of the 

Taliban or students’ militia in Afghanistan in 1994.164The Taliban first rose in Kandahar 

against the high-handed and rapacious attitude of the three local commanders loyal to 

Gulbadin Hekmatyar. The leader of the Taliban was Mullah Mohammad Omer, a veteran of 

the jihad against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in the 1980s, and a former student of a 

religious school in Pakistan.  

Taliban were the product of the internal social and political milieu and dynamics of 

Afghanistan as shaped by the post-Soviet fragmented civil war torn state. The post-Soviet 

Tajik domination of Afghanistan was an anathema to most of the ethnic conscious Pukhtuns. 
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The then Pukhtun war-lords had failed to dislodge the Tajiks from the seat of power in 

Kabul. The war against the Soviet Union had changed the ethnic balance of power in 

Afghanistan in favor f the non-Pukhtuns. In the emergence of the Taliban the Pukhtuns saw a 

hope for the restoration of the balance of power in their favor.165  But the role of Pakistan in 

the spectacular and victorious emergence of the Taliban cannot be ruled out. Pakistan 

provided support to the Taliban in shape of diplomatic recognition, allowing the Taliban to 

use Pakistani madrassa and mosque networks for fund-raising and recruiting fighters, and 

loosing check on the cross-border movement of war-fighting materials, important resources 

and men in either direction of the Durand Line. 166 

The emergence of Taliban was closely embedded in regional developments and scenario. 

Pakistan wanted access to oil-and-gas-rich states of Central Asian Republics (CARs) who 

had got independence from the Soviet Union. Afghanistan could provide the easiest and 

shortest route to these energy rich Central Asian Republics. Pakistan became a significant 

player in the construction of two giant pipelines from Turkmenistan. The US oil company 

Unocal and Saudi Delta Oil Company sought contracts worth over $4 billion for building 

pipelines.167 Pakistan was instrumental in arranging a meeting between the Taliban 

representatives and the Uzbek warlord Abdul Rashid Dostum in December 1995 in northern 

Afghanistan with a view to clear the way for their reconciliation.168 The Benazir government 

in Pakistan lobbied hard with the Clinton administration to support the Taliban as the only 

way to end the bloody civil war in Afghanistan. The Unocal also joined the lobbying, urging 

policy-makers in the US to work with the Taliban to stabilize the war-torn country so that 

Central Asian oil could be exported to the Indian Ocean via a pipe-line through Afghanistan 
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and Pakistan.169  With the help of Unocal’s lobbying, the US gave green signal to Pakistan to 

support Taliban.170 

The US was positively interested in the emergence of this new force. A declassified internal 

State Department cable of September 27, 1996, instructed ambassadors in the region to 

“demonstrate USG [US government] willingness to deal with them as the new authorities in 

Kabul.”  The embassy staff in Islamabad was authorized to go to Kabul “to make initial 

contact with the Taliban interim government.” The cable contained even hints to the effect of 

opening US embassy in Kabul and asking the Taliban to send their envoy to Washington.171 

However, the US did not recognize the Taliban regime as the lawful government of 

Afghanistan. The US did not formally recognize any faction as the government. The US 

Embassy in Afghanistan was closed by the order of the State Department in August 1997. 

The UN continued to treat the Rabbani government as the legitimate government.172The 

Taliban were desirous of some international legitimacy. Taliban’s decision to ban opium 

poppy harvest had been motivated by a desire to get foreign aid and possibly diplomatic 

recognition.173 

Russia was alarmed by the rise of the Taliban in Afghanistan who considered this new 

phenomenon as a threat for its interests in Central Asia. It revived its partnership with India 

and both provided active support to the Northern Alliance (NA). These developments forced 

Pakistan to enthusiastically support the Taliban in order to offset the Russian influence and to 

reduce Indian involvement in Afghanistan.174 Russia and Iran also got close to each other 

with the single aim of keeping both Pakistan and the US from the pipelines projects via 
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Afghanistan and to Pakistan. Both Russia and Iran wanted the pipelines to pass their own 

territories instead of Pakistan.175 

Despite its closeness to the Taliban as compared to other powerbrokers in Afghanistan, 

Pakistan continued its efforts to bring peace and stability to the war-ravaged country by 

attempting to bring reconciliation among the warring factions. For this purpose, Pakistan 

adopted a two-fringed policy strategy. First, it involved the United Nations to broker peace 

among the warring factions.176 Second, it continued to make efforts through shuttling 

between the Northern leaders in Mazar-e-Sharif and the Taliban leaders in Qandahar with a 

view to bring about a settlement between the two sides.177 But all these efforts on the part of 

Pakistan failed because of pressure from the Afghan groups opposed to the Taliban rule in 

Afghanistan and opposition of the Central Asian states and Iran that considered the existence 

of a fundamentalist Sunni regime a threat to their security interests. These anti-Taliban forces 

and states considered Pakistan as supporter of the Taliban. 

The Taliban’s hosting of Al Qaeda’s leadership increasingly became the Clinton 

Administration’s dominant agenda item with the Taliban.178 In early 1998 Pakistan arranged 

for a visit to Kabul by Bill Richardson, the US ambassador to the United Nations. This was 

the only high level, face to face US interaction with the Taliban before 9/11. Nawaz Sharif, 

prime minister of Pakistan, hoped that Richardson’s visit would lead to US recognition of the 

Taliban government in Kabul. He landed in Kabul on April 17. He pushed for a meeting with 

Taliban leader Mullah Mohammad Omer to discuss handing Osama bin Laden over to the 

Saudis before he could implement his threats to do violence to Americans.179 The Taliban 

neither arranged Richardson’s meeting with Mullah Omer nor expressed their willingness to 

hand bin Laden over to Saudis. Bill Richardson also called on Nawaz Sharif and pressed him 

to use Islamabad’s influence in Kabul to persuade the Taliban to turn Osama over to Saudis. 

The Pakistani leader argued that the Taliban were out-of-control fanatics and that Pakistan 
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reluctantly supported them as a means to stabilize Afghanistan. Sharif denied that Pakistan 

had any contacts with bin Laden.180 

The main grievance of the US against the Taliban since 1998 was that they had given asylum 

to Osama bin Laden whom the Americans wanted in connection with the bombing in August 

1998 of two US embassies in Africa which had resulted in the killing of more than 300 

people and many more wounded. In retaliation the Clinton administration hit al Qaeda 

training camps in Afghanistan with cruise missiles to punish Osama and his associates.181 

The US wanted Osama to be handed over to it. The Taliban pleaded that Osama had been 

brought to Afghanistan by President Rabbani, and that he would be handed over to the US 

only after conclusive evidence of his involvement in the African bomb blasts was produced 

to the Taliban.182 

Under growing pressure from the international community due to Pakistan’s alleged ties with 

the Taliban, Nawaz Sharif made efforts to convince the Taliban leadership to take some steps 

to accept the UN demands regarding al Qaeda. For this purpose he met Mullah Mohammad 

Rabbani, Taliban’s number two leader, in Islamabad. He even tried to get support of the UAE 

and Saudi Arabia in this respect.183The international community was greatly perturbed by the 

demolition of the historical Buddha statues in Bamyan in March 2001 by the Taliban. 

Pakistan also urged the Taliban to respect the feelings of the international community in this 

respect but in vain.184It was believed by the international community that the Taliban were 

under control of Pakistan. But it was just a myth. The official US record testifies to the fact 

that Pakistan had influence over the Taliban but did not control them.185This can also be 

understood from the fact that the Taliban leader Mullah Omer was invited to Pakistan a 
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number of times but he always refused, on the pretext of wartime conditions in his 

country.186 

The Bush administration continued its predecessor’s policy of exerting economic and 

political pressure on the Taliban and at the same time retaining some dialogue with it.187 

Some covert operations were also reportedly under consideration but could not materialize.188 

Assistant Secretary of State Karl Inderfurth was the first top American official to visit 

Pakistan after the Bush administration took charge. Inderfurth pressed General Mahmoud 

Ahmad, the ISI chief, to track down Abu Zubaydah for his role in the millennium plot and 

arrest him. The millennium plot had been hatched by al Qaeda to perpetrate terrorist acts in 

Jordan, Yemen, India, and the United States in 1999. The CIA believed Zubaydah was in 

Peshawar and operating for al Qaeda. But the ISI denied Zubaydah existence in Peshawar. 

William Milam, the US ambassador to Pakistan, and the CIA station chief, met Musharraf 

directly, and warned him that if Zubaydah was not arrested and al Qaeda struck again, the 

consequences for Pakistan-US relations would be devastating.189 

In 2001 when sanctions were imposed by the UN and US, and Saudi Arabia stopped its 

financial assistance to the Taliban with a view to force them to hand over bin Laden to the 

United States, the Taliban’s military and financial dependence on al Qaeda increased. By 

2001, al Qaeda became so powerful that they controlled its own military and training camps 

in most parts of Afghanistan, especially in the eastern province of Nangarhar. They even 

frequently overruled Taliban authority.190 Between 1998 and 2001, the Clinton 

administration hard-pressed Pakistan to persuade the Taliban to hand Osama over to the US 

but did not succeed. The failure of Pakistan to be helpful against al Qaeda in Afghanistan 

despite its ties with the Taliban made the US disappointed with and suspicious of Pakistan.191 

The new Bush administration was going to conduct a major policy review on al-Qaeda and 

Afghanistan. Pakistanis knew that, in this respect, the most important question of dealing 
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with Pakistan would also come under review. This visit was critical to make it sure that the 

policy review would not blame Pakistan. The Pakistanis were hopeful. The State Department 

had made signals to the effect that it wanted to engage with Pakistan rather than isolate it as 

had been done by the Clinton administration which had slapped sanctions on the military 

regime and befriended India.192Pakistan sent General Mahmoud Ahmad, DGISI, who held a 

meeting with Porter Goss, chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee and other 

lawmakers on Capitol Hill. He tried to soften the US administration attitude towards the 

Taliban by arguing that the Taliban were simple Pukhtun and Afghan nationalists who could 

deliver law and order. “Their extreme views on women’s rights and other issues were part of 

their tribal culture. The United States should stop trying to isolate them and engage with 

them instead.”193 The General was explaining all the efforts Pakistan was making to plead 

with the Taliban to hand over Osama bin Laden to the Americans. The main object of his 

visit was to try to convince the State and Defense departments and lawmakers of the sincerity 

of Pakistan’s efforts on bin Laden issue.  

2.16  The 9/11 Incident and Pakistan’s Response 

All the existing evidence pointed to the al Qaeda being perpetrator of the tragic incident of 

the 9/11. The CIA had been receiving intelligence since long to the effect that al Qaeda was 

going to perpetrate large-scale terrorist acts on the mainland of the US now there was no 

doubt that al Qaeda was solely responsible for the 9/11 incident. Evidence suggested that 

Osama had informed Mullah Omer of his plan to attack the United States but the Taliban 

leader did not stop Osama from carrying out terrorism in the US.194 It was clear that the US 

would soon attack Afghanistan to punish the perpetrators of the 9/11 and dismantle the 

Taliban government if the latter refused to cooperate in handing over Osama bin Laden and 

his close associates to the United States. Thus, Afghanistan became the nerve center of world 

politics.195 Pakistan was in a quite precarious position; there would be a “hellish fight” on 

Pakistan’s border and by aligning itself with the United States, Pakistan would turn against 

 
192 Ahmed Rashid, Descent into Chaos; the World’s Most Unstable Region and the Threat to Global Security 

(London: Penguin Books, 2008), pp. 24-25. 
193 Bruce Riedel, Deadly Embrace: Pakistan, America, and the Future of the Global Jihad (Washington D.C.: 

Brooking Institution Press, 2011), p. 65. 
194 Ibid.,p.79. 
195 Zahid Anwar, “Pakistan and the geopolitics of Supply Routes to Afghanistan,” Journal of Political Studies, 

vol. 20, no. 2 (2013): pp.  105-123.  



55 
 

 

the very Taliban they had been supporting up till then, and Musharraf would have to face 

opposition of his own population and pro-Taliban elements in his government.196 

President Bush, with a view to punish those responsible for the attacks of the twin towers, 

issued a grim warning to the world to decide “either you are with us or against us.” This was 

specially meant for Pakistan which was going to play a major role in any action against al 

Qaeda in Afghanistan. No middle ground position had been left by the US. Pakistan was 

required by the United States to extend full cooperation, including the use of Pakistan’s air 

space, logistics and intelligence information, in this respect. There was no any other option 

left with Pakistan. Pakistan, due to its geo-strategic location, was extremely important for the 

US in their attack on Afghanistan.197 Pakistan could either stay as an ally or supporter of the 

Taliban or make a u-turn and ally itself with the US. There was no grey area between the two 

choices.198 Pakistan decided to side with the United States. It was a difficult situation for 

Pakistan. India was expected to form a formidable international coalition against the Taliban 

regime and place Pakistan on the hit-list; Pakistan’s nuclear assets could be destroyed. By 

joining the United States in the War against Terror, Pakistan foiled “India’s attempt to lump 

Pakistan together with the Taliban as the source of international terrorism.”199Instead of 

convergence of interests between Pakistan and the United States, Musharraf’s decision to 

change his position towards the Taliban was based on pragmatism.200 

The fact that the Pakistan military and intelligence community had profound knowledge of 

the vast and complex political landscape of Afghanistan made Pakistan the most important 

for the US military operation in Afghanistan.201 Pakistan’s geographical location was also a 

significant factor in making it so important for the US war efforts in Afghanistan. Pakistan 
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was faced with a painful situation. It was being forced to reverse its policy with regard to 

Afghan Taliban that was up to that time the mainstay of its Afghan policy.  

On the evening of September 12, General Musharraf convened an emergency meeting of his 

generals and few civilian cabinet ministers at the General Head Quarters (GHQ) in 

Rawalpindi.  The main object of Pakistan’s policy at that time was to reduce risks to 

Pakistan’s own security and strategic interests. It could not defy and offend the United 

States.202 It was decided to adopt “a generally positive disposition and negotiate details 

later…It could then also seek modification of US policy and expectations of Pakistan.”203 

The next day another meeting of the corps commanders and a dozen staff officers was held 

with Musharraf in the chair to discuss the US ultimatum. Musharraf told the meeting that 

Pakistan had no choice but to comply with the US demands otherwise it would be declared a 

terrorist state by the US. Musharraf convinced his colleagues that any negative response to 

the US at that stage would provide an opportunity to India to step in and offer bases and 

support to the US. India had already been trying to convince the Americans to declare 

Pakistan a state sponsor of terrorism due to its support to the Kashmiri freedom fighters. 

There was also the danger of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons being targeted by the US forces in 

Afghanistan under the pretext of thwarting them from getting into the hands of Islamic 

extremists.204  

General Mahmoud, DG ISI, persuaded George Tenet, the CIA director, “not to insist on 

Pakistan’s breaking diplomatic relations with the Taliban until the ISI could have one last 

chance at persuading them to hand over bin Laden, and he pleaded that the CIA not depend 

solely on the Northern Alliance for its war plans which would alienate the Pukhtun 

population in the south.”205 Similarly, Assistant Secretary of State Christina Rocca suggested 

to Pakistani Ambassador Maleeha Lodhi that Pakistan should continue to have diplomatic 

channel open with the Taliban till overthrow of the Taliban government.206In an attempt, to 
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avert the war and to find a diplomatic solution to the issue, Gen Mahmoud led a delegation to 

Qandahar to persuade Mullah Omer to hand over bin Laden to the United States for trial. The 

Taliban were split on the issue of turning over bin Laden to the Americans. “Some argued 

that the United States had been Afghanistan’s ally and that bin Laden lacked the religious 

authority to initiate a jihad against it. They argued for turning him over. Omer was angry that 

bin Laden had put Afghanistan in such a precarious position…” But finally, Omer decided to 

refuse handing bin Laden over to the Americans because if he did so, he would not be able to 

keep himself in power.207The Taliban leadership did not recognize the seriousness of the 

situation. Excessive respect for Pukhtun notions of hospitality and Islamic concepts of 

brotherhood were the main factors in refusing to deliver Osama bin Laden to the United 

States. 

US ambassador to Pakistan, Wendy Chamberlain, met General Musharraf and persuaded him 

to support the United States.  Musharraf agreed to allow US aircrafts to pass over Pakistani 

territory to hit targets in Afghanistan, with the only condition that they did not take off from 

India. Musharraf also agreed to use of Pakistani airbases by the US for emergency landings. 

Musharraf made it clear that India must have no role in the war in Afghanistan or in the post-

Taliban set-up there.208 On September 19, General Musharraf addressed the nation and 

pointed out four concerns as his compulsions for his decision to provide logistical and 

intelligence support to the US in its attack on Afghanistan to topple the Taliban government. 

These concerns were: physical integrity and solidarity of Pakistan against outside threat, the 

Kashmir issue, its nuclear and missile assets, revitalization of its economy. Through this 

speech Musharraf made it clear that the Kashmir issue and nuclear program were out of 

negotiations between Pakistan and the United States.209 Thus Pakistan publicly announced its 

decision to abandon the Taliban and support the United States in its operations war against 

terror and became a critical ally of the United States. Pakistan did not have any other option 

in the presence of the mandatory UN resolutions failure to comply with which would have 
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clamped Pakistan in crippling sanctions.210Thus, as was the case during the Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan, the 9/11 terrorist attacks transformed Pakistan’s status from that of a problem 

country to a critical regional ally.211 

 Musharraf made it clear that India must have no role in the war in Afghanistan or in the 

post-Taliban set-up there.212 Only two airbases---Shamsi in Balochistan and Jacobabad in 

Sindh---were allowed to the United States. These two bases were allowed to be used only for 

logistics and aircraft recovery, not for launching attacks from there. No “blanket over-flight 

and landing rights” were allowed to the United States; that could have jeopardized Pakistan’s 

strategic assets. Pakistan offered “only a narrow flight corridor that was far from any 

sensitive areas.”213 

President Musharraf claimed that Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage had threatened 

Pakistan with worst consequences if Pakistan did not comply with the Bush down of flights 

over America.214 President Bush denied that Richard Armitage had given any threat to 

Musharraf after the 9/11 incident that if Pakistan did not become an ally with the US against 

al Qaeda and the Taliban, Pakistan would be destroyed. Bush was taken aback by the severity 

of the words. President Bush said this in a press conference with President Musharraf in 

September 2006.215 Whether Richard Armitage threatened Pakistan with so harsh words or 

not, but there is no doubt that pressure was brought to bear on Pakistan to force it to take a U-

turn on its policy towards the Taliban and support the US invasion of Afghanistan.  

2.17 US Attack on Afghanistan 

President Bush decided to dismantle the Taliban government in Afghanistan which had given 

refuge to al Qaeda leadership in their country and install a friendly regime there with the help 
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of which to continue search for al Qaeda remnants there.216 The Bush administration wanted 

to have the UN cover to their military invasion of the Taliban and al Qaeda which the world 

body provided under the Security Council Resolution 1368 of September 12, 2001. The 

resolution was generally interpreted as an authorization of military action against the Taliban 

regime and the al Qaeda in retaliation of the 9/11 incident.217 

There was no ready-made plan of attack with the Department of Defense and Central 

Command (CENTCOM), responsible for Middle East and West Asia under whose 

jurisdiction Afghanistan happened, for conventional ground operations in Afghanistan. The 

CIA, reeling from its failure of detecting the entry of nineteen suicide bombers into the 

mainland of America, came with a plan of attack to mitigate the harm done to its reputation. 

Under the plan, Northern Alliance (NA) troops on the ground, linked up with teams of CIA 

and US Special Operations Forces along with US air power using advanced technology, 

would lead offensive against the Taliban. The aim was to avoid large scale deployment of 

American forces.218 The US made deals with Central Asian states, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, 

and Kirghizstan for using their airfields for landing troops into northern Afghanistan. 

Musharraf and his regime tried to persuade the Bush administration not to decisively destroy 

Mullah Omer’s command in Afghanistan. When this aim could not be achieved, they argued 

against any military operation that would result in expelling the Taliban fighters from their 

old bases in the south of Afghanistan. This demand of Pakistan was also rejected by the 

US.219 Musharraf demanded that he be taken into confidence on any future American policies 

regarding Afghanistan. He wrote a four page letter to President Bush to the effect that a 

Northern-Alliance-dominated government in Kabul would not be acceptable to Pakistan and 

that Pukhtuns must have full representation in any future setup of the country.220The same 

evening air strikes by the US on Taliban installations in northern Afghanistan, Kabul and 

other parts of Afghanistan began. The NA forces with support of CIA and American air 

cover were marching towards Kabul and south. In south, the Pukhtun dominated areas, a 
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small scale but the only resistance had been started by Hamid Karzai in Uruzgan province. 

Hamid Karzai had clandestinely arrived from Quetta, in Pakistan, to lead the resistance 

against the Taliban in the south. During the first week of the war, the Taliban made several 

appeals for negotiations but were rejected by the United States.221 Now the fall of Taliban 

was sure. The Taliban rule completely came to an end on December 9, 2001, when Mullah 

Omer and the important Taliban leaders fled Qandahar. On May 1 2003, “major combat” was 

declared by the US to have come to an end.222 

On November 10, Musharraf held his first meeting with President Bush in New York. The 

Pakistani leader told Bush to dissuade the NA from taking Kabul and to let the ISI run the 

Pukhtun insurrection in the south. Bush pledged one billion dollars in aid to Pakistan. 

Musharraf demanded the delivery of F-16 jet fighters as a true sign of US friendship towards 

his country which was evaded by President Bush. President Bush categorically said that the 

US would not abandon Pakistan in future. In order to assuage Musharraf’s concern of NA 

taking over Kabul, President Bush said that the NA would be encouraged not to occupy 

Kabul.223 In order to assure Pakistan that the United States would not abandon it as was the 

case after the departure of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan in early 1990s, a joint 

statement issued President Bush and General Musharraf emphasized that the friendship 

between the two countries would tie them “for fifty years.”224 

 On November 12, 2001, the Taliban lost control of Kabul and abandoned it. Pakistan’s worst 

fears were realized when next day the NA general Mohammad Fahim moved six thousand 

troops to Kabul and occupied it despite assurances of President Bush. The Pakistani press 

termed it as “a strategic debacle” for the army and ISI.225The fall of the Taliban did not bring 

the war to an end. The War on Terror continued. But the enemy was not an enemy in the 

conventional sense of the term. It was quite a different kind of war.226 
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The differences between Pakistan and the United States became manifest soon after start of 

military operations in Afghanistan. Pakistan’s policy positions were completely ignored by 

the US on three occasions. Pakistan had repeatedly pleaded for “targeted bombing” in order 

to spare lives of innocent Afghan people. The United States resorted to indiscriminate 

killings and even allowed massacre of prisoners of war by the Northern Alliance in places 

like Qila-e-Jangi. The Northern Alliance forces were not stopped by the US from entering 

Kabul as had been requested by President Musharraf. The Pakistani president had called for a 

pause in bombing during the holy month of Ramazan due to its bad impact on the people of 

Pakistan. Pakistani position was ignored by the US on all these issues.227 The mistrust in 

relations and mutual perceptions of the two states was visible in the public statement of 

Director General of the Inter Services Public Relations (ISPR) Major General Rashid Qureshi 

before journalists which said that the United States was not sharing with Pakistan details of 

its operational and tactical plans.228 

On November 27, a conference of all the Afghan factions was called in Bonn, Germany to 

decide the provisional set-up of Afghanistan. The conference was attended by all the groups 

which were hostile to Pakistan. The Cyprus group was close to Iran and the Peshawar group 

had traditionally been the pro-royalists. The United Front was composed of non-Pukhtun 

groups who were opposed to Pakistan and had the backing of Iran, Russia and India.229 All 

the traditional supporters of Pakistan such as Hizb-e-Islami (Hekmatyar), Hizb-e-Islami 

(Yunas Khalis), the Taliban and the Haqqani Network had not been invited to the 

conference.230 Karzai was chosen as head of the interim government which was fully 

dominated by NA who got the portfolios of defense, interior and foreign affairs in the new 

set-up along with three of the vice-president slots. The most conspicuous drawback of the 

Bonn Conference was that Taliban had not been invited to participate in it. Lakhdar Brahimi, 
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the UN representative to Afghanistan, knew without participation of the Taliban who had not 

accepted the defeat, implementation of the Agreement would be difficult.231 
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CHAPTER-3 

PAKISTAN-US SECURITY PARTNERSHIP (2005-15): TERRORESIM 

AND AFGHANISTAN 

Although the Taliban were dislodged from power in 2002 and defeated as a result of US 

attack on Afghanistan in 2001, they were not totally crushed. In 2003, the Taliban started a 

low-key insurgency against the United States and the Karzai-led government in Kabul which 

the Taliban considered as the American puppet. The insurgency grew in intensity with the 

passage of time. Thus the second US-Afghan war started in which thousands of coalition 

forces were busy in a violent battle with invigorated and reorganized Islamic insurgents. 

Although the Taliban had been defeated but not crushed. Most of their leadership had 

survived the offensive and crossed over to Pakistan1 

The United States and the Afghan government pointed to Pakistan as the source of the new 

insurgency. It was pointed out that the Afghan Taliban, al Qaeda, and some of their affiliate 

groups, after their defeat at the hands of the United States and its NATO allies, had shifted to 

the border areas of Pakistan and, after having established their position there with the help of 

the local sympathizing population, especially in the tribal areas, the Insurgents started raids 

in Afghanistan against the NATO/ISAF forces. Some in the United States and other Western 

countries also accused the ISI, the main Pakistani military intelligence agency, of having 

links with the insurgents and supporting them. The United States attributed the resurgence of 

the Afghan insurgency and failure of the NATO/ISAF to suppress it to the Sanctuaries of the 

insurgents in Pakistan. During the period 2005-2015, the issue of the ‘sanctuaries’ remained 

the overriding issue in relations between Pakistan and the United States which tremendously 

affected other segments of relations between the two countries. The main object of this topic 

is to discuss in detail as how the Taliban and other insurgent groups managed to establish 

‘safe havens’ in FATA and Balochistan, what steps were taken by Pakistan to dislodge these 

insurgents from territories within its sovereign control, to what extent Pakistan succeeded in 

achieving thisobjective and what were the operational and existential constraints which 

prevented Pakistan from the realization of this objective. It will also discuss the pressure 
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which the United States brought to bear on Pakistan in order to force Pakistan to change its 

policy of ‘providing safe havens’ to the insurgents and take ‘effective’ steps against the 

insurgents.   

3.1 US and Presence of the Afghan Insurgents on Pakistani Soil (2001-04) 

Pakistan provided all essential assistance to the United States in the War against Terror. 

Pakistan allowed the United States to use its airspace and fly sorties from the south. Access 

was given to the US troops to some of Pakistan’s military bases, although for non-offensive 

operations only. Pakistani soldiers provided protection to these US troops and some of the 

American ships in the Indian Ocean. For logistic purposes, Pakistan provided such vital 

elements as fuel for the fighters, and access to its ports and highways, such as the Indus 

Highway which became a jugular vein for the delivery of most of the supplies to US and 

allied forces in Afghanistan. The most important thing was that the US was provided with 

access to Pakistani intelligence assets in Pakistan and Afghanistan.2 

 Most of the al Qaeda leaders, as well as Afghan Taliban, clandestinely moved to Pakistan 

after their defeat as a result of the US attack on Afghanistan. Among those who crossed over 

to Pakistan was also the al Qaeda chief Osama bin Laden who came over through the Tora 

Bora Mountains using paths and caves which were familiar to him since his involvement in 

the jihad against the Soviets in the 1980s.3How did the Taliban and al Qaeda operatives in 

Afghanistan managed to cross the Pakistan-Afghan border and take refuge in Waziristan after 

their defeat in Afghanistan as a result of the US invasion in October 2001? The policy of the 

United States, during the time of its attack on Afghanistan, was to close all the borders of 

Afghanistan and sandwich the Taliban and al Qaeda from north to south of the country. The 

Americans had invaded the country from the north. According to Western sources, most parts 

of the Afghan border with Pakistan were closed except the Miranshah and Mirali routes 

which were left open; the Taliban and al Qaeda leadership used these routes for crossing over 
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to the Tribal areas of Pakistan. The Westerners believed that Pakistan left these routes 

deliberately open.4 Moreover, the Afghan government and Indian sources argue that after the 

defeat of the Taliban in November 2001, Pakistan airlifted senior Taliban leaders along with 

its military and intelligence personnel and began a covert campaign of providing sanctuaries 

to them and other militant organizations in FATA and Baluchistan.5Al Qaeda had made their 

sanctuary in South Waziristan agency. The al Qaeda militants and the Afghan Taliban had 

gathered there and other areas of FATA in spring of 2002 when Pakistan had diverted its 

troops from the Afghan border to its border with India when war clouds were looming large 

on the subcontinent.  

From their sanctuaries in South Waziristan, the al Qaeda elements and the Afghan Taliban 

were attacking US troops in Afghanistan near border. They had the support and ideological 

affinities of the local militants who had taken part in the war against the Soviet Union in the 

1980s and along Taliban in 1990s. This was quite an alarming situation for the US forces in 

Afghanistan. In early April 2002, Pakistan sent two brigades from its Army’s XI Corps who 

were deployed first to the Tirah Valley in Khyber Agency and later to the Shawal Valley in 

North Waziristan Agency. The deployment of these troops, in addition to the presence of the 

paramilitary Frontier Corps (FC) wings, was aimed to verify the movement of al Qaeda 

militants who had taken refuge in FATA following the US assault in Tora Bora in 

Afghanistan.6 

Pakistan started a crack-down against the al Qaeda elements. Pakistani security and 

intelligence agencies played a very important role in capturing and handing over of these al 

Qaeda activists to the US authorities. “A thousand intruders were arrested and deported or 

those required for prosecution handed over to US authorities.”7These included some of the 

very important leaders of al Qaeda.  Pakistan’s role in the war on terror was crucial for the 

United States. More leading al Qaeda leaders were captured in Pakistan than anywhere in the 
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world and Pakistani security forces were CIA’s closest collaborators in the war against al 

Qaeda.8 The United States was appreciative of Pakistan’s efforts in the crackdown against the 

al Qaeda and its affiliates. On June 24, 2003, during his meeting with President Musharraf at 

Camp David, President Bush expressed his satisfaction over neutralization of al Qaeda 

terrorists thanks to the effective border security and law enforcement measures of Pakistan.9 

But still the situation was quite complex and difficult for Pakistan to control. The insurgents 

were becoming a great security challenge for the United States. The US field commanders in 

Afghanistan stressed on Pakistan to act against the militants operating from its soil against 

the US and NATO forces. In January 2003, Lt.-Gen. Dan McNeil, US commander in 

Afghanistan, threatened to pursue the al Qaeda terrorists across the Pakistani border.10 By the 

summer of 2003, US commanders in Afghanistan were getting quite annoyed with Pakistan’s 

attitude which they interpreted as actively supporting the Afghan Taliban who were 

infiltrating from Pakistan. Maj. Gen. Franklin Hagenbeck, the deputy commander of the US 

forces in Afghanistan, warned of hot pursuit in Pakistan if these infiltrations were not 

stopped.11 

In October 2004, presidential elections were to be held in Afghanistan. The US and Karzai 

government feared Taliban attacks from Pakistani side of the border. Zalmay Khalilzad 

convinced President Bush to directly put pressure on Musharraf to stop the Taliban attacks. 

Bush told Musharraf in the presence of Karzai in New York that he needed successful 

elections in Afghanistan. It was the first time that Bush completely focused on the Taliban 

threat rather than al Qaeda with Pakistan. Pakistan deployed troops on the Balochistan border 

to prevent the Taliban infiltration and closed all border crossing.12 

In order to cope with the situation and prevent the al Qaeda and Afghan insurgsents from 

crossing the border and attacking the US and coalition forces in Afghanistan, Pakistan 

adopted the mechanism of Jirga, the traditional tribal mechanism of resolving disputes 
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through a council of influential elders. Several Jirgas were held and deals were contracted 

with the tribal elders between 2002 and 2004, the upshot of which was to maintain law and 

order at the local level and prevent the Afghan insurgents from crossing into Afghanistan. In 

return the Pakistani state pledged not to carry out operations in the concerned areas. Tribal 

Lashkars were also organized to take action against the recalcitrant elements. But these 

Jirgas failed to bring fruit because the tribal elders failed to fulfill the part of their deals, that 

is, either to prevent the militant foreigners based in the tribal areas from attacking the US and 

coalition forces or to expel these foreigners due to ideological and financial factors.13Parallel 

with the mechanism of traditional tribal Jirgas, the government of Pakistan also carried out 

armed operations against those tribes or elements that refused to cooperate with Pakistan in 

the maintenance of law and order and expulsion of the foreign militants.14 But these 

operations failed because the FC personnel composed mostly of the tribal people who had 

sympathies for the militants and their cause.15 

The United States was not satisfied with the Pakistan’s policy of deals with the tribal people. 

They considered it as giving time and space to the Afghan insurgents in which to plan against 

the US and its allies in southern and eastern Afghanistan.16 The US wanted Pakistan to 

conduct operation against the militants in FATA. The killing of Nek Mohammad, the leader 

of the Pakistani militants in June 2004, by a US drone in South Waziristan was part of the US 

strategy to bring Pakistan into an armed conflict with the militants in the tribal areas.17 

3.2 The Issue of Afghan Taliban/al Qaeda’s Sanctuaries in Pakistan (2005-15) 

Attacks by the Afghan insurgents saw phenomenal increase during 2005.18 This state of 

affairs was a matter of great concern for the United States. Great need was felt for denying 

the terrorists safe havens in Pakistani territories. In this respect, the State Department 

Counterterrorism Report 2005 stated that the tribal areas of Pakistan were “a safe haven for 
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al Qaeda and Taliban fighters since the fall of the Taliban in December 2001.” The Report 

went on to say that denying safe havens to the insurgents was a key element of the US 

counterterrorism strategy.19 

The United States blamed these ‘safe havens’ in Pakistani tribal areas as the principal factor 

in their effort to completely subdue the insurgency. The United States demanded Pakistan to 

take effective steps against these Afghan insurgents who had taken refuge in tribal areas of 

Pakistan. This was the most overriding demand of the United States from Pakistan. During 

the first few years after 9/11, this accusation was hurled only by President Hamid Karzai. At 

that time the principal objective of the US was capture of the al Qaeda terrorists by Pakistan. 

They were the least interested in action against the Afghan Taliban on the Pakistani soil.20 It 

was later on, after 2004, when Taliban attacks inside Afghanistan were stepped up that the 

US joined in chorus with Afghanistan in demanding Pakistan to take action against the 

Afghan militants based in Pakistan. The US believed that the Pakistani ISI was encouraging 

and supporting attacks by al Qaeda and Taliban into Afghanistan from their safe havens in 

Pakistan.21 

As the spate of militancy overtook Afghanistan by 2005, a wave of direct and indirect 

denunciation of Pakistan started in the American and Afghan circles. The Afghan-born 

American Ambassador in Kabul, Zalmay Khalilzad, issued hectic statements against Pakistan 

in reaction to arrest of three Pakistanis in June who had allegedly plotted to kill the US 

Ambassador. He asserted that Mullah Omer and Osama bin Laden were somewhere in 

Pakistan. But he did not offer details or evidence in this respect.22 

The issue was for the first time taken up by the United States with Pakistan at the highest 

level in 2006. In March 2006, during his official visit to Pakistan, President Bush complained 

to Musharraf that Pakistan was not doing enough to stop the penetration of militants into 

India and Afghanistan. Pakistan’s Foreign Minister, Khursheed Kasuri, retorted that Pakistan 
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was doing enough to stop the infiltrators but it was a difficult task. He reminded the 

American leader that 130,000 US troops were busy to put an end fighting in Iraq but could 

not stop all the killing due to enormity of the situation.23 Pakistan’s credentials as an ally in 

the War against Terror began to be questioned. Strategic experts in the US thought that 

Pakistan was not serious in taking action against groups and individuals that were 

committing acts of violence in Afghanistan or India or were plotting international acts of 

terrorism.24 Americans believed that President Musharraf’s policy of making deals with 

insurgents in FATA gave the Afghan Taliban safe havens in these areas which resulted in 

increase in the level of their attacks southern and eastern Afghanistan.25 American strategic 

experts stressed that the Taliban leaders attacked Afghanistan and then returned to their 

refuge in Quetta and other parts of Pakistan.26 

 The matter of Afghan Taliban’s safe havens was raised by Defense Secretary Robert Gates 

with President Musharraf in a meeting in Islamabad on February 12, 2007. Gates emphasized 

greater efforts, in this respect, on the parts of the US, NATO, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. The 

root cause of the problem, according to Musharraf, was in Afghanistan wherefrom the 

Taliban came and operated. He added that “Pakistan is the victim of the export of Afghan 

Taliban.”27 The Defense Secretary gave a list of specific demands to Musharraf which 

contained some demands such as capturing three named Taliban leaders, dismantling 

insurgents’ camps, shutting down the Taliban headquarters in Quetta and Peshawar and 

disrupting certain major infiltration routes on the border.28 

Americans were getting more and more vocal in their demands from Pakistan to take strong 

action against Afghan militants’ havens in the tribal areas of Pakistan. Richard Nicholas 

Burns, Under Secretary of State, in his statement before the Senate Committee on Foreign 

Affairs urged Pakistan to take sustained and effective efforts to defeat terrorists on its 
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territory.29 The House of Representative went one step forward in early 2007 and demanded 

that the administration give a certificate to the effect that Pakistan was actually taking all 

possible measures to stop the Taliban from operating in areas under its control as a condition 

for sustained US assistance.30 

Frustration was growing stronger in the United States with regard to ‘inaction’ of the 

Pakistani authorities against the ‘safe havens’ of the Afghan insurgents on the Pakistani soil. 

There were even allegations that al Qaeda activists moved without restraint in 

Pakistan.31Some in the US began to talk of the United States forces crossing the Pakistan-

Afghan border and taking action against the Afghan Taliban and al Qaeda even without 

permission of Pakistan. The Democratic candidate, Barack Obama, during the 2008 

presidential elections went to the extent of declaring that if Pakistan failed to take action 

against the militants despite possessing actionable intelligence, then US would take unilateral 

action against militants’ hide-outs in Pakistan.32 Pakistanis considered this as violation of 

their sovereignty. They were not ready to allow the US forces to take action against the 

Afghan Taliban on the Pakistani soil.33 

It was evident during the 2008-presidential campaign that the democratic candidate Obama 

regarded Afghanistan and the tribal areas of Pakistan as the areas of special focus in his 

scheme of protecting American security interests. He regarded al Qaeda as the biggest 

security challenge who had their safe havens in the tribal territory of Pakistan. There could be 

no peace in Afghanistan, according to Obama, unless the problem of al Qaeda and the 

Taliban was dealt with in Pakistan and Afghanistan.34 Vice-President-elect Joe Biden visited 
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Pakistan on January 9, 2009 and told Pakistani authorities that the Afghanistan war would be 

the focus of attention for president Obama. Obama was going to send more troops to 

Afghanistan. He told his Pakistani interlocutors that the situation in Afghanistan could not be 

corrected without the support of Pakistan and that American tax-payers were not ready to 

continue to assist Pakistan if terrorists continued to have their safe havens in Pakistan.35This 

was followed a few days later by the visit of the CIA director, Leon Panetta, to Islamabad 

who pointed out to the Pakistani authorities that the command and control of the Taliban was 

in Quetta and called for a free movement of the CIA so as to assert more pressure on the 

Taliban senior leadership.36But Pakistan was disinclined to extend its operation against the 

militants to include the outfits that most concerned the US such as the Haqqani Network, the 

Hizb-e-Islami, and the Quetta Shura citing resource constraints and priorities as 

reasons.37Operation against the Haqqani Network, at that point of time, was deemed to have 

repercussions for security of Pakistan. Pakistani officials said that, having already committed 

30,000 troops to Swat and South Waziristan, Pakistan did not have the resources to start 

offensive against the Haqqanis in North Waziristan. Pakistan’s priority, according to Gen. 

Kayani, in the light of its limited resources, was to deal with the TTP insurgency that had 

challenged authority of the Pakistani state. Pakistan would take against the Afghan insurgents 

on its soil only after the home-grown insurgency has been suppressed.38 

On September 13, 2011, US embassy in Kabul was attacked by Afghan insurgents. The 

attack which lasted for 19 hours resulted in the killing of 14 people. US Ambassador to 

Afghanistan Ryan Crocker said that the Haqqani Network, based in North Waziristan, were 

responsible for the deadly attack.39 The United States stepped up pressure on Pakistan to take 

action to eradicate terrorist ‘safe havens’ from its tribal belt. The issue was raised by Admiral 

Mike Mullen of the US with COAS of Pakistan, General Ashfaq Pervaiz Kayani, at a 

meeting on the sidelines of a NATO Conference in Seville, Spain. The Pakistani General 

underscored his country’s sovereign right to frame policy, in this respect, in its national 
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interests and in accordance with the wishes of its people. General Kayani said that Pakistan 

would not do anything which they believed was not in their national interests.40 

The United States became so frustrated with Pakistan’s alleged inaction or inability to take 

effective action against the Afghan insurgent group on its soil that the Defense Secretary, 

Leon Panetta, had, during his June 2012 trip to Afghanistan and India, to state that the US 

was “reaching the limits of [its] patience” with Pakistan on account of its refusal to crack 

down on alleged safe havens on its territory.41By 2011-12, some US policy experts had got 

so much disgusted with what they perceived as Pakistan’s “double game”42 that they began 

advocating an aggressive strategy of containment to be applied to Pakistan just as the US had 

applied to the Soviet Union during the Cold War.43 They believed that that was the only way 

to deal with Pakistan which they thought would not change its policies to fulfill 

Washington’s expectations or demands.44 Those experts wanted Pakistan to be treated as a 

rouge state, an epicenter of terrorism, and a state exporting terrorism. Their main object was 

to cut Pakistan off as for as possible from normal access to international community and 

bring it under tighter military and financial sanctions.45 

3.2.1 Operation Zarb-e-Azb against the Militants: A Major Shift in Pakistan’s Policy 

During his election campaign in 2013, Nawaz Sharif had stressed resolving the issue of 

militancy and extremism in Pakistan through negotiation with the TTP. The United States 

opposed this approach and, instead, demanded military action against the Pakistani Taliban 

based in FATA. Nawaz Sharif was trying to find a way to bring the TTP to the negotiating 

table with the Pakistani state. Thus, Nawaz Sharif and the United States were at cross-

purposes with regard to the issue of dealing with the Pakistani Taliban. It was in these 

circumstances that Hakimullah Mehsud, chief of the TTP, was killed in a drone strike in 
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November 2013 with whom the Pakistani state was about to start negotiations. There was a 

great indignation in Pakistan, including the government of Nawaz Sharif, against the death of 

the TTP which was declared as a violation of Pakistan’s sovereignty and an attempt on the 

part of the US to sabotage efforts to bring peace to Pakistan.46 

In Pakistan, the appointment of General Raheel Sharif, an expert in counterterrorism and 

with anti-militant tendencies, as Chief of the Army Staff (COAS) in December 2013, paved 

the way for operation against militants in FATA. He was determined to take action against 

terrorist organizations in North Waziristan and other parts of the tribal areas. In January 

2014, jets and helicopters of the PAF intensified bombing of the suspected hide-outs in the 

North Waziristan. Some areas in the Khyber and Orakzai agencies were also targeted. These 

actions resulted in killings of dozens of militants, including Uzbeks.47 This was followed by a 

full-swing ground operation in North Waziristan which resulted in the evacuation of large 

number of the tribal people from their homes. By February 2014, it was clear that Pakistan 

was about to start a major offensive in North Waziristan. Recent spill of attacks by the 

Taliban in various parts of the country and failure of the peace talks with the Taliban were 

the apparent causes of the offensive to be started. Advisor to Prime Minister on National 

Security Sartaj Aziz said, “Dialogue with the Taliban has derailed, and the writ of the state 

will be established in the region.” Pakistan requested the United States a pause in the drone 

attacks which had been observed for the last three months. There were also reports of high 

level consultations between the militaries of Pakistan and the United States.48There was an 

increase in the Taliban attacks in Afghanistan in 2014. It was believed that the latest Taliban 

offensive was the result of the prospective winding down of the military operations by the 

United States and NATO forces.49 

Full-scale operation in North Waziristan after the TTP hit the Karachi International Airport, 

the largest air port of Pakistan. The operation in North Waziristan was officially started on 

June 15, 2014. It was given the name of Operation Zarb-e-Azb, named after the sword of the 
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Holy Prophet (PBUH). From 25,000 to 30,000 Pakistani troops were reportedly taking part in 

the operation.50 Large numbers of people were displaced as a result of the operation. 

According to estimates, by the first week of July 2013, some 800,000 people had been 

displaced and shifted to the adjacent areas of Khyber Pukhtunkhwa.51 

 This operation was not just against the TTP which conducted terrorist activities in Pakistan. 

The Army claimed that the Haqqani Network and the Afghan Taliban were also targets of the 

Operation Zarb-e-Azb.52 The widening of the operation to include the Afghan Taliban and 

the Haqqani network as the prospective targets was on the insistence of the United States 

which held these outfits as the principal factors responsible for their military defeat in 

Afghanistan. 

The Operation Zarb-e-Azb was going on successfully and was gaining good results. 

According to military sources, by September 2014, 910 terrorists had been killed. Besides, 

dozens of the militants’ hide-outs and around twenty-seven arms and explosive-making 

factories had been destroyed by the army. Important towns and population centers such as 

Miranshah, Mirali, Dattakhel, Boya and Dogan, previously under control of the militants, 

were brought under control of the state.53 The losses of the militants increased with each 

passing day.  

The tragic incident of the Army Public School Peshawar on December 16, 2014 changed the 

whole narrative and approach of the Pakistani public and state towards the problem of 

militancy in their country. The political and military leadership of the country expressed their 

serious resolve to fight with new vigor against the scourge of terrorism. The Nawaz Sharif 

government decided to resume execution of hanging the terrorists. Nawaz Sharif said that 

there would be no compromise on this issue and publicly rebuffed UN Secretary General 

Banki-Moon’s request to reconsider this decision of executing terrorists.54  Civil and military 

leaders of Pakistan made announcements to the effect that no discrimination would be made 
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between the Taliban and that all militants were enemies of both Pakistan and Afghanistan 

and would be dealt with strictly. Chief of Army Staff (COAS) Gen Raheel Sharif publicly 

said that Pakistan would not make differentiation between the ‘good’ and ‘bad’ Taliban.55 

Pakistan made it clear that no differentiation or discrimination would be made between those 

Taliban who targeted Pakistan and those who targeted Afghanistan.56 In May 2015, during an 

official visit of the Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif and the COAS Gen Raheel Sharif, the prime 

minister of Pakistan clearly stated that the foes of Afghanistan could not be the friends of 

Pakistan.57 By June 2015, more than 3,000 terrorists had been killed, 316 jawans and officers 

of the Pakistan army had embraced shahadat and over 1,200 had been wounded.58 

The United States welcomed Operation Zarb-e-Azb, especially when Haqqani Network was 

also made target by the Pakistani army which had been a long-held and most insistent 

demand of the United States. The US appreciated this act of Pakistan. Lieutenant general 

Joseph Anderson, a senior American commander of NATO in Afghanistan, stated to 

Washington Post in November 2014, that the Haqqani Network had been “disrupted” as a 

result of the North Waziristan operation. He added that this operation would affect the ability 

of the Haqqani Network to carry out their activities in Kabul.59 In mid-November, 2014, the 

COAS General Raheel Sharif paid an official visit to Washington. He was accorded a warm 

welcome in the US. He remained there for a full week and held meetings with important US 

officials including Secretary of State John Kerry, National Security Advisor Susan Rice, 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Bob Work, and US Special Representative for Pakistan and 

Afghanistan Dan Feldman. General Sharif also saw military leaders, Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff General Martin Dempsey and Commander-in-Chief of the Central Command 

General Austin. The American generals appreciated the commitment, professionalism and 
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achievements of the Pakistan army in the war against terror and in the ongoing Operation 

Zarb-e-Azb. The Obama administration officials were ‘encouraged’ that, after years of delay, 

Pakistan was acknowledging the problems that it faced and was starting to take determined 

steps to address them. 60 

The United States pressed Pakistan to ban the Haqqani network and step up efforts against 

this militant organization which was held responsible for most of the deadliest attacks in 

Afghanistan after the 9/11. In this respect Secretary of State John Kerry held talks with 

Pakistani officials in January 2015. The Pakistani side expressed their readiness to ban the 

Haqqani Network.61Pakistan banned the Haqqani Network and Jamaat-ud-Dawa of Hafiz 

Mohammad Saeed.62But still, there was skepticism in some US circles with regard to 

Pakistan’s intent and capacity to fight militants on its soil. The Western and the US strategic 

experts believed that Pakistan did not take effective steps to combat terrorism despite its 

promises to do so. They were skeptical about Pakistan’s capacity for a sustained campaign 

against an Islamist militancy that included groups suspected of long-time connections to 

Pakistani officials.63 

There was skepticism in some American circles about credentials of the Operation Zarb-e-

Azb which was started in June 2014 against the militants in FATA. The Pakistani authorities 

had made it clear that the operation was against both the Pakistani militants and the Afghan 

insurgents, including the Afghan Taliban and the Haqqani Network. Some in the West 

believed that before start of the operation, the Pakistani military and intelligence agencies 

had tipped off the Afghan militants as a result of which hundreds them escaped. Many of 

them allegedly crossed over to Afghanistan. 64 The Taliban militants were also reported to 

have occupied abandoned CIA bases and outposts in the Paktia Province which were feared 

to be used for carrying out attacks deep inside Afghanistan, including Kabul. Some of the 

most shocking suicide bomb attacks took place in the province in the following few months. 

The Haqqani Network was believed by the Western media to have moved from North 
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Waziristan into the adjacent Kurram agency. The Western media alleged that the Haqqanis 

continued to enjoy safe havens in Pakistan and conduct operations against the US presence in 

Afghanistan.65 

The Operation Zarb-e-Azb was affected by cross-border violations and breaches of the cease-

fire by the Indian troops at the Line of Control (LoC) and Working Boundary (WB) which 

diverted attention of the Pakistani armed forces. There was another complicating factor 

which hampered momentum of the Operation Zarb-e-Azb. Some of the most wanted 

Pakistani Taliban crossed border and took shelter in Afghanistan. The Pakistani authorities 

had asked their Afghan counterparts to seal the border so that the terrorists could not cross it 

to save themselves from strikes of the Pakistani military. But there was no cooperation from 

the Afghan side in this respect. The TTP chief Mullah Fazlullah and his close associates were 

believed to be hiding in Nuristan and Kunar areas of Afghanistan. Lack of cooperation from 

the Afghan side on the issue created great difficulties in the way of successful culmination of 

the Operation. Moreover, towers of the Afghan telecommunication companies near the 

Pakistan-Afghan border could assist the militants in using Afghan SIMs (Subscriber Identity 

Modules) for communication in Pakistani territory. Major Gen. Asim Hussain Bajwa, 

Director General of the Inter Services Public Relations (ISPR) said that these towers were 

dangerous for Pakistani national security and cause of anti-terrorism campaign. He urged the 

Afghan authorities to get these towers moved from the border areas.66 Moreover, the border 

on the afghan side was not fully protected which provided opportunity to the militants fleeing 

from the brunt of the Operation Zarb-e-Azb to cross the border and take refuge in their ‘safe 

havens’ in Khost, Paktia and Paktika provinces in the east, and Badakhshan and Kunduz in 

the north.  

 Moreover, saboteurs were also working against any rapprochement between Pakistan and 

Afghanistan. Any improvement in relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan was a big sour 

pill for them to swallow. They were bent on wrecking any scheme to bring about détente 

between the two countries. The Pakistani civil and military leaders had not yet returned from 

 
65  Ibid.   
66 “Over 1,100 militants killed in operation Zarb-e-Azb: DG ISPR,” Pakistan Today, October 29, 

2014,https://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2014/10/29/national/over-1100-militants-killed-in-zarb-e-azb-dg-

is-pr, accessed on January 05, 2015.  

https://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2014/10/29/national/over-1100-militants-killed-in-zarb-e-azb-dg-is-pr
https://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2014/10/29/national/over-1100-militants-killed-in-zarb-e-azb-dg-is-pr


78 
 

 

Kabul that the terrorists attacked the Park Hotel in the Afghan capital which resulted in the 

killing of several foreigners including American, Indian, Turkish and other nationals. 

Americans, Afghans and Indians were skeptical of the Pakistani role in curbing the militants 

who were carrying out their terrorist activities in Afghanistan. They blamed Pakistan for 

instability and terrorism in Afghanistan and India. They believed that, at best, Pakistan was 

unable to control and restrain the various militant groups of the Taliban with a view to force 

them to negotiate a deal or decisively obstruct their capacity to carry out military activities.67 

3.3 The Issue of Pakistan’s Connection with the Afghan Taliban 

There was a perception in the Western circles that Pakistan was active against the al Qaeda 

and other foreign elements on the Pakistani territory, but was not harsh on the Afghan 

insurgents, including the Taliban and the Haqqani Network, and those militant organizations 

that perpetrated militant activities from the Pakistani soil. There was a strong conviction in 

some circles in the United States that there existed some sort of connection between the ISI 

and the Afghan insurgents. It was believed that despite official break-up of relations with the 

Taliban, Pakistan failed to strongly deal with the Taliban or effectively disrupt their activities 

in Pakistan. The ISI was accused of having close links with the militant insurgent groups 

fighting against the US presence in Afghanistan with the expectations that the Taliban might 

again play a role in the future politics of Afghanistan.68These analysts believed that Pakistan 

treated the Taliban as an instrument of pressure against Afghanistan, the US and NATO, so 

as to get a leverage to realize its strategic interest in Afghanistan which included the 

reduction or elimination of Indian presence and getting support of Afghanistan in dealing 

with the Balochistan issue and Pukhtun issues.69 These circles believed that the institutional 

links of the ISI and Pakistani security agencies with the Taliban would work against the very 

purpose of counterterrorism cooperation between Pakistan and the United States.  

Strategic experts in the US alleged that Pakistan was more serious in the matter of action 

against Al Qaeda than action against Taliban despite the fact that it was easier for them to lay 
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hand on Taliban due to Pakistani security agencies past links with them. They asserted that 

Pakistani security and intelligence agencies captured far more al Qaeda cadres than Taliban 

forces. The Americans opined that there could be no other explanation for the Pakistani 

attitude towards Taliban than that Pakistan’s national security interests demanded to protect 

the Taliban. Action against the Afghan Taliban was taken only when they engaged in any 

troublesome activities detrimental to the security of Pakistan. The Americans argued that 

strong action against al Qaeda could not be avoided by Pakistan due to worldwide US 

campaign against it and the consequences for Pakistan-United States relations of no action 

against al Qaeda. Moreover, Pakistan did not have any stakes in protecting al Qaeda against 

the US.70 President Musharraf refuted this allegation that Pakistan captured al Qaeda 

elements but protected the Afghan Taliban by saying that operations against the al Qaeda 

were more successful because its members were foreigners, mostly Arabs, and easily 

detectable than the Afghan Taliban who were difficult to identify due to similarity of their 

language, dress and physical shapes with the locals.71 

By 2008, the insurgents had carried their violent activities to central and eastern Afghanistan 

such as Wardak, Laghman, and Logar in addition to south and east where they had either 

established control or presence.72 There was a wide-spread perception in 2008 in the Western 

press, citing intelligence sources, that the ISI was behind several of that year’s terrorist 

actions in Afghanistan such as the bombing of the Indian embassy in Kabul, assassination 

attempts against Karzai and other Afghan leaders, and the 2007 Baghlan suicide 

bombing.73Former US Ambassador James Dobbins said that “Pakistani intelligence provides 

clandestine support [to the Taliban], despite their attacks in Pakistan and killing Pakistani 

soldiers.”74 Defense Secretary Robert Gates said that the Pakistani intelligence maintained 

contact with the Afghan insurgents as “a strategic hedge” because they did not know which 

side of the conflict was winning in Afghanistan. He accused the Pakistani spy agency of 
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playing both sides.75 These American elite believed that Pakistan supported and protected the 

Afghan Taliban because Pakistanis thought these elements would be their main pillars of 

support in future Afghanistan. Two days after his elections as president of the United States, 

the President-elect Obama was given a briefing by director national intelligence (DNI) Mike 

McConnell about the war on terror. The DNI pointed out that the tribal areas of Pakistan 

were the epicenter of terrorism. Obama was told that Pakistan’s military and ISI helped the 

US but at the same time were giving clandestine aid, weapons and money to the Afghan 

Taliban.76 

In September 2011, Admiral Mike Muller, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, retiring 

within a few days, went one step ahead. In his statement to the Senate Armed Services 

Committee, he said that the Quetta Shura and the Haqqani Network operated from Pakistan 

“with impunity.” He described these extremist Afghan insurgents as “proxies of the 

government of Pakistan.” He added that the Haqqani Network enjoyed the support and 

protection of the Pakistan government. He termed the Network as “a strategic arm of 

Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence” and held it responsible for the September 13th attacks 

on Kabul. 77 It was the first time that a high-ranking US officer openly stated that the 

Haqqani Network was closely connected with the Pakistani military. By early 2012, a 

perception was gaining strength in the official circles of the United States that the ISI was 

behind the Taliban attacks on the coalition forces and the US embassy in Afghanistan in 

September 2011.78 

Why were Pakistani intelligence and security agencies involved, as asserted by the United 

States and some other circles, in supporting or providing ‘safe havens’ to the Afghan 

insurgent groups? These circles believed that Pakistan derived some strategic gains from this 

policy; Pakistan wanted to preclude India from establishing its influence in Afghanistan after 
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the withdrawal of the US forces from Afghanistan. They believed that by supporting the 

Taliban, Pakistan aimed to secure its interests in the post-US Afghanistan.79 

Pakistan categorically rejected the allegations of the United States, Western circles, and the 

Afghan government that Pakistan nurtured the Afghan insurgents, including the Taliban of 

the Quetta Shura and the Haqqani Network, as policy tools to influence the course of events 

in the future developments of Afghanistan. Pakistan held the view that peace in Afghanistan 

was in its best interests and that Pakistan did not stand to get anything from instability in 

Afghanistan or from nurturing militants there. Pakistan denied that the Afghan insurgents 

were operating from Afghanistan.80 During the Border Flag Meeting (BFM) in Qandahar in 

October 2009 which was also participated by the Canadian Task Force and the Afghan 

Border Police, the Pakistani delegate, BG Sajjad, negated the presence of the Quetta Shura 

on the Pakistani soil. He asserted that the allegation of the presence of the Quetta Shura in 

Pakistan was based on rumors. He added that the Pakistani security agencies had more than 

80 patrols and check-points in Quetta every day and every night in Quetta, but they did not 

find any trace of the Taliban leaders. He insisted that the Taliban infiltration from Pakistan 

into Afghanistan was negligible.81 

 Foreign Minister Hina Rabbani Khar also rejected these American allegations and asserted 

that Pakistan stood behind any initiative that the Afghan government took for peace.82 She 

said that Pakistan did not have any hidden agenda in Afghanistan. Pakistan’s ambassador to 

the US, Sherry Rahman, aptly pointed out that the terrorists were targeting Pakistani people, 

military and civilian, adults and children, male and female along with public places such as 

mosques, hospitals and schools etc. She said that Pakistan was committed to eliminate the 

very root and source of terrorism. 83 She said that Afghanistan was Pakistan’s neighbor, not 

its sphere of influence. Pakistan did not “wish to impose a government in Afghanistan or 

work with only select partners.” It wanted to work with whichever government the Afghans 
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choose for themselves. Pakistan had the most to gain from a peaceful and prosperous 

Afghanistan.84 

Even if there were some Afghan insurgents on its soil, Pakistan did not have the resources to 

simultaneously conduct military operations against the TTP and the Afghan Taliban/Haqqani 

Network. When pressed by General David Petraeus, head of the US Central Command, and 

Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, for action against the Afghan 

insurgents on the Pakistani, General Ashfaq Pervez Kayani, head of the Pakistani army, 

reportedly told that Pakistan’s priority, in face of limited resources, was the TTP insurgency 

which had directly challenged the Pakistani state.85 Pakistan had committed 300,000 troops 

for action against the TTP in Swat and South Waziristan. Pakistan said that it would be in 

position to take stern action against the Afghan insurgents on its soil only after the domestic 

insurgency started by the TTP had been suppressed.86 

Many in Pakistan did not see the Afghan Taliban and the Haqqani Network in the same light 

as they did al Qaeda. They believed that the Afghan insurgents could be separated from al 

Qaeda and could become part of a political solution to the Afghan issue. Eliminating al 

Qaeda from the Afghanistan-Pakistan border region required separating and isolating it from 

the Afghan Taliban. Targeting al Qaeda and the Afghan Taliban simultaneously would push 

them closer to each other. Many Pakistanis feared that mounting an offensive against the 

Afghan Taliban would rouse anger of Pukhtuns on both sides of the border that would 

imperil Pakistan’s efforts against its domestic insurgents.87 

Pakistan was uncertain of the political outcome after the withdrawal of the US forces from 

Afghanistan. The Pakistani military establishment seemed convinced that the withdrawal of 

US forces, prior to any political settlement in place, would plunge Afghanistan into a civil 

war in which tribal groups and other factions would fight for territorial control and draw the 
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neighboring countries, like Tajikistan and Iran, into the conflict.88 There was also a concern 

among these circles that India would expand its influence in post-withdrawal Afghanistan. 

They saw the Pushtun-dominated Haqqani Network as a useful hedge for Pakistan against 

any uncertain situation in Afghanistan Indian influence there.89 

3.4  The Problem of Home-grown Militancy in Pakistan 

The problem of militancy and extremism in Pakistan after 9/11 were closely connected to the 

situation in Afghanistan but had their roots deep in history. The conflict between the 

Pakistani state and the extremist insurgents in the FATA area in general and Waziristan in 

particular was the most serious security threat that Pakistan encountered since the separation 

of its eastern wing in 1971.90 The emergence of the Pakistani Taliban was a reaction of the 

Pakistani militants having sympathies with the Afghan Taliban against the pro-American 

policies of the Musharraf regime. There were large number of militant groups in the FATA 

and Khyber Pukhtunkhwa. Some of these organizations preceded the 9/11 attacks and the rest 

emerged in the region during the period 2002-2010. The people of the tribal areas put up 

intense resistance against the British occupation. This area played an important role in the 

Jihad movement of Syed Ahmad Shaheed Barelvi who had waged a jihad against the Sikhs’ 

occupation of KPK and Punjab. Later on, his followers carried out resistance against the 

British. This movement remained active in the region until the creation of Pakistan in 1947. 

Bajaur, Khyber, and Mohmand Tribal areas were the strongholds of the movement against 

the British rule.91After the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, the tribal people were in 

the forefront against the occupation forces along with the Afghan Mujahidin. 

There were many militant organizations in the tribal areas that supported the war against the 

United States and its allies as their sacred duty. These groups joined the al Qaeda and the 

Afghan Taliban fighters who had found refuge in the tribal areas of Pakistan against US 

invasion of Afghanistan. They considered the ongoing Taliban struggle against the US 
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presence in Afghanistan as a war of liberation and wanted to help it.92These organizations 

were a grave security threat for Pakistan and the United States. They were extremely opposed 

to Pakistan’s support to the United States after 9/11 in the overthrow of the Taliban 

government and suppression of their resistance.  

Nek Mohammad was the first important leader of the militants in Waziristan. The emergence 

of Nek Mohammad in Waziristan was the result of the US military intervention in 

Afghanistan. He had fought in Afghanistan on the side of Taliban and had close contacts with 

al Qaeda leaders in Waziristan whom he had welcomed in the tribal agency in 2001-02 after 

their flight from Afghanistan. On account of his links with Afghan Taliban and foreign 

militants he was able to start consolidating his political power in Waziristan. He was soon 

joined by other important leaders among the Wazir and Mehsud tribesmen including 

Abdullah Mehsud and Baitullah Mehsud.93 Nek Mohammad and his followers desired to 

fight against the US-led intervention in Afghanistan which they perceived as occupation of 

this neighbor Muslim state. They turned against the Pakistani government which would not 

allow them to fight against the US and its allies in support of the Afghan Taliban. They were 

not against the Pakistani state per se; their opposition to the Pakistani state was based on their 

desire to aid the Afghan resistance in which they were resisted by Pakistan.94The insurgency 

in Pakistan started in South Waziristan and spread to other agencies of FATA and then to 

Baluchistan and NWFP. Large numbers of tribal maliks were murdered in Waziristan. In this 

way the insurgents filled the vacuum in authority created by the murder of local influential 

persons.95 

3.4.1 Pakistan’s Efforts and Constraints to Deal with the Militancy  

The West and the United States believed that the Pakistani military did not move against the 

Pakistani insurgents in their formative stages. They believed that the Pakistani military saw 

them, much like they had seen the Afghan Taliban, as a controllable strategic asset. Pakistan, 

according to the US, hoped that these groups would join the Afghan Taliban in Afghanistan, 
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but would pose no threat to Pakistan. Even after the insurgents had murdered large number of 

maliks, the Pakistani military was focused on the centrality of the military threat from India, 

especially after the 2001 terrorist attack on the Indian parliament that raised tensions between 

the two countries.96 

But if Pakistan did not succeed in the early phase of the insurgency, it was due to some 

difficulties beyond its control. In the early years of the insurgency in the tribal areas, the 

Pakistani military faced tremendous difficulties in handling the insurgents whose “knowledge 

of the terrain, interior lines of communication, kinship and religious bonds, and ability to 

tightly couple itself with the population” made the army lose large swaths of territory in 

FATA.97 Moreover, the Pakistani Army, trained and equipped for conventional conflict with 

India, did not have adequate capacity for counter-insurgency warfare which had not been 

taught at Pakistani staff colleges. 

From early 2002 to 2005, Pakistan conducted hundreds of large and small scale operations in 

the tribal areas. These operations were mostly sporadic and targeted which included ground 

and air-born operations with support of the gunship helicopters and Air Force. They differed 

in their activity from snap actions to raids. Some of these operations included few soldiers 

while others engaged large bodies of troops and support elements. All these operations 

depended on technical and human intelligence obtained mostly from the United States. 

Operations were also conducted by the Pakistani troops whenever they came under attack in 

a particular area.98 All the steps taken by the government so far, such as Jirgas, lashkars, 

economic sanctions, plans to register foreign militants and financial inducements, had for all 

practical purposes failed to resolve the issue of stopping the foreign elements from 

conducting raids against the US forces in Afghanistan.99 

But no attempt was made at that by the Musharraf regime to develop a comprehensive 

counterinsurgency (COIN) policy. No arrangements had been made to train troops in the 
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irregular warfare. Nor was there any policy to hold territory and exploit or conduct sustained 

operations. Whenever any victory was achieved over the militants, no attempt was ever made 

to win over the population or to curb the spread of these groups in FATA and the 

surrounding areas. These operations were mostly tactical in nature. Controlling the area fully 

or integrating it into the political and socio-economic mainstream was not part of the 

strategic objectives of the counterterrorism policy of Pakistan at that time. “To start a 

military operation was difficult choice for Pakistan, especially for the army, which since 

1979, had established close contacts with the tribes to encourage them to help the Afghan 

struggle against the Soviet occupation.”100The main object of the Pakistani military 

maneuvers up to that time was to achieve a level of peace and control over the area. “There 

was no desire to establish state rule for reasons that were understandably enshrined in the 

historic dealings with the FATA.”  The Musharraf regime did not realize at that time that 

without a comprehensive strategy to bring the tribal areas under effective control through 

socio-economic and political measures, al Qaeda and its allies would be successful in 

strengthening themselves in the FATA.101 This provided space to al Qaeda and its foreign 

affiliates such as the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and Eastern Turkistan Islamic 

Movement (ETIM) to entrench themselves in the area. These foreign groups also established 

links with indigenous militant groups such as the Jaish-e-Mohammad (JeM), Lashkar-e-

Jhangvi (LeJ), Harkat-ul-Jihad-al-Islami (HuJI), whose main focus in the past had been on 

Indian occupied Kashmir or promoting sectarian agendas.102 

During this period Pakistan’s policy in dealing with the local militants alternated between 

trying to talk to the militants and conducting operations against them whenever army units 

were attacked by the militants or information was received by the military about military 

activity and concentrations. The Pakistani state had underestimated two things regarding al 

Qaeda. One was the ability of al Qaeda to ideologically motivate some elements of the 

Pakistani society, and the other was the general resentment among the Pakistani people to the 

US war in Afghanistan. The al Qaeda exploited these sentiments of the Pakistani people. Any 

move by Pakistani military to clear the area of the al Qaeda and other militants was portrayed 
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as being carried out as a mercenary force of the United States. Pakistan badly lost to the 

extremist narrative which was popular among the masses.103 

3.4.2 Pakistan’s Peace Strategy to Deal with Militants 

The killing of Nek Mohammad in a drone strike in June 2004 transformed the insurrection in 

the tribal areas of Pakistan into a full-pledged insurgency. Although he was killed in a drone 

strike by the US, the Pakistani government took credit for his death because it did not want 

the public to know that the US had been allowed to carry out activities in Pakistan.104 This 

made Nek Mohammad a hero in the eyes of the tribal people. His funeral prayer was attended 

by large number of people. From then onward, the insurgency began to target the Pakistani 

military presence in FATA not just sporadically, but regularly.105 The insurgency in FATA 

became a great challenge to the security of Pakistan. The insurgents were a security threat to 

Pakistan on two accounts. On the one hand they had given refuge to the al Qaeda, the 

Haqqani Network, and the Afghan Taliban that were attacking the NATO/ISAF forces and 

creating misperceptions and affecting relations between Pakistan and the United States, and, 

on the other hands, they had started launching raids in Pakistan and challenging its authority. 

How to deal with this security threat was a greater challenge before security managers of the 

Pakistani state.In this respect, the first strategy to be adopted by Pakistani state was to enter 

into peace deals with the local insurgents with a view to stop them from challenging state 

authority and make them restrain the Afghan insurgents and al Qaeda fighters from 

conducting raids across the border into Afghanistan. 

In 2005-06 Pakistan deployed 70,000of its troops to stop the influx of militants to 

Afghanistan through Waziristan. Large numbers of its troops were lost in fighting with al 

Qaeda and Taliban forces. The government of Pakistan, finally, resorted to the traditional 

method of conflict resolution with the autonomous tribes. A Jirga of forty-five members, 

drawn mostly from North-and-South Waziristan but having representation of all the agencies, 

met with governor of the NWFP in July 2006. A deal was made by the Jirga with the 

government under which inter alia, the government would release the Taliban prisoners and 
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withdraw regular Pakistani troops from their current positions.  As a major policy 

concession, the government allowed all the foreign elements (al Qaeda members) to stay in 

tribal areas on guarantees from the local tribesmen that these foreigners would fully obey the 

law of the land.106 This accord, like previous accord of the government with the tribals, 

insisted upon either registration of the foreign militants or leaving the tribal areas. It was 

expected that this deal would help bring peace in Afghanistan and Pakistan.  During his visit 

to Washington in September 2006, President Musharraf in his meeting with President Bush 

defended this deal with the Tribals as guarantor of peace in the region.107President Musharraf 

made it clear that the peace deals were with the elders of the tribal areas to fight against the 

Taliban. He said that Pakistan was following a holistic approach to the issue of fighting 

terrorism which had military, political, administrative, and reconstruction elements.108 

President Musharraf pointed out that the al Qaeda and Taliban would not be allowed to carry 

out their activities in Afghanistan and the tribal areas of Pakistan. But this strategy failed 

some of the extremist organizations were accused of “having used the breathing space to 

recruit, train, and rearm the terrorists in anticipation of a heightened and continuing 

campaign in Afghanistan.”109These deals failed in achieving their main purpose of dissuading 

the local tribesmen from supporting al Qaeda and providing military assistance and safe 

havens to the militant groups fighting against the US and NATO troops in Afghanistan.  

 These deals were not favored even by the US and Afghan circles. It was held that these deals 

provided insurgents with a degree of legitimacy in the eyes of the people. The perception in 

Afghanistan was that by entering into agreement with the Pakistani state, the insurgents 

would focus their attention on fighting in Afghanistan. US intelligence analysts believed on 

the basis of collected evidence that Islamabad’s peace-deals with militants had given Taliban, 

al Qaeda, and other Islamic militants, room in which to consolidate their networks.110 The 
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Americans’ and Afghans’ perception, in this respect, were aptly described by Ahmed Rashid, 

a pro-US Pakistani journalist. According to him, “The Army is willing to pull back, surrender 

sovereignty to the Pakistani Taliban. The agreements say, do not fight us, fight the US in 

Afghanistan, and fight NATO.”111The US was so perturbed over the peace deals between the 

Pakistani Taliban and government that they tried to disrupt the peace process even 

physically. The murder of the Taliban commander Nek Mohammad near Wana in South 

Waziristan in a US drone strike was meant to destroy the peace agreement that he had 

enacted with the Pakistani authorities in June 2004. This was followed by a drone attack on a 

madrassa in Bajawar in which 80 people were killed. This last attack had, too, been carried 

out to frustrate the peace deal that was being negotiated between the government and the 

militants. The United States was not in favor of peace deals between the Pakistani state and 

the home-grown insurgents and wanted the Pakistani state to be tough with the militants. The 

US succeeded in achieving its objective on both the occasion.112 The peace deals and 

agreements between the Pakistani authorities and the militants came to an end. The 

insurgents began to challenge the state authority with greater intensity and offered tough 

resistance. This became the greatest internal security challenge of its history for Pakistan. 

The remaining period of more than a decade was to be spent in overcoming this challenge. A 

lot of resources were spent to crush this insurgency. It became a great existential threat to the 

security of Pakistan. The insurgents regarded Pakistani state as a tool in the hands of the 

Western states which they were using against the Taliban and al Qaeda in Afghanistan. 

3.4.3 Formation of the TTP and Pakistan’s Response  

Terrorist attacks in Pakistan increased in intensity and number in number since 2007. There 

were 57 recorded suicide attacks in the first months of 2008 alone as compared to 45 reported 

attacks in all of 2007. Suicide attacks in Islamabad, Rawalpindi and Lahore took great toll in 

terms of human losses. According to a report of 2009, the number of terrorist attacks in 

Pakistan had quadrupled over two years.113Baitullah Mehsud, who had succeeded Nek 

Mohammad as head of the insurgents in Waziristan in 2004, established his authority across 
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the tribal lines. In 2006, he launched an extensive terrorist campaign in Pakistan, through 

suicide bombers which he sustained, through an expanded recruitment and training effort, for 

years.114 

In 2007, there were reportedly 14 to 16 Taliban groups operating in Pakistan. They shared 

the common objectives of defeating the foreign coalition forces in Afghanistan and 

overthrowing the “pro-American” government of Pakistan but did not have cohesive unity or 

a single command structure. Some 14 of these militant groups, divided by tribe or region in 

the FATA and NWFP, got together and formed Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP), an 

umbrella organization for the Pakistani Taliban, in December 2007. Although the TNSM was 

a constituent part of the TTP, it kept its operational independence. Baitullah Mehsud was 

appointed as head of the TTP. Hafiz Gul Bahadur, a Wazir militant leader from North 

Waziristan, was appointed as his deputy. Enforcement of Sharia, uniting against NATO 

forces in Afghanistan, and carrying out “defensive Jihad” against the Pakistan army were the 

founding objectives of the TTP.115They were against the Pakistani military which they 

considered as an instrument in the hands of the United States for the promotion of American 

agenda in the region.116 The most important thing with regard to the TTP from the American 

perspectives was this militant outfit’s links with the Afghan Taliban. Every constituent 

militant faction, wishing to join the TTP, was required to commit itself to enforce Sharia and 

to be loyal to Mullah Omer. In this way Baitullah Mehsud wanted to obtain more legitimacy 

among the Afghans.117 

With the emergence of the TTP as the dominant element in Waziristan in 2007, the 

government of Pakistan, especially the ISI, adopted the strategy of backing Pukhtun rivals to 

Baitullah Mehsud and other insurgent leaders. Pakistan allied itself with Maulvi Nazir, a 

Pakistani Taliban leader in South Waziristan. In Maulvi Nazir the ISI found a counterweight 

to Baitullah Mehsud. Similarly, in Khyber Agency the ISI supported Haji Namdar. With the 
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ISI support and a mixture of persuasion, bribery, and force, he was able to keep open in 2007 

the coalition supply route from Karachi to Kabul through Khyber Pass.118 

The insurgents in Pakistan started attacks on transport vehicles carrying goods for the US-led 

coalition in Afghanistan through supply lines from the port of Karachi to Afghanistan. In 

June 2008 alone, 44 trucks of supplies with 220,000 gallons of fuel were lost by the US and 

coalition partners on this route in Pakistan in attacks or other events.119 But the insurgents let 

most of the supply transport vehicles pass in lieu of bribes and protection money in order to 

get financial benefits.  

3.4.5 The Swat Operation 

By 2009, the Tehreek-e-Nefaz-e-Shariat-e-Mohammadi (TNSM) headed by Maulana Sufi 

Mohammad had gained tremendous following in Swat and Malakand region of the North 

West Frontier Province (NWFP). The TNSM radio broadcasts threatened anyone who 

opposed them with dire punishment. The result was that 700 of the 1,700 Frontier 

Constabulary and Frontier Police in Swat deserted.120 Moreover, a video appeared in which 

the Taliban in Swat were shown flogging a young girl.121 This video was circulated and 

shown on national television.  This was followed by the TNSM leader Sufi Mohammad’s 

controversial speech in a public gathering at the Grassy Ground in Mingora, the main city of 

Swat District in which he denounced the 1973 Constitution of Pakistan, Parliament, and 

courts as against Islam and demanded the implementation of real Islam throughout Pakistan. 

The main goal of the Pakistani Taliban in the summer of 2009 was to capture the Swat 

Valley and its adjoining districts. “Over the past three years, the Taliban movement in Swat 

had grown enormously, its ranks swelled by Afghans, Central Asians, Al Qaeda, and 

tribesmen from FATA.”122 

Maulana Fazlullah, a former ski-lift operator, a self-styled mullah and the son-in-law of 

Maulana Sufi Mohammad, was the undisputed leader of the Swat Taliban. He had been 
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successful in spreading his message to the people over FM radio stations for the past three 

years. Mullah Fazlullah had even invited Osama bin Laden to come to Swat and live there 

under his protection. The capturing of Swat by al Qaeda and the Taliban was fraught with the 

danger of these militants gaining control over roads leading to cities of northern Pakistan, 

including Islamabad, and a route to the battlefields of Afghanistan and Kashmir.123 By the 

end of April 2009, the Taliban had penetrated into the districts of Buner, Shangla, and Dir 

and were in a position to threaten several major towns in the province.  

The United States was greatly concerned over the growing strength of the Taliban in the 

strategically important Swat valley. The Taliban were just ninety miles away from 

Islamabad. This fact and the prospect that the Taliban could topple the Pakistani government 

and lay their hands on the nuclear weapons of Pakistan were a matter of great concern for the 

Obama Administration. In this respect Secretary of State Hillary Clinton expressed her 

concern on April 25 that any failure of the Pakistani government to defeat the Taliban could 

result in the militant gaining control over the nuclear arsenals of Pakistan.124 On April 28, 

President Obama called a special meeting of his cabinet to discuss the national security 

situation arising as a result of the crisis in Swat. The US president expressed his grave 

concern over the situation in Pakistan and the fragility of the civilian government over 

there.125 

Pakistan decided to start operation against militants in Swat. Operation Rah-e-Rast was 

started against the Taliban in Swat and the adjoining areas in April 2009.  Some 3.5 million 

people were internally displaced as a result of the operation. This was one of the biggest 

internal displacements ever in the history.126 The operation was conducted in an efficient 

manner. The operation continued for a short span of four months in which some 12,000-

15,000 troops took part and effectively overcame some 4,000 insurgents. The militants were 

mostly local but also included some Tajiks and Uzbeks.127 For the first time, troops were 

withdrawn from the Indian border after India pledged not to escalate tensions with 
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Pakistan.128 In a period of three months the internally displaced persons, uprooted as a result 

of the operation, were brought back to their homes. It was the largest operation ever 

undertaken against the Pakistani Taliban. By June, the insurgency in Swat had been 

suppressed as a result of a fierce fighting in which 300 soldiers and 2,000 militants had been 

killed. The top leaders of the Swat Taliban, including Mullah Fazlullah, managed to escape 

to Afghanistan and tribal areas of Pakistan. The military learnt a lesson from this operation 

that its operations could only succeed when fully supported by public opinion.129 

The United States appreciated the military operation in Swat. President Obama, in his 

meeting with President Zardari in May 2009, praised the Swat Operation and said that it 

should have taken place quite earlier and that there should not have been a deal with the 

Taliban before the operation. Zardari told him that the deal with the Taliban was made to 

show to the world the real face of the Taliban that they were struggling for power and were 

not interested in Islam. The violation of the terms of the deal by the Taliban turned public 

opinion in Pakistan against them.130 But on that occasion, in his meeting with Zalmay 

Khalilzad, former US ambassador to Iraq, Afghanistan, and UN, Zardari was quite open and 

frank. Zardari accused the US of providing assistance to the Pakistani Taliban. Zardari 

blamed the US was not taking action against the Pakistani Taliban despite information being 

provided against these Taliban to the CIA. The US diplomat negated the charges.131 The 

United States increased its cooperation with Pakistan in the field of counterinsurgency after 

the Swat operation.132The United State appreciated military operations in Swat but at the 

same time urged the Pakistan to conduct military operations in the FATA, especially in North 

Waziristan where they believed al Qaeda leaders, Afghan Taliban, and the Haqqani were 

based.133 
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3.4.6 Counter-Insurgency Operation in South Waziristan  

The successful culmination of the Swat operation encouraged the Pakistani political and 

military elite. From 2009, Pakistan gave up negotiations as a tactic of choice in dealing with 

insurgency in Pakistan. It adopted the policy of supporting rivals to the insurgent leaders in 

the FATA and launching military operations offensives against those leaders whose actions 

threatened Pakistan.134Baitullah Mehsud was assassinated in a US drone attack in August 

2009. He was succeeded by Hakimullah Mehsud as head of the TTP after an internal power 

struggle.135 This situation was not favorable for the security managers of Pakistan. Moreover, 

some high profile terrorist attacks such as on a police training camp in Lahore and on the Sri 

Lankan cricket team, and the June 12, 2009 assassination of the highly respected scholar Dr. 

Sarfaraz Naeemi in Lahore, turned public opinion against the militants. 

No other option had been left with political and military leaders of Pakistan than to carry out 

an operation against the militants in FATA. It was under these circumstances that the 

Pakistani military started the Operation Rah-e-Nijat against the insurgents in South 

Waziristan Agency in October 2009.  Strict action against the militants could no longer be 

delayed in view of a spate of terror attacks, especially attack on the General Headquarters of 

the army in Rawalpindi and three police centers in Lahore.136 By the mid-November, the 

army and FC troops had secured the area from the TTP elements and established their own 

posts in important places. The operation was a major blow to the TTP and al Qaeda’s local 

and foreign affiliates. Like the operation in Swat, in this operation also the Army had the 

support of the public.137 The Pakistani insurgents responded to this operation by the military 

with a spate of terrorist activities throughout the country.138The government also exploited 

differences between various Taliban factions which helped the military in defeating the 

militants. The military was able to win the support of Maulvi Nazir group in Wana (South 

Waziristan) and Hafiz GulBahadur in North Waziristan which weakened position of the 

militants. There was another militant commander Misbahullah, an opponent of Baitullah 
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Mehsud, who assisted the security agencies by providing intelligence about militants 

belonging to Baitullah group even in Islamabad and Karachi.139 

The United States supported these operations against the Pakistani insurgents. When Pakistan 

started operations against its own Taliban, the United States supported the initiative. It was 

an issue of great delight for the US policy-makers that Pakistan considered the militancy in 

FATA as its own problem to be resolved. Col Patrick McNiece of the United States, deputy 

intelligence director of ISAF, said in 2009 that “Pakistan’s leadership knows the FATA’s 

problem is their problem, not India or the US”140 The US Central Command Commander, 

Gen David Petraeus appreciated “heartening work by the Pakistani military and Frontier 

Corps.” He said that Pakistan was “determined to hold and build, not clear and leave.”141 The 

fact that Taliban had threatened the very existence of Pakistan and the Pakistani response to 

the challenge in shape of operations and public resentment against the Taliban was seen by 

the US administration as strategic shift in the Pakistani state policy towards its home-grown 

terrorists. National Security Advisor General Jones expressed jubilation over the new shift in 

the Pakistani policy. He said appreciated supported by the Pakistani population to the army’s 

operations against the militants.142 

The US contributed to Pakistan’s efforts through aid and intelligence sharing. It also 

provided training to the FC personnel. The US also provided the FC and army with 

equipment which they needed such as the light weight body armor. Helicopters and air 

assault training were also provided to the army. But the United States had reservations that 

Pakistan took action against only those groups which were threatening its own interests but 

did nothing against sanctuaries of the Afghan insurgents based in FATA.143 One thing was 

more heartening for the Americans in this respect; as against the past, most Pakistanis were 
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supporting military actions against the homegrown militants. This was quite unimaginable 

few years ago.144 

The US urged Pakistan to launch military operations in North Waziristan also where they 

believed the al Qaeda leaders, the Taliban and the Haqqani Network had their sanctuaries. 

These groups, especially the Haqqani network, were allegedly planning strikes against 

NATO forces in Afghanistan as well as terrorist attacks in the West, including the mainland 

of the US. In this respect, President Obama wrote a letter to President Zardari and asked him 

to start operation in North Waziristan against the militants so that Pakistan and the United 

States could become “long-term strategic partners.” The letter was handed over to the 

Pakistani president by General James L. Jones, the national security advisor, who also 

warned that the United States would strike anywhere in Pakistan if senior al Qaeda leaders 

were found there.145 General Stanley McChrystal, the US military commander in Afghanistan 

urged Pakistan in May 2010 to take action against these groups after investigation revealed 

that the failed bomb attack in Times Square had been plotted in the FATA.146 

But the Pakistani army was reluctant to act because it had already lost thousands of soldiers 

in FATA in actions against the militants. The Pakistani military and paramilitary forces did 

not want to augment the difficulties of the local people who had already suffered greatly. 

Any action was bound to bring bad name to the military. “When the United States next urged 

the army to advance into North Waziristan, the army declined, saying it would do so at its 

own choosing and in its own time.”147 

Up to 2013, the Pakistani security and intelligence agencies regarded India, not terrorists, as 

the greatest threat to the security of their state. However, there occurred a paradigm shift in 

their security calculus. They began to see domestic militancy, not India, as the greatest threat 

to Pakistan’s security.148This was regarded by Western circles as a great shift in the military 
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calculus and strategic thinking of the Pakistani security establishment. The West, especially 

the United Sates, had long been urging Pakistan to treat militancy and terrorism, not India, as 

the greatest threat to their security.  

3.5 US’ Fear of Terrorist Attack on its Mainland 

There was another dimension of the problem of terrorists’ presence in Pakistan in connection 

with security of the United States and its European allies. The terrorists posed not only 

security threat to the US and NATO forces in Afghanistan in terms of cross-border attacks 

from the Pakistani soil; al Qaeda operatives could also pose threat to the American mainland 

and Europe by using Pakistan as training base. Al Qaeda was able to use its relationship with 

Pakistani-based groups to implement its strategy of striking at the “primary enemy”, that is 

Europe and the United States. These groups had previously limited their operations to 

striking targets in the region.149 Several such attempts had been made by the al Qaeda and its 

affiliated groups. The London bombings of July 7, 2007 were the most successful in this 

respect. Four British citizens, three of whom were of Pakistani origin, blew themselves up on 

British public transport vehicles in which fifty-eight people were killed and more than seven 

hundred wounded. Al Qaeda claimed responsibility for these terrorist acts. 150 The United 

States felt an existential threat to its very mainland and the land of its allies from the 

terrorists using the soil, safe havens and training facilities of Pakistan, its close ally in the war 

against terror.  

In July 2007, the Bush administration officials in the Defense and State officials issued 

statements to the effect that the United States might send forces to Pakistani tribal territory if 

there was actionable intelligence of terrorists planning an attack therefrom on the United 

States and its people.151 These statements of the officials of the Bush administration 

provoked a strong effect in Pakistan. A spokesman of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 

Pakistan warned that any US military action in Pakistan would be “irresponsible and 
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dangerous” which would be resented by the Pakistanis. He made it clear that any such act 

“inside our territory would be unacceptable.”152 

In 2009, hectic investigative efforts by the FBI led to the capture of two US residents who 

had been trained by al Qaeda or one of its affiliates in ‘safe havens’ in FATA. The first to be 

arrested on September 19, 2009 was Najibullah Zazai, 24, in Denver. Zazai had been 

assigned the mission of detonating up to 14 rucksack bombs aboard New York City subway 

cars. Another al Qaeda operative, David Coleman Headley, was arrested in Chicago. He was 

plotting a terrorist attack in Europe. Soon, new intelligence reports showed that some 100 

westerners including many with US passports or visas were being trained in Pakistani 

training camps of al Qaeda. It seemed al Qaeda had changed its strategy. The new strategy 

aimed at smaller operations requiring one man and one bomb.153 

The Zazai and David Headley arrests and revelations further aroused Americans to the 

seriousness of the al Qaeda ‘safe havens’ in Pakistan. President Obama sent a high level 

delegation to Islamabad with a personal letter to president Zardari on November 13. In his 

letter president Obama suggested a more formal “long-term strategic” partnership with 

Pakistan for future. Referring to “recent arrests in the United States of individuals with ties to 

militants in Pakistan,” the reference was to Zazai and David Headley, Obama stressed for 

close cooperation between Pakistan and the United States.  In an obvious reference to the 

LeT, Obama said that such “proxy groups” would no longer be tolerated.154 

The American officials asked what would have been the consequences for Pakistan-United 

States relations had these al Qaeda operatives been succeeded in committing their acts of 

terrorism. This was a warning to Pakistan that if, in future, a terrorist attack in the US was 

found to have been planned in Pakistan, the US would strongly react. Jones’ message to 

Pakistan was that it could get anything from the US in terms of weapons, trade deals and 

money if Pakistan went along the US line on the issue of terrorism. He said that the US did 

not want military presence or bases in Pakistan as it had in Afghanistan, Germany or Japan. 
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What the United States wanted from Pakistan was to take strong action against the terrorists 

who were posing security threats to the United States.155 

The failed Times Square terrorist attempt was an important event in shaping Americans’ 

views about Pakistan’s connection with terrorism. On May 2, 2010, a car full of explosives 

was detected and neutralized by security agencies before being exploded. It could have 

caused devastating impact had it not been foiled. The owner of the car, Faisal Shahzad, was 

arrested while trying to leave the country. Before that he had spent five months in Pakistan 

where he had allegedly got training in the camps of jihadi organizations. He was the son of 

an ex-air vice marshal in the Pakistan Air Force (PAF) and had studied in the United 

States.156 This incident further increased Americans’ distrust about Pakistani immigrants and 

according to some analysts “reconfirmed the inability of the Pakistani authorities to deal with 

terrorist networks… or…their complacent attitude towards them.”157 General Stanley 

McChrystal, the US military commander in Afghanistan, exerted pressure on the Pakistan 

army to launch operation against militants in FATA after it was revealed as a result of 

investigation that the failed bomb attack in the Times Square had been plotted in the tribal 

areas of Pakistan.158 

A few days after the futile attempt of Faisal Shahzad to detonate a bomb in Times Square in 

New York, president Obama sent a high level delegation to Pakistan on May 10, 2010. The 

delegation included James Jones, the National Security Advisor, Leon Panetta, the Director 

CIA, and Lt.-Gen. Douglas E. Lute, senior advisor and co-coordinator for Afghanistan and 

Pakistan. The delegation pointed out that the main character of the Times Square incident, 

Faisal Shahzad, had been trained by the TTP.  The delegation made it clear that had Faisal 

Shahzad succeeded in his attempted plan, the consequences would not have been good for 

relations between Pakistan and the United States. The Obama administration would have 

definitely taken action against Pakistan. They warned that in future any terrorist acts 

committed on the US mainland having links with Pakistani militant organizations would have 

negative consequences for Pakistan. The CIA director alleged that the TTP were planning 
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further attacks on the US mainland. The Americans also spoke about the LeT. James Jones 

said that the LeT commander and perpetrator of the 2008 Bombay attacks was in detention of 

Pakistani authorities and directing LeT operations from his detention center. He pointed out 

that the LeT was involved in some recent attacks in Afghanistan. He said that intelligence 

showed that it was threatening attacks in the US also.159 In their report to President Obama, 

the delegation stated that Pakistanis did see the problem of terrorism with the same sense of 

urgency as did the Americans. If there were regular terrorist attacks in Pakistan, the traumatic 

effect of a single, small act were beyond their comprehension. If there was any terrorist 

attack, the Pakistanis pointed out, on the US mainland, something could be done after the 

event.160 

But it was quite difficult for the Pakistani army to launch operation in this inhospitable 

terrain where it had lost many soldiers in combats against the militants. There existed a huge 

gap between what the United States expected from Pakistan and what Pakistan did or could 

do in this respect. What was clear was that the United States felt two-way threat from the 

existence of the terrorists’ ‘safe havens’ in Pakistan. On the one hand, the terrorists launched 

attacks, as asserted by the United States’ political and military elite, against the US and 

NATO forces in Afghanistan, and on the other hand, these terrorists posed direct physical 

threat to very mainland of the United States and its European allies. So, there was 

tremendous pressure on Pakistan to cope with the menace of the terrorists’ safe havens on its 

soil. 

3.6 Pakistan-US Security Partnership and Afghanistan  

Pakistan and Afghanistan respectively remained in the Western and Soviet blocs during the 

Cold war. The Soviet Union acquired great influence in the civil and military apparatus of 

Afghanistan. The overthrow of monarchy by Sardar Mohammad Daoud in 1973, and 

assassination of Sardar Daoud by a coup orchestrated by the People’s Democratic Party of 

Afghanistan (PDPA) had the backing of the Soviet Union. The United States did not 

adversely react to these activities because Afghanistan had been taken for granted to be in the 

Soviet sphere of influence. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan altered the geo-political 
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situation of the region and threatened security and strategic interests of both the United States 

and Pakistan; a political situation which they tried to reverse by covertly supporting the 

resistance to the Soviet occupation. 

After the withdrawal of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan as a result of the Geneva Accords 

of 1988, the United States lost interest in this region. The civil war continued in Afghanistan 

after the withdrawal of the Soviet Union which resulted in the emergence of the Taliban in 

1994 which was recognized only by Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and United Arab Emirates (UAE) 

but not by the United States. The only interest the United States had in Afghanistan during 

the Taliban era was to persuade the Taliban to hand over Osama bin Laden to be tried for 

terrorist acts against the United States. The 09/11 Incident perpetrated by the al Qaeda, and 

refusal of the Afghan Taliban regime to hand over Osama bin Laden to the United States 

resulted in the invasion of Afghanistan by the US. Pakistan, taking a U-turn on its Afghan 

policy, abandoned its long-held allies, the Taliban, and provided logistic and intelligence 

support to the United States in the overthrow of the Taliban regime operation against the 

Taliban and al Qaeda remnants. A new era in the relations between Pakistan and the United 

States started, with ups and down, in which developments in Afghanistan acted as the most 

dominant factor in determining the nature and direction of relations between Pakistan and the 

United States. 

3.7 Pakistan-US Convergences and Divergences on Afghanistan 

The main strategic objective of the United States after the 9/11 was to pursue the al Qaeda 

and Taliban remnants in Afghanistan and to apprehend them so that they did not regain 

control over Afghanistan. The US policy aimed at bringing the anti-Taliban forces together 

and arranging the post-Taliban set-up. The Taliban had been defeated but not crushed. The 

United States needed Pakistan’s assistance because most of the al Qaeda and Taliban 

operatives were believed to have crossed over to Pakistan after having been dislodged from 

power in 2001-2002.  

Pakistan, which had taken a complete U-turn over its Taliban policy and abandoned its 

proxies under the US pressure and assisted fully in the dismantling of the Taliban regime, 

expected that its legitimate security interests in Afghanistan would be protected in the future 
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set-up. What emerged in Afghanistan after the overthrow of the Taliban was quite contrary to 

the expectations of the security managers of Pakistan. Pakistani policy-makers saw the post-

9/11 US’ Afghan policy and its broader approach to South Asia in terms of an unfriendly 

government in Kabul and a growing regional imbalance in favor of India.161 After the 9/11 

the main concern of the US was the overthrow of the Taliban government and capturing the 

al Qaeda leaders. Pakistan had committed itself to assist the US in the realization of these 

objectives.  

Pakistan, on its part, wanted a friendly government in Afghanistan so as to avoid past-like 

situation when Kabul and New Delhi had developed close nexus to the detriment of Pakistan. 

Pakistan had conveyed its fears in this respect to President Bush and got assurances that its 

concerns would be respected.162 Musharraf had urged President Bush to make a deal with the 

moderate Taliban so as to isolate the hardliners and the al Qaeda and to stop the NA from 

gaining control over Kabul.163 But with the overthrow of the Taliban, all worst fears of 

Pakistan came to realize. The Northern Alliance (NA) occupied Kabul against all the 

assurances of the US to Pakistan. To the nightmare of Pakistan, India gained tremendous 

influence in the post-Taliban set-up headed nominally by president Karzai but dominated 

wholly by the NA.  

The US invasion of Afghanistan, instead of reconciling Pakistan and the Northern Alliance, 

further widened the gulf between the two. The United States did nothing to reconcile 

Pakistan and the NA so as to alleviate Pakistan’s security concerns with regard to the future 

state of affairs in Afghanistan. The Northern Alliance leaders and cadres continued their 

animosity towards Pakistan which had their origin in the early 1990s when Pakistan first 

supported the Pukhtun warlord Gulbadin Hekmatyar and then the Taliban forces and the NA 

continued to get assistance from Iran, Russia and India.164 Between June and July 2002, the 

NA warlords sold out more than thirty Pakistani prisoners to India who were flown out from 
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Dushanbe, Tajikistan.165 This created great resentment in Pakistan. Thousands of Pakistani 

citizens were in the prisons of the Northern Alliance warlords. Severe tortures were meted 

out to these prisoners. They were released after huge amounts of ransom money were paid 

out by their family members.166This was not a good beginning for relations between Pakistan 

and the new Afghan set-up when Pakistan had taken a complete U-turn on its policy of 

supporting Taliban and provided all sort of assistance to the United States and its allies in 

overthrowing the Taliban government. 

Without assistance and support from Pakistan, neither the Taliban would have been defeated 

and their regime dismantled, nor would Karzai and his cohorts have ever come to power in 

Afghanistan. The future stability of Afghanistan and the region depended on close and 

cooperative relations between Pakistan and the new Afghan government. The short term goal 

of defeating the Taliban and dismantling their government had been achieved, but the most 

arduous and long-term tasks of bringing stability to and carrying out reconstruction, 

rehabilitation and reconciliation works in Afghanistan were yet to be initiated. These uphill 

tasks could not be achieved without the wholehearted support of Pakistan. For this to happen, 

it was necessary for the new government in Kabul and the United States to give a sense of 

confidence to Pakistan and demonstrate to it that it’s due strategic interests and objectives 

would be respected. But unfortunately that did not happen. Pakistan was the country he chose 

for his first foreign tour. He said that Afghans had nothing but good-will for Pakistan.167 But 

these words did not translate into reality. 

Pakistan’s main concern regarding the post-Taliban Afghanistan was to get a better 

understanding and accommodation of the interests of the Pukhtuns. Pakistan insisted that 

neglect or alienation of the Pukhtuns would not bring peace and stability to 

Afghanistan.168Pukhtuns constituted demographically the most dominant group in 

Afghanistan. Traditionally, they had been politically the most powerful group in the pre-1970 

Afghanistan. The Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in 1979 and the civil war after the fall of 

the Najeeb government in 1992 brought non-Pukhtuns such as Tajiks, Uzbeks and Hazaras 
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also into the limelight. Pakistan’s policy with regard to Afghanistan had traditionally been 

based on the principle of asserting the Pukhtuns domination. That is why Pakistan had given 

preference to the Pukhtun factions, especially the Hizb-e-Islami of Gulbadin Hekmatyar, 

among the resistance forces fighting against Soviet occupation of Afghanistan.169After the 

emergence of the Taliban in 1994, Pakistan supported them against all their internal enemies 

because they were Pukhtuns and Pakistan hoped they would be able to bring peace and 

stability to Afghanistan which was in the interest of Pakistan both to have access to energy-

rich Central Asia and to keep India, its arch rival, away from Afghanistan.170There was 

resentment among majority of the Pukhtuns over the overthrow of the Taliban government 

who considered it as a form of Pukhtun domination of Afghanistan. In the new set-up, the 

non-Pukhtuns were dominant and had support of foreigners, especially, the US They felt 

marginalized and even persecuted in the new system.171 

Pakistan opposed Karzai’s policy of giving India a dominant role in Afghanistan which was 

detrimental to the security of Pakistan. Pakistan vehemently criticized the Karzai government 

for having allowed India to open its consulates on areas near border with Pakistan such as in 

Kandahar and Jalalabad. The main motive of India behind these consulates was to do harm to 

Pakistan.172 This was a great threat to the security of Pakistan and a principal spoiler in 

relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan. 

The post-9/11 period Afghan rulers were also suspicious of Pakistan’s role in bringing 

stability in the war-torn Afghanistan. They saw Pakistan’s hand in the emergence of the 

Taliban after their defeat as a result of the US invasion in 2001. There was perception in 

Afghanistan that, when after the defeat of the Taliban in November 200, Pakistan was 

evacuating its military and intelligence personnel from Afghanistan in airplanes from an 

airfield in Kunduz in northern Afghanistan, senior Taliban leaders were also evacuated in 
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these airlifts. It was being done in the knowledge of the US generals.173The Taliban 

resistance gained momentum with the passage of time. By the 2005, it had been transformed 

into a full-fledged insurgency and had created greater difficulties for the ISAF/NATO forces 

and the Kabul government. The resistance had its greater intensity in the southern and eastern 

provinces bordering with Pakistan which led the US and Afghan government to believe that 

it had its links with elements in Pakistan. The United States’ main demands from Pakistan 

were to assist in suppressing the al Qaeda and the Afghan insurgents who had their 

sanctuaries in the tribal areas of Pakistan and, since 2010, to bring the Afghan insurgents into 

negotiations with the United States and the Afghan government for finding a peaceful 

settlement of the Afghan issue. These were difficult tasks for Pakistan and were fraught with 

great risks for its security and integrity either way. Differences and misperceptions between 

Pakistan and the United States revolved mostly around these two issues in so far as US’ 

expectations from Pakistan were concerned. There were mutual mistrusts between Pakistan 

and the US which gave rise to considerable differences of estimation between the two 

countries regarding the proper strategy in Afghanistan and how to deal with the wider 

insurgency.174 

3.8 The US’ Af-Pak Strategy and its aftermath 

It was evident during the 2008-presidential campaign that the democratic candidate Obama 

regarded Afghanistan and the tribal areas of Pakistan as the areas of special focus in his 

scheme of protecting American security interests. He regarded al Qaeda as the biggest 

security challenge who had their safe havens in the tribal territory of Pakistan. There could be 

no peace in Afghanistan, according to Obama, unless the problem of al Qaeda and the 

Taliban was dealt with in Pakistan and Afghanistan.175Candidate Obama had categorically 

stated that al Qaeda’s and Taliban’s sanctuaries in the tribal areas of Pakistan were the 

greatest threat to the security of Afghanistan and the United States. He said that as president, 

he would make assistance to Pakistan conditional with significant progress in closing 
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militants’ training camps on its soil and preventing the militants from using the Pakistani 

territory as a staging area for attacks in Afghanistan.176He warned that the US would take 

action in Pakistan against the militants if Pakistan itself failed to do so.177 

Obama’s serious concern with Afghanistan and Pakistan was reflected from the fact that a 

few days after his inauguration as president, he sent a high-level delegation led by Joe Biden, 

the vice-President-elect to Pakistan and Afghanistan in January 2009. The delegation made it 

clear to President Zardari that the situation in Afghanistan could not be corrected without the 

support of Pakistan. President Zardari told the American guests that Pakistan needed US 

financial assistance to convince its anti-American people of the utility of American 

friendship and deal with the militants who were more resourceful.178 This was followed a few 

days later by the visit of the CIA director, Leon Panetta, to Islamabad who pointed out to the 

Pakistani authorities that the command and control of the Taliban was in Quetta and called 

for a free movement of the CIA so as to assert more pressure on the Taliban senior 

leadership.179 The United State appreciated military operations in Swat but at the same time 

urged the Pakistan to conduct military operations in the FATA, especially in North 

Waziristan where they believed al Qaeda leaders, Afghan Taliban, and the Haqqani were 

based.180 

President Obama adopted a new policy for Pakistan and Afghanistan in March 2009. This 

policy was the product of an extensive inter-agency review of the decade-long US war in 

Afghanistan. The goals set out by the policy for Afghanistan and Pakistan were to disrupt, 

dismantle the al Qaeda and its affiliate militant elements and their safe-havens in the two 

countries. The new Policy set forth an integrated civilian and military strategy in order to 

handle the insurgency in Afghanistan and called for treating Afghanistan and Pakistan as one 

theater for diplomacy. This new approach was given the name of Af-Pak policy. The new 

strategy was formally announced at West Point in December 2009 under which President 
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Obama committed an additional 30,000 American troops to Afghanistan.181The new strategy 

treated Afghanistan and Pakistan as two states but one challenges. 

Thus Pakistan was bracketed with Afghanistan because its tribal areas along with the border 

were regarded as safe havens for al Qaeda and its affiliated militant organizations that carried 

out their terrorist activities in Afghanistan and the region. Thus more focus was placed on 

Pakistan than in the past and more significant increase in the US and international economic 

and military support for Pakistan was linked to Pakistan’s performance in counterterrorism 

efforts in the region.182Some subsequent steps were taken by the US in pursuance of the Af-

Pak strategy which included the Kerry-Lugar-Brman Act signed by President Obama in 

November 2009 under which Pakistan would receive $7.5 billion in US civilian assistance on 

a five-year basis, and the starting of the Strategic Dialogue with Pakistan for a long-term 

partnership in ten areas of cooperation such as energy and water, defense and security, and 

science and technology.183 

The term ‘Af-Pak’ coined by the Obama administration and the strategy adopted pursuant to 

it was criticized in Pakistan. It was pointed out that Pakistan and Afghanistan could not be 

equated with each other due to their different political, security and strategic positions. 

President Zardari, in an interview to the Financial Times rejected the Af-Pak strategy of 

linking the policy on Afghanistan and Pakistan with a view to end the Taliban insurgency in 

Afghanistan. He said that “Afghanistan and Pakistan are distinctly different countries and 

cannot be lumped together for any reason.”184Pakistanis believed that increased level of 

violence in Afghanistan was the result of the incompetence of the Karzai regime and its 

failure to establish its writ in rural areas of Afghanistan.185 
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3.9 Bilateral Security Agreement (BSA) between Afghanistan and the United States  

The need for a bilateral security agreement with Afghanistan was felt by the United States 

when the Chicago Summit Declaration on Afghanistan was issued on May 21, 2014 when the 

US-led International Security assistance Force (ISAF) and NATO members announced their 

pledge that their mission in Afghanistan would be terminated by the end of 2014. The 

introduction of the Bilateral Security Agreement was meant by the US to create a legal basis 

for their stay in Afghanistan after the end of 2014. The United States was much concerned 

with the security situation in Afghanistan after the withdrawal of the ISAF/NATO forces in 

the end of 2014. There was the fear of territories in Afghanistan falling to the Taliban along 

with the fear of violent contestation emerging among various Afghan ethnicities and power 

brokers. The US presence was also deemed necessary for operating drones from Afghanistan 

to hit terrorist targets in Pakistan.186 Sustained Western assistance and advice to ANDSF was 

considered critical for security environment in Afghanistan.187 The Bilateral Security 

Agreement (BSA) was signed by the Afghanistan and the United States on September 30, 

2014.  

The Afghan side demanded US guarantees against “Pakistan’s military interference” in 

Afghanistan, obliging the United States to take military action against Pakistan, which the 

United States emphatically rejected.188 The Bilateral Security Agreement (BSA) clearly 

stated that the United States would not obtain military bases or a presence in Afghanistan that 

would be a threat to its neighbors.189Pakistan supported the BSA and extended its support to 

it. But Pakistan also raised objection to Article 6 of the BSA which dealt with “external 

aggression” against Afghanistan. During the course of finalization of the BSA, Pakistan 

expressed concern over a portion of the Article 6 to the US authorities and remained engaged 
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with them to define “external aggression” and military assistance to Afghanistan in case of 

the “aggression.”190 

3.10  Issue of the TTP’s Safe Havens in Afghanistan  

One of the important issues which was related to Pakistan-Afghan relations but had its 

bearing on Pakistan’s relations with the United States was related to the Pakistani Taliban 

that had established their ‘safe havens’ in Afghanistan from where they carried terrorist 

activities against Pakistan. The Tehreek-e-Taliban Pakistan(TTP) militants had their camps 

in the provinces of Kunar, Nuristan, Paktika, Gardaiz, Paktia, and Nangarhar which they used 

as their launching pads for attacks against Pakistan.191 

Pakistan several times complained to Afghanistan about the unchecked crossing of the 

militants from Afghanistan. In February 2006, during President Karzai’s official visit to 

Pakistan, Prime Minister Shaukat Aziz raised this issue with the Afghan leader. The 

Pakistani prime minister expressed his dissatisfaction over what the Afghan government was 

doing in this respect and asked the Afghan president to do more.192The issue was raised in a 

meeting of the newly constituted “Core Group” of Pakistan, Afghanistan and the US held in 

Kabul in July 2011. In this meeting the US and Afghanistan reiterated their demand to 

Pakistan to take action against the “safe havens” of the Afghan insurgents on its soil. The 

Pakistani side alleged that the Pakistani Taliban, based in Afghanistan, attacked Pakistani 

forces on five separate occasions in Dir, and Mohmand and Bajauragencies.193 In October 

2011, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stressed the need for taking action against 

sanctuaries of the Taliban on both sides of the border.194 To a question that Pakistan always 

provided intelligence information about Mullah Fazlullah in Afghanistan but the US did not 

take action, Hillary Clinton said: “intelligence is sometimes actionable and sometimes not. 

And sometimes even when you act on intelligence, you are not successful.”195 
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The phased withdrawal of US forces from areas along the border in Afghanistan after 2011 

provided the Pakistani Taliban an opportunity to take refuge inside Afghanistan from where 

they began to target Pakistani military posts. According to some estimates, the TTP 

conducted 368 attacks in 2012 alone across the border on Pakistani check-posts in Chitral, 

Upper and Lower Dir, and the Kurram and Bajaur agencies in FATA.196  The Pakistani 

military responded by targeting hide-outs of the TTP in Afghanistan, thus inviting a strong 

condemnation from the Afghan authorities. 

After Operation Zarb-e-Azb was started by Pakistan in June 2014, a large number of 

Pakistani and foreign militants moved to Afghanistan and established their bases in Kunar, 

Nangarhar, and Nuristan provinces of Afghanistan. The operation was first started in North 

Waziristan agency. After two weeks of aerial bombardment, ground offensive was launched. 

In the first month of the start of the operation, 450 militants were killed. But no high-level 

TTP leaders were found; only mid-level Taliban militants were killed or captured. A military 

commander in North Waziristan stated in early July that most of the senior TTP militants had 

abandoned the tribal belt before start of the operation.197They had been launching terrorist 

attacks from their ‘safe havens’ in Afghanistan. Pakistani authorities repeatedly asked the 

Afghan government to take strong action against the TTP sanctuaries in Afghanistan, 

especially Mullah Fazlullah who had been residing in Kunar and Nuristan since 2009 when 

he fled from Swat as a result of the military operation there, but the Afghan authorities took 

no action. After start of the military operation in North Waziristan, Pakistan repeatedly asked 

Afghan authorities to take action against the TTP, especially Mullah Fazlullah.198 

The Afghan government was in league with the Pakistani Taliban and supported them. An 

Afghan journalist was reported to have told Express Tribune “Afghan intelligence and other 

security officials don’t touch Pakistani militants even if they pass security check-posts.199 

The links between the TTP and the ANDSF were not new. In October 2013, American forces 
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recovered Latif Mehsud, a senior TTP leader, from a car full of Afghan intelligence agents. A 

spokesperson of President Hamid Karzai termed Latif Mehsud as a “major asset” for the 

Afghan government. Karzai was so annoyed with Meshed’s arrest that he condemned it as a 

“challenge to Afghan sovereignty.”200 

The brutal killing of 148 innocent people, including 132 students, in Army Public School 

Peshawar in December 2014 had been planned by the Fazlullah-led TTP in Afghanistan and 

the perpetrators of the tragic incident had come from there according to the information of 

the DGISPR. Immediately after the incident, the COAS Gen Raheel Sharif flew to Kabul and 

demanded the Afghan and US authorities to extend cooperation with Pakistan against the 

TTP and other anti-Pakistan elements who had taken refuge in Afghanistan by taking action 

against them. The United States responded positively to Pakistan’s request and repeatedly 

targeted TTP bases in Afghanistan. Ashraf Ghani also took action against the TTP. He 

diverted Afghan soldiers from fighting against the Afghan Taliban in Helmand to deal the 

TTP at the Pakistani border.201 There were reports of a unified pursuit for Mullah Fazlullah 

and his TTP associates which involved the military forces of Pakistan, Afghanistan and the 

United States.202 Only on this occasion, Pakistan had full support of the US and Afghan 

authorities in pursuit of the TTP on the Afghan soil. 

The Pakistani authorities claimed that the Pakistani Taliban chief Mullah Fazlullah and his 

close associates were residing in Nuristan and Kunar provinces of Afghanistan. There was no 

cooperation from the Afghan government in taking action against these Pakistani militants.203 

Pakistanis also complained that the towers of the Afghan telecommunication companies near 

the Pakistan-Afghan border were dangerous for the anti-terrorism campaign because their 

SIMs (Subscriber Identity Modules) were being used by militants for correspondence in 

Pakistani territory. Pakistan urged the Afghan government to move away the towers from the 
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border areas.204 There were reportedly between 40,000 and one million active Afghan SIMs 

in Pakistan. These SIMs were being used in acts of terrorism, kidnapping for ransom and 

extortion etc.205The terrorists involved in the Army Public School incident had reportedly 

used Afghan cell phone SIMs. Pakistani authorities brought this fact into the notice of the 

Afghan government.206Members of terrorist organizations routinely used Afghan phone 

numbers for contacts with the Afghan and Pakistani reporters which confirmed that they had 

been planning and launching attacks in Pakistan from Afghan soil.207 

Pakistan believed that the Badaber Airbase attack on September 2015 had been planned in 

Afghanistan and coordinated from India. Pakistan urged the Afghan government to take 

action against the Pakistani Taliban who had taken refuge on the Afghan soil and were 

perpetrating acts of terrorism against Pakistan therefrom. The issue was discussed at a high-

level meeting attended by Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif and COAS Gen Raheel Sharif. Some 

of the participants called for conducting surgical strike in Afghanistan against the TTP 

terrorist camps but it was decided that this option would be adopted as a last resort. The 

Pakistani civilian and military leadership believed that, in view of the fact that Ashraf Ghani 

was under the pressure of the Afghan groups under profound influence of India, exerting 

diplomatic pressure on the Afghan government to take action against the Pakistani Taliban 

was better than resorting to direct military action in Afghanistan.208 

Besides the Taliban and Islamic militants, some Baloch separatists had also taken asylum in 

Afghanistan. Brahamdagh Bugti, the grandson of late Baloch tribal leader Nawab Akbar 

Bugti, was believed to have been residing in Afghanistan since the death of the elder Bugti in 

2006 up to 2011 when he took asylum in Switzerland. He was hosted in Afghanistan by the 

Karzai government along with other separatists belonging to the Bugti and Marri tribes.209 
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The Afghan government first denied that Brahamdagh and other Baloch separatists resided in 

Afghanistan but the Wiki leaks disclosed the fact of his presence in Afghanistan. President 

Karzai told UN officials in February 2009 that Brahamdagh was in Kabul. Karzai told 

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Boucher that Brahamdagh was not a terrorist because 

“fomenting an uprising does not make one a terrorist.”210 The presence of the Baloch 

separatists on the Afghan soil and the support provided to them by the Afghan government 

was a source of great concern for the civil and military establishments of Pakistan. That is 

why they conveyed their concerns and reservations, in this respect, to the Afghan authorities. 

But it seemed that the Afghan rulers did not pay any heed to Pakistan’s concerns in this 

matter.  

3.11 Pakistan and Political Settlement in Afghanistan 

The option of bringing the Afghan Taliban to negotiating table with the Afghan government 

had been considered by the US since the realization of by the US that they could not subdue 

the Taliban with brutal force. Pakistan had started peace deals with its own Taliban in 2004 

and up to 2008 made several deals with the Pakistani Taliban.211 The need for negotiations 

with the Taliban was strongly felt during the period between 2007 and 2010 due to high 

levels of violence and Taliban activity during the same period.212 The Taliban had emerged 

with full swing and the coalition forces were quickly realizing that there were no prospects of 

their winning against the Taliban. It was in these circumstances that the government in 

London floated the idea of reconciling the Taliban and reintegrating them in the Afghan 

society with the help of Pakistan.213 The United States first hinted its willingness to consider 

the option of talking to the ‘moderate’ elements of the Taliban leadership in March 2009, 

only a few months after the inauguration of Barack Obama as president.214 
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The Taliban side had also expressed their willingness to come to negotiations with the 

Afghan government for solution of the Afghan issue through peaceful means. In his Eid-ul-

Fitr message to the Afghan people in 2009, Mullah Mohammad Omer declared 

“independence” and an “Islamic System” as the main objectives of the Taliban. He said that 

these goals could not be achieved so long as the foreign forces were there in Afghanistan.215 

The environment was suitable as compared to the previous years for starting negotiations for 

a peaceful settlement of the Afghan issue. The willingness of those who mattered to the 

settlement of the Afghan issue to talk to the Taliban was a reflection of their realization that a 

pure military solution to the Afghan issue was a vain task. The main objective was to pursue 

the political aspect of engaging the insurgents in talks so as to induce them to abandon the 

militancy, cut-off their links with al Qaeda and respect the Afghan constitution.216 

The US strategic planners thought that Pakistan could play a very important role in bringing 

the Taliban to negotiating table with the Afghan government. During the first year of the 

Obama administration, some senior officials had started considering negotiating with the 

Taliban as one of the strategies for bringing peace to Afghanistan. Richard Holbrooke, the 

US Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan was one of them. He was of the view that if 

the Taliban could not be defeated in the battlefields, then the best option was to bring them 

into negotiating table with the Afghan government.217 The proponents of the reconciliation 

and reintegration hoped that an agreement between the Afghan government and the Taliban 

could be brokered and the insurgents would be brought back into Afghan society.218 

President Karzai was also in favor of reconciliation with the insurgents. He described them as 

“disenchanted brothers” and suggested to reach out to all the insurgent groups who were not 

part of al Qaeda.219 

Some important steps were taken to by the US, Afghan authorities and Pakistan to consider 

the prospects of bringing the Afghan Taliban to the negotiations foe settlement of the Afghan 

issue. In June 2010, a peace-Jirga sponsored by government in Kabul endorsed a plan to 
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reintegrate the Afghan insurgents into the society. It also requested the removal of the 

Taliban leaders from the UN black-list and called for talks with the Afghan insurgent 

groups.220There took some important meetings of the Pakistani intelligence and military 

officers with Afghan and US officials regarding the prospects of talks with the Haqqani 

Network.221 

Pakistan was in favor of talks with the Afghan insurgents. A senior Pakistani official said in 

2009 that “We have already been talking to the Taliban. If the US helps the process, some 

arrangements can be worked out for political arrangements.”222 It was very important for 

Pakistan to play a significant role in the reconciliation process so as to be part of setting 

terms of talks.223  The main strategic object of Pakistan in doing so was to ensure that any 

future political dispensation in Afghanistan accommodated Pakistan’s interests and did not 

raise the Durand Line issue.224 

The coalition partners were ready to give Islamabad an important role in facilitating the 

reconciliation. Both the US and UK were eager to seek Pakistan’s cooperation in the 

reconciliation. However, the Afghan government was not interested in the idea of Pakistan 

playing any significant role in this respect. They held that there could be no true Afghan-led 

reconciliation with the Afghan Taliban if Pakistan were to intervene in the process. Another 

reason put forward by them was that any “pervasive presence” of Pakistan during the talks 

would mean Kabul’s inability “to exercise real autonomy and sovereignty in its relations with 

its neighbors.”225  This posture of the government in Kabul was against the stated policy of 

the United States which supported central role of Pakistan in the reconciliation with the 

Afghan insurgents. India supported the Afghan government on this issue and opposed any 

major role for Pakistan in any reconciliation process.226 With this end in view, President 

 
220 Mat Waldman, “Dangerous Liaisons with the Afghan Taliban: The Feasibility and Risks of Negotiations,” 

Special Report (Washington D.C.: United States Institute of Peace, October 2010), p. 2.  
221 Karin Bulliard and Karen De Young, “Pakistan, Afghanistan Begins Talks about Dealings with Insurgents,” 

The Washington Post, June 19, 2010.  
222 “Front Line against the Taliban,” The Economist, November 28, 2009.  
223 Avinash Paliwal, “Pakistan-Afghan Relations since 2001,” in Christophe Jaffrelot ed., Pakistan at the 

Crossroads: Domestic Dynamics and External Pressures (Haryana: Randham House India, 2016), p. 201. 
224  Ibid. 
225  Avinash Paliwal, “Pakistan-Afghan Relations since 2001,” in Christophe Jaffrelot ed., Pakistan at the 

Crossroads: Domestic Dynamics and External Pressures (Haryana: Randham House India, 2016), p. 202.   
226  Ibid., p. 200. 



116 
 

 

Karzai did not allow the reconciliation process to move in the shape and form as envisioned 

during the London Conference although he had supported the idea of reconciliation with the 

Afghan insurgents. Instead, he formed the Afghan High Peace Council (AHPC) whose aim 

was to promote reconciliation on Afghan terms and keep Pakistan away from the process. 

Anyone of the insurgents willing to renounce violence, accept the Afghan constitution, and 

reintegrate with the Afghan society could do so through the High Peace Council (HPC). 

Anyone could use this channel.227Indian sources said that this initiative failed because 

Islamabad would arrest the person who wanted to negotiate with Kabul, or would pressurize 

his family. These sources believed that Pakistan maintained a forward diplomatic and 

military approach towards Afghanistan between 2007 and 2010. Pakistan, according to the 

Indian sources, did so to make it “sure that both Kabul and the coalition members did not 

undermine its domestic and regional interests.”228 

The HPC did succeed in establishing contacts with mid-level Taliban functionaries. In 

January 2011, an HPC delegation headed by Rabbani turned up Islamabad and held talks 

with the Pakistani leaders in which the two sides decided to set up a Joint Peace Commission 

of their diplomatic, military and intelligence officials, with authorization to assist the Afghan 

political settlement process through direct negotiations with the insurgents.229 

There was, however, confusion with regard to US’ and Kabul government’s quest for 

reconciliation with the Taliban. Many questions such as concessions and incentives to the 

Taliban and the red lines remained unanswered in the proposed peace plans.230 There were 

concerns in the minds of the NA opposition leaders and Indians that the reconciliation deal 

might offer too much to the Taliban.231 Washington, in principle, expressed its support for 

resolving the Afghan entanglement through negotiations, however, there existed varying 
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degrees of skepticism among senior Obama administration officials regarding prospects for a 

deal.232 

The first known direct contacts between the Afghan Taliban and the United States began in 

November 2010 in Munich, Germany, when US officials held a meeting with Tayyab Agha, 

a representative of Mullah Omer for talks brokered by German officials and the Qatari royal 

family. Two other rounds of talks were held in Germany and Doha in 2011 before the 

establishment of the Taliban office in Doha in January 2012.233 These talks were related to 

prisoners exchange between the United States and the Taliban: five Taliban detainees in 

Guantanamo Bay in exchange for an American soldier, Bowe Bergdahl. But the talks failed 

due to refusal of the Taliban to certify that the released persons would not join fighting the 

US forces in Afghanistan, and resistance in the US Congress to any idea of prisoners release 

because of election campaign.234 One reason of the failure of these initiatives was that neither 

the Karzai government nor Pakistan was part of the efforts. However, an important 

development was that as a result of these parleys, the United States sponsored some concrete 

steps such as separating Taliban from al Qaeda in the UN Security Council’s list of Most 

Wanted Terrorists in June 2011.235 

 After the assassination of Osama bin Laden in May 2011, people in the US and all over the 

world expected Obama to end the decade-old Afghan war. It was to kill or capture Osama 

that the US went to war in Afghanistan. Now with the death of Osama, Obama was left with 

no pretext or justification to carry on the war.236 Political thinking in Washington was 

focused on bringing changes in their Afghan policy in the light of the situation arising as a 

result of Osama’s assassination. Senior officials of the administration were engaged in 

discussions and strategy sessions about how to convert the Osama’s killing into a spark that 

could ignite peace talks. They considered bin Laden’s death as the “beginning of the 
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endgame” in Afghanistan which changed the whole lot and presented a prospect for a 

political settlement that did not exist before.237 

There was a clear indication that the Americans had seriously started work on finding a 

political solution to the Afghan problem by trying to find ways to bring the Taliban into 

negotiations with the government in Kabul. In June 2011, President Obama formally 

announced his policy of reconciliation between the Afghan government and the Taliban 

insurgents. He said that there could be no peace in Afghanistan without political settlement. 

He made it clear that the Talks must be led by the Afghan government, and the Taliban must 

break with al Qaeda, abandon violence, and abide by the Afghan Constitution as a quid pro 

quo for talks.238The same points as stated by the President in his policy speech with regard to 

reconciliation with the Taliban were reiterated by Hillary Clinton, Secretary of State, in her 

testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on June 23. The Creation of the 

“Core Group” consisting of Afghanistan, Pakistan, and the United States was also a step 

towards a political solution of the Afghan issue.239 Secretary Clinton also stressed that 

closing the gap between Afghanistan and Pakistan was a “lynchpin of this entire effort.” She 

cited the launching of a Joint Peace Commission and the full implementation of the Pakistan-

Afghan Transit Trade Agreement on June 12 as significant steps in this direction. In the 

month of June, 2011, the military commanders of Pakistan, Afghanistan and the US held a 

meeting. The object of the meeting was, most probably, to talk about the coordination of 

action against the rebels on both sides of the Pakistan-Afghan border but security analysts 

believed that they also discussed mechanisms for developing contacts with the insurgents, 

conditions for talks and the prospects for success.240 

The Afghan Taliban also favored negotiations with the Americans for a political solution of 

the Afghan issue. For this purpose, they opened an office in Doha, Qatar, in January 2012.241 
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Although the establishment of the office in Doha did not mean international recognition of 

the Taliban or their representatives, Doha was considered as the opportunity for establishing 

confidence-building between the US and Taliban representatives and reflected a change in 

the attitude and policy of both the sides.242  However, the establishment of a direct line of 

communication between the United States and the Afghan insurgents meant that the role of 

Pakistan and Afghanistan would become marginal. It was clear that the Doha process would 

weaken the hands of the Afghan government against the insurgents. Disappointed with the 

attitude of the US, President Karzai cancelled all talks with the insurgents from his side.243 

But there were some intricate issues in bringing Taliban to negotiations with the Afghan 

government and Washington. Which groups, out of many factions, should be acknowledged 

as genuine negotiating partners and what concessions should be offered to them for 

successful talks? What powers would be given to the Taliban in the future Afghan set-up to 

persuade them for joining in the negotiations. Washington was in favor of accommodating 

the reconcilable elements of the Quetta Shura but was not ready to include the Haqqani 

network. Pakistan wanted the Haqqani Network to be part of the negotiations along with the 

Quetta Shura and the Hizb-e-Islami of Gulbadin Hekmatyar.244 The Northern Alliance 

elements were also distrustful of any future outcome. Another intricate issue was the 

composition of the future set-up in which all ethnic groups would be duly represented.245 

Afghanistan had been historically dominated by the Pukhtuns which was resented by the 

non-Pukhtuns. The post-Taliban scenario was dominated by Tajik-led Northern Alliance 

(NA) to the exclusion of the Pukhtuns. One of the most important issues regarding 

reconciliation with the Taliban was to get the support of the Taliban leader Mullah 

Mohammad Omer for any cease-fire or power sharing deal on whose head Washington had 
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offered $10 million reward. The United States sought to trace him out and make contact with 

him.246 

The policies of the United States, on the ground, were not in tune with the declared 

objectives of bringing the Afghan insurgent groups into negotiations with the US and the 

Afghan government. There was a clear “tension in US policy between the declared goal of 

pursuing a negotiated settlement and a military strategy still centered on kinetic actions.”247 

The US Special Forces had been conducting an intense campaign of “kill-or-capture” raids 

against the Taliban to eliminate their mid-level commanders and degrade them. These raids 

provoked sharp criticism from President Karzai. The Afghans made calls to end these deadly 

operations. According to NATO officials, there were around 2,832 special operations raids 

between April and July. The undertaking in which the US Chinook helicopter was destroyed 

was one such operation.248 

Similarly, drone attacks were intensified in the North Waziristan against the Pakistani 

Taliban. There was confusion over what the US hoped to achieve by simultaneously killing 

and talking to the Taliban leaders. It was in these circumstances that the US expected 

Pakistan to help facilitate contacts with the Afghan insurgents and, simultaneously, to take on 

those Taliban leaders who were opposed to reconciliation. This was a barely a hopeful 

situation for sober talks. A change of course was essential, especially when Taliban had 

indicated their willingness for a political settlement in statements posted on their websites.249 

Moreover, there was no convergence of views between Pakistan on the one hand and the 

United States and the Afghan government on the other with regard to the strategy to be 

adopted towards the reconciliation process in Afghanistan. Pakistan favored an even-handed 

all-inclusive reconciliation process representing all factions of the Afghan-divide, including 

the Taliban groups operating from its soil.250 The United States and the Afghan government 

wanted to weaken the Taliban and then force them to negotiate from a position of weakness 

rather than from a position of equality. They dictated terms to the Taliban including breaking 
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ties with al Qaeda, renouncing violence, and abiding by the Afghan Constitution or to be 

prepared “to face the consequences of being tied to al Qaeda as an enemy of international 

community.”251 Both Pakistan and the United States were suspicious of each other in this 

respect. Pakistan wanted the United States to deliver the road-map for peace process which 

the US avoided to deliver. The US attempted to establish direct contacts with the Afghan 

Taliban on the Pakistani soil which was resented by Pakistan.252 

The above-mentioned state of affairs reflected confusion in the Obama administration about 

their policy in Afghanistan. Different parts of the administration seemed to follow different 

courses. It appeared that the White House and the State Department wanted the reconciliation 

process to be speeded up and the military strategy to be recalibrated to support that objective. 

The Pentagon and the CIA did not seem to follow this course. The Pentagon regarded 

prospects of negotiations with the Taliban as a confession of failure to win the war. The 

position of the CIA was clear from the sustained use of drones to hit the Haqqani Network in 

North Waziristan. The operational strategy of the US was in dissonance with its stated goal 

of looking for a negotiated end to the war.253 

There was no coherent US strategy for talks with the insurgents. Even these early contacts 

ran into difficulties after they were leaked to the media which prompted an abrupt Taliban 

denial of any Talks with the US officials. The prevalent atmosphere of mutual mistrust and 

suspicion was not suitable for meaningful dialogue.254 There were doubts among various 

circles with regard to the seriousness of the United States in supporting negotiations with the 

Afghan insurgents. According to a European diplomat: “They (Americans) don’t 

compromise, their model is winning…they have a tragically different perception of what a 

political solution means.”255 There was no clear position of the US on negotiations.  
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Pakistan had long been advocating peace-building measures for advancing the reconciliation 

process. It stressed the importance of taking measures for securing a political settlement. 

Pakistan argued that a mutual reduction of forces would be helpful for creation of the 

political conditions for dialogue. For this purpose, Pakistan proposed a three-phased 

roadmap. The first phase called for a mutual reduction of violence to create the conditions for 

peace efforts. The second phase called for the Taliban to forsake al Qaeda which was the 

most important strategic goal shared by the core group. The third and final stage related to 

acceptance of the Afghan Constitution by the Taliban followed by discussions for 

amendments to arrive at a new constitutional consensus.256 

Pakistan had two main objectives in mind while searching for a negotiated settlement for 

Afghanistan; one, the settlement would not lead to a negative spillover to Pakistan such as 

creating instability in Pakistan or causing resentment among Pakistani Pukhtuns; two, 

whichever government was in Afghanistan, must not be antagonistic towards Pakistan and 

must not allow its territory to be used against strategic interests of Pakistan.257 These 

objectives could be achieved through the installment of an all-inclusive government in Kabul 

with adequate Pukhtun representation that was recognized by all political and ethnic stake-

holders in Afghanistan.258 

In 2012, Pakistan and Afghanistan made significant moves towards each other. They sent 

strong signals towards each other that they shared an interest in a stable Afghanistan after the 

withdrawal of the American forces in 2014. The two countries agreed to establish a joint 

peace commission to make contacts with the Afghan Taliban insurgents in North Waziristan 

agency in 2012.259In December 2012, Pakistan and Afghanistan held talks in Turkey in 

connection with peace and reconciliation in Afghanistan. In this conference the two countries 

also discussed the “Peace Process Roadmap to 2015” which had been drafted by the High 
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Peace Council in which Pakistan was given a central role in facilitating the process of 

reconciliation in Afghanistan.260 

In 2012, a perception was growing in the US that Pakistan was not sincere in bringing the 

Afghan Taliban into negotiation table with the Afghan government. Many in the US believed 

that Pakistan was creating hurdles in the way of the Taliban-Afghan-government 

negotiations. They believed that the ISI was detaining and, in some cases, assassinating those 

Taliban who were inclined to enter into negotiation with government.261 This perception of 

the US seemed to be baseless because many in the Pakistan’s military, fearing the 

consequences of civil war in Afghanistan, had come to have doubts about the prospects of 

having a Taliban government in Kabul. They remembered the bitter experience of dealing 

with the Taliban in the 1990s that were difficult to influence, much less to dictate. The best 

option for Pakistan was to bring the Taliban to agree to a power-sharing arrangement with 

the Afghan government. For Pakistan an inclusive system of government was more likely to 

limit Indian influence in Afghanistan.262 

The Pakistanis felt that the Afghan Taliban, if they got complete control over Kabul, would 

turn on Pakistan, raise the old cry of the abolition of the Durand Line between Pakistan and 

Afghanistan, and create a greater Afghanistan including the Pukhtuns of Pakistan. As 

compared to before, the Afghan Taliban would be in a strong position because they would 

have formidable armed allies among the Pakistani Taliban.263 So it was better for Pakistan to 

have the government in Kabul and the Afghan insurgent groups reconciled with each other 

than to have the Taliban control the whole of Afghanistan. Moreover, Pakistan knew it well 

that no one could “broker a sustainable peace in Afghanistan except the Afghans 

themselves,” therefore, it supported the Afghan-owned and Afghan-led reconciliation and 
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peace process.264 Pakistan wanted a united, independent, and sovereign Afghanistan. It 

wanted to help the US to manage a smooth and responsible transition in Afghanistan. 

By 2013, as the withdrawal time table of the US was getting closer, a sense of urgency was 

increasing in the Obama administration and the Afghan government to find a negotiated 

settlement of the war against militancy in Afghanistan through reconciling the insurgents. 

The United States expressed its willingness to talk to the Taliban representatives in Doha, 

Qatar, to discuss peace and reconciliation. The proposal for a Doha office had been on the 

table since 2011 but had not yet materialized. Pakistan and the Amir of Qatar had been 

successful in brokering a deal on Talks with the Taliban after “months of diplomatic 

spadework” in which Germany, UK and Norway also took part. A change in the earlier 

positions of both the US and the Taliban about reconciliation was quite visible. The Taliban 

had, in a statement announcing their willingness for peace talks and opening an office in 

Qatar, stated that they would not allow anyone to use the Afghan soil to threaten or harm 

other countries. This announcement was described by the US officials as an important first 

step towards the Taliban cutting off their ties with al Qaeda.265 The United States, on its part, 

agreed to concede an official denunciation of al Qaeda by the Taliban leadership as a 

“negotiating aim” rather than a prerequisite for talks as was the case before. The United 

States wanted the Afghan Taliban to end insurgency in Afghanistan and respect women’s 

rights there. The US authorities were jubilant over willingness of the Taliban to come to 

Doha for reconciliation talks. A senior US official termed it as an important first step towards 

reconciliation.266 

The US made it clear that in the initial stages the negotiations in Doha would be held 

between the United States and the Taliban representatives; only later on the Afghan 

government would be involved to lead “the substantive negotiations over the future of 

Afghanistan.” The US had its own issues to be brought up with the Taliban in the initial 
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stage.267 Afghan president Hamid Karzai was not eager supporter of the idea of the Doha 

negotiations. But he expressed hope that the Doha process would pave the way for talks 

between the High Peace Council and the insurgents in the future and that the peace process 

would be shifted to Afghanistan as soon as possible.268 

The election of Ashraf Ghani as president of Afghanistan further improved chances of a 

peaceful settlement of the Afghan issue. He had adopted a reconciliatory attitude towards 

Pakistan as compared to his predecessor. He visited Pakistan and held extensive meetings 

with civilian and military leadership in Islamabad. It was hoped that with the emergence of 

good and friendly relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan, peace would come to 

Afghanistan through the success of the peace process between the Taliban and the Afghan 

government. Pakistan played an active part in bringing the two sides to the negotiating 

table.269 

The first officially acknowledged peace talks between the Afghan government and the 

Taliban were held in Murree on July 8, 2015. The talks were facilitated by Pakistan. Officials 

of China and US representatives were also present during the event. It was regarded by 

Pakistan as a big step towards ending war in Afghanistan and bringing stability there. Not 

much was known about the concrete agenda and the course of the discussions, yet it was 

obvious that the Afghan government wanted an immediate and nation-wide ceasefire while 

the Taliban insisted on the total pulling out of foreign forces from Afghanistan, removing the 

names of the Taliban commanders from a US Department of State black-list,   release of the 

Taliban prisoners, and changes in the Afghan constitution.270 

It was in late 2015, that Afghanistan, China, Pakistan and the United States made a working 

group to try to start negotiations between the Afghan government and the Taliban insurgents. 

In this respect, several rounds of talks were held. The stickiest point in these negotiations was 

Pakistan’s perceived influence over the Afghan Taliban and the Haqqani Network. The 

United States and Afghanistan wanted Pakistan to cut support and facilitation to these outfits 
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and take military action against them. Pakistan claimed that it could not force a reduction in 

violence in Afghanistan; the most it could do was to bring the Taliban to the negotiating 

table.271 

Certain developments in the latter half of 2015 caused the mistrust and misperceptions 

between the US and Kabul on the one hand and Pakistan on the other. First, the news in the 

media that the Afghan Taliban leader Mullah Omer had died two years earlier in Pakistan. It 

was believed in the US circles that Pakistan intentionally kept the news under wraps to avoid 

the disarray that the news would cause within the ranks of the Afghan Taliban.272 Second, a 

massive bomb blast hit Kabul on August 10, 2015 which resulted in killing of many persons.  

This was one of the most heinous incidents which had occurred in Afghanistan.273 This was 

followed by a statement of Mullah Mansour, head of the Afghan Taliban and successor of 

Mullah Mansour, to the effect that armed attacks in Afghanistan would be continued.274 The 

newly improved relations between Afghanistan and Pakistan were adversely affected by this 

development. In a public statement, Ashraf Ghani castigated Pakistan and held it responsible 

for worsening security situation in Afghanistan.275 As a result, President Ashraf Ghani 

suspended the Murree peace process. A strong group, led by former Afghan president Hamid 

Karzai, was already vehemently opposed to the Murree peace process and Ghani’s 

reconciliation policy towards Pakistan which he regarded as dangerous for Afghanistan.276 

Relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan, once again, got strained and the era of good-

will and trust that had set in with the ascendance of Ashraf Ghani as president came to an end 

and gave rise to mistrust between the two neighboring countries. This greatly affected the 
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US’ efforts in the War against Terror. Pakistan and Afghanistan started blame-game against 

each other. Pakistan was held responsible for the instability and violence in Afghanistan.  

3.12 The Indian Factor in Afghanistan  

Afghanistan is very important for India due to its strategic importance for Pakistan. 277 

Afghanistan is seen by India as significant friend in the region for access to the energy rich 

and untapped markets of Central Asia.278 It was for these reasons that India had good and 

cordial relations with all governments in Kabul before the fall of the Najeebullah government 

in 1992. The establishment of Mujahidin government in Afghanistan followed by the 

emergence of the Taliban diminished India’s influence with government in Kabul.India, in 

cooperation with Russia, Iran and Tajikistan, provided assistance to the anti-Taliban 

Northern Alliance (NA) to dislodge the pro-Pakistan Taliban from Kabul. India provided the 

NA with high altitude warfare equipment worth $8 million. India also dispatched helicopter 

technicians to help maintain the Soviet-made M-17 and M-35 attack helicopters of the 

Northern Alliance.279 

Pakistan’s role in the war against terror was important for the United States. The war in 

Afghanistan could not be conducted without Pakistan’s support. Pakistan’s support to the war 

was so crucial that Washington was compelled to adjust itself with Pakistani concerns and 

insisted on India to remain aloof from international efforts in Afghanistan.280 In the initial 

few years of the Karzai government in Afghanistan, the United States allowed India to 

confine its role to developmental activities; she was not allowed any space in the security 

matters due to sensitivities of Pakistan on this subject.281But still this outward posture of the 

United States did not prevent India from acquiring a position of great importance in internal 

affairs of Afghanistan to the detriment of strategic interests of Pakistan.282The United States’ 

 
277  Ivan Campbell, India’s Role and Interests in Central Asia (India: Saferworld, October 2013), 7.  
278 Yow Peter Raiphea, “India-Afghanistan Strategic Partnership: An Analysis of India, Afghanistan, and 

Pakistan Perspective,” International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications, vol. 3, no. 4 (April 

2013), p. 2.  
279 C. Christine Fair, India in Afghanistan and Beyond: Opportunities and Constraints, p. 11.  
280 Larry Hanauer and Peter Chalk, India’s and Pakistan’s Strategies in Afghanistan: Implications for the 

United States and the Region (Santa Monica: RAND Center for Asia Pacific Policy, 2012), p. 4. 
281  Sumit Ganguly, India’s Role in Afghanistan (Cidob Policy Research Project, Norwegian Ministry of Foreign  

Affairs, January 2012), pp. 3-4. 
282  C. Christine Fair, India in Afghanistan and Beyond: Opportunities and Constraints, p. 5.  



128 
 

 

2005 decision to transfer the security of southern Afghanistan to NATO was seen in Pakistan 

as leading to imminent US disengagement which, according to Pakistani strategic experts, 

would leave a vacuum that, if not filled by Pakistan, would be certainly filled by India and 

Iran. The US seemed to be on track to disengage from Afghanistan due to its difficulties in 

Iraq and lack of political will to sustain its commitment to Afghanistan.283 

Indian influence in Afghanistan tremendously increased from 2002 to 2006. The most 

important dynamic in the spectacular rise of Indo-Afghan relations was the warm attitude of 

the United Front towards India. India had throughout provided active support to the UF 

during the Taliban rule between 1996 and 2001. Therefore, India faced no difficulty in 

making a proactive reentry in Kabul after the Bonn Conference in 2001. India was the first 

country to open diplomatic links with Kabul in December 2001.284 It not only opened its 

embassy in Kabul but also its consulates in Kandahar, Jalalabad and expanded its consular 

presence in Mazar-e-Sharif and Herat.285 India had lost its image among the Pukhtun 

population of Afghanistan due to its support of the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and 

later on siding with the non-Pukhtuns dominated United Front. The period after the Bonn 

Conference provided an opportunity to India to improve its image in Afghanistan and build 

strong political constituencies across Afghanistan.286 

Pakistan was quite critical of India’s consulates in Jalalabad and Kandahar. Pakistan alleged 

that these consulates were being used by the Indian intelligence agency, Research and 

Analysis Wing (RAW), for subversive activities in Pakistan. 287India did not have any 

commercial or consular interests in these border cities. India’s activities were not confined to 

the north of Afghanistan where it had traditional ties; it included activities in the southern 

provinces contiguous with the Pakistani border.288 
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Afghan and Indian diplomats took same positions on issues cropping up before the UN.289 

Afghanistan even sponsored the ‘Group of Four G-4 resolution’ for the reforms in the United 

Nations which called for granting permanent membership to India in the Security Council 

along with five other countries.290 This position of Afghanistan on such a crucial issue for 

strategic and security interests of Pakistan which was going to tilt balance of power in South 

Asia heavily in favor of India was to arouse Pakistan’s suspicions of ‘Indo-Afghan’ nexus 

against Pakistan.291The Afghan Ambassador to the United States directly blamed the ISI for 

the terrorist attack on the Indian Embassy in Kabul in 2009.292This rising sway of India in 

Afghanistan was a matter of tremendous concern for the policy planners of Pakistan.  

India was against negotiations with the Afghan Taliban from day first. India, using its high 

clout and image among the Afghans built as a result of its developmental projects and 

economic assistance, scuttled the reconciliation process as envisioned by London and 

supported by Washington.293 The main strategic object of India in doing so was to prevent 

Pakistan from getting “a front seat” and “once again a hand in Afghanistan to control things 

from inside” either directly or through its proxies.  

The Pakistani security-managers believed that lack of enthusiasm on the part of the United 

States and Afghan government to address the Pakistani misgivings in this respect would give 

India a large foot-print in Afghanistan that would enable India to greatly influence the 

endgame negotiations and the post-US settlement in Afghanistan.294 Pakistanis believed that 

the United States was building up India as its replacement in Afghanistan after the 

withdrawal of the US forces from there in 2014.295 

 
289 ‘Statement by Mr. Nirupam Sen , Permanent Representative of India, on the Situation in Afghanistan at the 

Security Council,’ United Nations, 23 August 2005, http://www.un.int/india/2005/ind1133.pdf, also see 

‘Curb Afghan Terror: India to UN on Pak,’ Press Trust of India, August 24, 2005.  
290 “General Assembly Opens Debate on “Group of Four”- Sponsored Draft Resolution on Security Council 

Reform,’ UN Press Release No. GA10367, UN, 11/07/2005, 

http://www.un.org/news/press/docs/2005/ga10367.doc.htm, accessed on March 15, 2014.   
291 Ahmad Shayeq Qaseem, Afghanistan’s Political Stability: A Dream Unrealized (Surrey: Ashgate, 2009), p. 

148. 
292 “ISI Behind Attack on Indian Embassy: Afghan Envoy to the US, ”The Indian Express, October 10, 2009.  
293  Avinash Paliwal, “Pakistan-Afghanistan Relations since 2001: There are No Endgames,” p. 203. 
294  Moeed Yusuf et al, Pakistan, the United States, and the Endgame in Afghanistan: Perceptions of Pakistan’s 

Foreign Policy Elite,p. 23.  
295  Mohammad Khan, “Security Environment in South Asia,” Hilal 48 (Rawalpindi: Inter-Services Public 

Relations September 2011). 

http://www.un.int/india/2005/ind1133.pdf
http://www.un.org/news/press/docs/2005/ga10367.doc.htm


130 
 

 

Pakistan did not have any other option than to keep the costs of active Indian involvement in 

Afghanistan high by using its strategic location and refusing to allow land Transit rights for 

India.296 

The US authorities were not unaware aware of Pakistani concerns over the increasing 

influence of India in Afghanistan. They knew that Pakistan felt insecure in face of growing 

influence of India towards its west. Two days after his election as president of the United 

States, Senator Barack Obama was given a briefing by Mike McConnell, director of national 

intelligence DNI on November 6, 2008. While talking about the Taliban challenge in 

Afghanistan and its roots in Pakistan, the DNI told the president-elect that the Pakistani 

leadership believed that the US would ultimately pull out from the region, as it had done after 

the end of the Cold War, and the power vacuum so created would be filled up by India and 

Iran. The DNI told Obama peace be brokered between India and Pakistan if Pakistan was to 

feel secure and “stop playing its deadly game with the Taliban”.297 The US authorities were 

aware of the impact of the growing Indian involvement in India on Pakistan’s policy towards 

Afghanistan. In this respect, Gen McChrystal said, “Increasing Indian influence in 

Afghanistan is likely to exacerbate regional tensions and encourage Pakistani 

countermeasures.”298 

Policy-makers in the US knew that a vacuum would be created as a result of withdrawal of 

US and NATO forces from Afghanistan in the security arena which could be filled up by 

India’s presence. Delinking US policies towards India and Pakistan was strategically good 

for the US in this regard also. But at the same time the policy-makers also knew that 

increased Indian involvement in Afghanistan would arouse Islamabad’s sensitivities and 

further exacerbate regional tension. This was manifest in the commander of International 

Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal’s memorandum to 

Defense Secretary Robert Gates.299 
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During 2011-12, when misperceptions and mistrusts between Pakistan and the United States 

were touching the lowest ebb of their relations, some US official circles dropped hints to the 

effect that the US was encouraging Indian involvement in the security and commercial areas 

in Afghanistan. The most important statement in this respect was that of Defense Secretary 

Leon Panetta’s. He appreciated India’s “positive” contributions to Afghanistan’s economic 

and commercial development, and expressed support for India playing a role in the security 

arena also by training Afghan armed forces.300This was a strategic shift in the US policy 

away from Pakistan and an indication that India would be given an important role in 

Afghanistan’s internal security.301 India also, on its part, began to take open interest in 

security affairs of Afghanistan and expressed its determination in this regard.302Not only this, 

India and the Karzai government agreed on training for Afghan military officers in the Indian 

defense and military academies.303 This was a manifestation of US official frustration with 

Pakistan and elevation of India in the eyes of the US policy-makers at the expense of 

Pakistan. 

The growing Indian influence in the security matters of Afghanistan with explicit support of 

the US became more manifest with the signing of the Indo-Afghan Strategic Partnership 

Agreement signed between Afghanistan and India in October 2011. The assassination of 

Osama bin Laden in Pakistan and former Afghan president and head of the High Peace 

Council by the Taliban and Pakistan’s alleged connection with it respectively changed 

perceptions of the US and Afghanistan towards Pakistan. This geo-strategic environment 

paved the way for the Indo-Afghan agreement.304 

 This agreement was the first of its kind that Afghanistan signed with a country for promotion 

of its security in the context of the post-US-withdrawal scenario. This agreement gave a new 

twist to the already complex security situation of the region. India was no longer just an aid 

donating country; under this agreement, India acquired a great role in training Afghan 
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military and police which made India an integral part of the post-US Afghanistan.305Pakistan 

was already suspicious of India’s activities in Afghanistan. The Indo-Afghan Strategic 

Partnership Agreement further aroused Pakistan’s fears with regard to India’s growing 

influence in this country. Afghan authorities were conscious of this unease in the Pakistani 

security and political circles which they wanted to assuage.306 

The United States considered Indian involvement in Afghanistan so important that as a part 

of the Indo-US Strategic Dialogue in June 2012, India and the United States announced to 

start regular trilateral consultation with Afghanistan.307The growing Indian influence in 

Afghanistan was considered beneficial by both the United States and India in another respect 

also. They knew that it would serve to reduce China’s influence in South and Central Asia----

a strategic goal shared by both India and the US.308As Pakistan denied access to India to 

Afghanistan and Central Asia, Iran was used by India to get access to this region. India 

started construction on the Chahbahar Port in the Arabian Sea to be linked with Afghanistan 

and Central Asia was meant to be a direct competitor to the line of communication that 

Pakistan was developing with assistance of China.309 

The United States and India shared common perceptions and view-points with regard to 

Afghanistan which were in many respects at variance with those of Pakistan. Although 

Washington was definitely worried that India’s partnership with Iran on regional trade and 

connectivity might enhance Tehran’s capability to influence developments in Afghanistan, 

but it also had the implication, at the same time, of reducing China’s sway in the region. The 

US believed that the security and economic vacuum created by the withdrawal of 

international troops from Afghanistan would be filled by an active Indian role. The United 

States encouraged and promoted Indian role in and contributions to reconstruction, capacity-

building and development efforts in Afghanistan. In October 2011, Marc Grossman, US’ 

Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, discussed with senior officials in New 
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Delhi ways to further increase Indian investment in Afghanistan. The US Special 

representative indicated that both the US and India would benefit from going ahead with this 

policy.310 

The United States did make attempts to bring India and Pakistan on one page with regard to 

their policies towards Afghanistan. During her recent visit to India, Secretary of State Clinton 

seemed to have proposed a quadripartite dialogue among the US, Pakistan, India, and 

Afghanistan for a solution of the Afghan issue. But due to Pakistan’s opposition to having 

India anything to do with Afghanistan, the idea did not go far. Indians, on the other hands 

suggested a trilateral dialogue among the US, India and Afghanistan on the Afghan issue. 

These Indian circles even talked of initiating talks with Iran, Russia, China, Turkey and 

Central Asian states.311 
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CHAPTER-4 

PAKISTAN-US SECURITY PARTNERSHIP AND ISSUES OF 

CONCERNS 

There were certain issues which were of concern either to the United States or to Pakistan. 

The approaches and strategies of the two states were divergent, instead of being convergent, 

on these issues. The un-identical policies and divergences on these sometimes resulted in 

visible strain in relations between the two countries. This chapter discusses these issues in 

detail.  

4.1 The Issue of Safe Routes for NATO Supplies 

Afghanistan is a landlocked country; having no access to sea. The United States needed 

cooperation of the neighboring countries of Afghanistan for execution of the War on Terror, 

and reconstruction and rehabilitation of Afghanistan. It needed air, road and rail routes to 

transit goods and people to Afghanistan. For this purpose, the United States and NATO 

entered into deals with Afghanistan’s neighbors such as Pakistan, Central Asian Republics, 

Russia, Latvia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan. The route which passed through Central Asia and 

Russia was known as the Northern Distribution Network (NDN) while the route which 

traversed through Pakistan was known as the Southern Distribution Network (SDN). The 

route that passed through Pakistan was also known as Ground Lines of Communication 

through Pakistan (PGLOCs).  Safe supply routes were essential for successful execution of 

war efforts in Afghanistan.1Willingness of the countries through which the supply routes 

passed was necessary for any successful operation in Afghanistan. The United States had to 

seek permission of these countries. Supply for the NATO/ISAF forces in Afghanistan was 

the most difficult logistics task the United States had faced since World War II.2 

As supplies through the NDN involved air traffic which was prohibitively expensive and ten-

times costly than the comparatively cheaper overland ground routes through Pakistan, the 

United States and its allies preferred this route. Pakistan provided the shortest and most 
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feasible supply routes for the United States and its allies for transporting men and material to 

Afghanistan in the war against terror. Arabian Sea is the nearest sea to Afghanistan; shortest 

route from Afghanistan to this sea lies through Pakistan. Pakistan provided warm waters 

facilities; a facility which was not available anywhere in case of the NDN. Providing safe 

passage for supplies was included in the non-negotiable demands the US had made upon 

Pakistan. The alternative route through Central Asian states and Russia was long, circuitous 

and costly. Pakistan provided two routes for the passage of the NATO supplies; one through 

Torkham in the north and the other through Chaman in Baluchistan in the south. The NDN 

involved many states but the SDN involved only Pakistan and Afghanistan. Goods and 

material shipped into the Karachi and Qasim ports were transited to Afghanistan through 

Torkham and Chaman. 70-80 percent of the non-lethal NATO supplies to north-eastern and 

southern Afghanistan were being transported respectively through the Torkham and Chaman 

border-crossings. According to some sources, about 70-80 percent of supplies bound for the 

US and NATO Afghanistan including gas, food and military equipment were transported 

overland through Pakistan.3 Average 200-250 containers supplying goods for NATO forces 

daily crossed these two border-crossings. One third of the goods meant for NATO/ISAF in 

Afghanistan went through the two Pakistani routes of Torkham and Chaman. The other one-

third passed through the NDN in Central Asia and Russia. The remaining one-third goods 

were brought to Afghanistan through air traffic.4The NDN and SDN routes were used only 

for non-lethal goods such as gasoline, petrol and food items etc. But due to security and 

political considerations, all arms and ammunitions whether small arms, artillery shells, or 

missiles were transported by air despite the fact that it was an expensive option.5 

In 2008, with the intensification in the insurgency and the resultant terrorist activities in 

Pakistan, supplies lines also came under threat. Terrorists began to attack these lines. The 

single biggest attack in the history of the NATO/ISAF supplies occurred on December 7, 

2008 near Peshawar. There were also instances of kidnapping of drivers of the trucks 
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carrying materials and goods for the US and NATO forces in Afghanistan.6 Hundreds of 

trucks carrying goods to Afghanistan were destroyed on Pakistani territory. According to 

some estimates, the US lost 15% of its supplies meant for Afghanistan in 2008 as a result of 

terrorist attacks and theft on Pakistani soil.7 

Overreliance on Pakistan for the supply of goods to Afghanistan was becoming hard for the 

United States. There were mistrusts and suspicions between Pakistan and the United States 

with regard to their respective motives and strategies in Afghanistan. There was also the 

danger of the supply route in Pakistan being disrupted by terrorists. The need for an 

alternative route was felt with more urgency with the surge of the US forces by 21,000 in 

2009 and 30,000 in 2010. Supplying material to Afghanistan through airlift was extremely 

costly. According to NATO’s own estimates, carrying supplies to Afghanistan cost a huge 

amount of $14,000 per ton. The air option was not feasible in view of the expansion of 

NATO forces in Afghanistan.8The Northern Distribution Network was very important from 

the point of view of reducing reliance on Pakistan and finding alternative routes for the 

supply/removal of men, goods, and machinery into/from Afghanistan despite the fact that it 

was much expensive and costly as compared to the route which passed through Pakistan. 

Fifty two percent of the NATO non-lethal supplies and sixty percent of all fuel passed 

through the NDN.9 Azerbaijan also played an important role in this respect. Besides 

contributing troops to the US war efforts, Azerbaijan also provided refueling facilities, and 

landing and over-flight rights for NATO airplanes going to and from Afghanistan. More than 

one-third of the non-lethal equipment for the US forces in Afghanistan passed Azerbaijan.10 

Trust deficit and gap between Pakistan and the United States increased after the Abbottabad 

Incident of May 2011. Since that time, the United States decided to increase the quantum of 

 
6 Sabah Aslam, “The Afghan War: US Transit Reliance on Pakistan and its Search for Alternatives,” Strategic 

Studies, vol. xxxi, no. 3 (Islamabad: Institute of Strategic Studies, February 2012).  
7 MunishGulati, “Unblocking of NATO Supply Routes by Pakistan: Logistics or Plain Politics,” Scholar 

Warrior (Spring, 2013), p. 15.  
8 “NATO: Making Progress on Afghanistan Rail Route,” Eurasia Net, May 04, 2008, 

http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articles/eav050508a.shtml , accessed on March 16, 2016.  
9 Zahid Anwar, “Pakistan and the geopolitics of Supply Routes to Afghanistan,” Journal of Political Studies, 

vol. 20, no. 2 (2013), pp. 105-123.  
10 Ibid. 

http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articles/eav050508a.shtml


137 
 

 

supplies through the NDN by 75 percent by the end of the year.11 It was decided that the 

NDN would be the permanent and main supply line for all lethal and non-lethal materials and 

goods to the troops fighting in Afghanistan.12 The United States increased its reliance on the 

NDN because it was more reliable. In order to give the host countries an incentive, the US 

embassies in these countries entered into deals with their governments under which non-

lethal goods for the troops in Afghanistan would be locally purchased so as to give boost to 

their economies.13 The NDN had also the additional advantage of helping improve US 

relations with Central Asian states. But the main problem with regard to this route was that it 

was more expensive as compared to the SDN. Per container actual cost through the NDN was 

seventeen thousand five hundred dollars while cost per container on the Pakistani routes was 

seven thousand two hundred dollars. Before 2010, the average cost per container through the 

NDN was twenty-one thousand dollars. After closer of the Pakistani routes for NATO/ISAF 

supplies in 2011, the cost of supplies became six times more on the NDN as compared the 

cost on the then closed SDN route through Pakistan. It took consignments through the NDN 

sixty days to reach Afghanistan as compared to consignments through Pakistan which took 8-

11 days to reach there.14 

The Washington Post of July 2, 2011 carried a report sourced to the Pentagon officials. This 

report was to the effect that the US was significantly dropping its dependence on Pakistan as 

a supply route for its troops in Afghanistan. In 2009, nearly 90 percent of the US 

consignments were through Pakistan. By July 2011, 40 percent of the military surface cargo 

was transported via Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, and it was believed that it would increase up 

to 75 percent in the next six months.15 It was expected that Pakistan would no longer have 

leverage with Washington as the US would no longer need the Pakistani supply corridor.16 
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Pakistan closed NATO supply routes after the November-26 Salala incident on the Pakistan-

Afghan border when NATO helicopters fired on a Pakistani military post as a result of which 

24 Pakistani soldiers were killed. The issue of opening of supply routes for NATO came 

under discussion between President Obama and Prime Minister Yusuf Raza Gilani in a 

meeting in March 2012 on the sidelines of Nuclear Security Summit in Seoul, South Korea. 

It was the first high level contact between leaders of the two countries after the assassination 

of Osama bin Laden in Abbottabad and the Salala incident in 2011.17 The supply routes were 

reopened for NATO supplies after Secretary of State Hillary Clinton apologized to Pakistan 

on July 03, 2012 for the Salala incident. 

A deal was signed between Pakistan and the United States on July 31, 2012 under which 

allowed supply routes were to be opened for transportation of material for NATO forces in 

Afghanistan. The NATO supply convoys were allowed to cross Pakistani territory and enter 

Afghanistan until the end of 2015. The deal was extendable by one year increments beyond 

2015. The transportation of lethal equipment was banned unless it was specifically meant for 

Afghan security forces. It was also made binding on Pakistan to provide security for 

thousands of containers and oil tankers that passed through its territory. Police was made 

responsible for protection of the convoys in the settled districts and the paramilitary Frontier 

Corps in the Tribal areas. This deal was important for the United States in the sense that it 

was consummated with the civilian government of Pakistan without the involvement of the 

military institution.18 

US Defense Secretary Chuck Hagel visited Pakistan in December 2013 and held meetings 

with Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif and COAS Gen. Raheel Sharif. The Defense Secretary 

stressed Pakistani authorities to open one of the two supply routes across the country for the 

US and NATO forces in Afghanistan. He warned that if Pakistan did not comply with this 

demand, the US would withhold hundreds of millions of dollars of “Coalition Support Fund” 

which Pakistan received from Washington in return for support of the military operations in 
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Afghanistan. Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif assured Chuck Hagel of opening the supply 

route.19 The main reason behind Sharif’s government’s decision to acquiesce to the US 

demand of opening the supply lines for NATO was the bad financial position of Pakistan. 

Pakistan was running low on foreign exchange reserves and Sharif was desperate to ensure 

the continued flow of assistance under the Coalition Support Fund.20The US Congress passed 

a sum of $1.5 billion for reimbursements to Pakistan for 2014 in the defense authorization 

bill. The bill called for stopping the amount to Pakistan if NATO supplies routes were 

closed.21 

4.2 Pakistan-United States Strategic Partnership 

Pakistan and the United States were allies in the war against terror since 9/11. Pakistan 

wanted the relationship between the two countries should not remain confined to cooperation 

in the war against terrorism and militancy. Rather it wanted the relations to be long-term and 

broad-based, covering deep cooperation in the fields of trade, commerce, education and 

defense. Pakistan was an important country in its own right and wanted the US “to engage 

with it on the basis of its inherent strengths and potential.” It wanted the foreign policy 

agendas of the two states to be “determined by societies investing in each other’s people, 

business, and human resources, not solely by states engaging with each other.”22Pakistan 

wanted the kind of strategic partnership with the US which the latter had with India.  

The United States was conscious of Pakistan’s role in the war against terror. The US 

Congress and Administration knew that they could not win that war without cooperation and 

close coordination of Pakistan. Pakistan was declared “major non-NATO ally” of the United 

States in 2005. This status had previously been granted to Japan, Israel, South Korea, the 

Philippines, Thailand, Argentina, Egypt, Kuwait, Bahrain, and Jordan. This new status 

denoted not only additional diplomatic stature, but also gave Pakistan greater access to 

 
19  Sampath Perera, “US Defense Secretary Warns Pakistan to End NATO Supply Blockade,” World Socialist 
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20 Ibid. 
21 Anwar Iqbal, “US bill links Pakistan aid to NATO supply routes,” Dawn, December 21, 2013.   
22 Anwar Iqbal, “Pakistan not driven by strategic over-reach to Afghanistan,” Ambassador Sherry Rahman 

Interview, Dawn, December 24, 2012.  
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American military technology and surplus defense equipment and training.23 Pakistan’s label 

as the “major non-NATO ally of the United States” signified the newly-gained importance of 

Pakistan in the strategic calculations of the United States. It was taken for granted that 

Pakistan would thenceforward take pleasure in unusual security connection with the US and 

that it would be eligible for receiving substantial benefits in the areas of foreign aid and 

defense cooperation.24 

Pakistan and the United States wanted to launch a strategic dialogue so as to take relationship 

between the two countries to high levels. The initiative in this direction was taken in the early 

months of 2006 during President Bush’s visit to Pakistan. A press release of the office of the 

Press Secretary expressed the long-term strategic nature of the Pakistan-US partnership and 

said that relations between the two countries were expanding. The statement reaffirmed the 

US commitment to support Pakistan’s capabilities in the War on Terror and to meet other 

legitimate defense needs of its defense. The statement further stated that strategic partnership 

between the two countries was based on the shared interests of the two countries in building a 

stable and sustainable democracy and promoting peace, security, stability, prosperity, and 

democracy in South Asia and all over the world. The launching of a Strategic Dialogue was 

also announced that would meet regularly to review issues of mutual interest.25 

In pursuance of the above mentioned objectives, the US-Pakistan Strategic Dialogue was 

launched in April 2006 which was to serve as the umbrella under which the dialogue was to 

take place for developing a deep, long-term and broad-based relationship between the two 

countries which had to go beyond counterterrorism and had to be based on an institutional 

framework.26 The idea was to achieve enhanced exchanges and cooperation in the fields of 

education, commerce, energy, science, and technology instead of restricting the bilateral 

 
23 Khurshid Mahmud Kasuri, Neither a Hawk Nor a Dove: An Insider’s Account of Pakistan’s Foreign 
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relations to the narrow focus on defense.27Cooperation in the field of energy was included in 

view of Pakistan’s displeasure over the US negotiations with India for an agreement on a 

civilian nuclear power deal.28 The dialogue was to be co-chaired by Pakistan’s Foreign 

Secretary and the US’ Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs. They would meet 

regularly to review issues of mutual interest. 29 

 During the course of the war on terror, no other country was more critical to the US foreign 

policy than Pakistan. Secondly, Pakistan was regarded an indispensable part of the American 

war effort in Afghanistan. The third factor was Pakistan’s importance for regional security in 

the context of the evolving Indo-US relations and the fear of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons 

coming into hands of the terrorists which were hostile not only to the United States but also 

to the Government of Pakistan.30 The subsidiary alliance between the two states was also 

described as a ‘strategic partnership’ implying that the relationship would survive for a long 

time in future. But in reality it was nothing other than a marriage of convenience dependent 

upon the ‘mercy’ of Terrorists. On the other hand, the US-India relationship was reflective of 

strategic partnership which promised to be enduring, expressing a basic convergence of 

national interests of the two countries to establishing an Asian counterbalance to the 

emerging power of China.31 

When Indo-US nuclear deal was signed between India and the United States in March 2006, 

Pakistan also demanded the same treatment from the US for itself which the US straight 

away refused. When, on occasion of his official visit to Pakistan, President Bush was asked 

about a nuclear deal with Pakistan on the pattern of Indo-US nuclear deal, he bluntly stated 

that Pakistan and India had different needs and histories and deserved different treatments.32 

 
27  See David Shelby, “US.-Pakistan Launch Strategic Dialogue on Economic, Security: Discussions Also to 

Include Education, Science, Technology, State’s Burns Says,” Washington File, April 27, 2006.  
28  C. Christine Fair, et al, Pakistan: Can the United States Secure an Insecure State? (Santa Monica, CA: 

RAND Corporation, 2010), p. 151.  
29 Pakistan, US Agree to Build Robust Relationship, March 04, 2006. 
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In answering questions regarding a civil-nuclear deal with Pakistan, Secretary of State 

Condoleezza Rice also expressed the same views as did President Bush. She said that India’s 

long history of protecting nuclear technology entitled her for civil nuclear technology deal 

but not with Pakistan.33 

The alleged presence of the Afghan insurgents on Pakistan’s soil and Pakistan’s perceived 

inaction or inability to take action against them was a great hurdle in creation of long-term 

strategic partnership between Pakistan and the United States. President Obama was aware of 

the centrality of the Pakistani role in the war against terror. In a major policy speech at West 

Point on December 1, 2009, Obama identified Pakistan as a focal point for success in 

Afghanistan. He stressed that Pakistan’s capacity needed to be strengthened so as to be able 

to target those groups who threatened security of the US and its allies. He made it clear that 

the US would not tolerate safe havens for terrorists whose intentions were clear.34This was a 

clear message to Pakistan that if Pakistan wanted to have close and long-term strategic 

partnership with the United States, it would have to take strong measures against hide-outs of 

the militants on its soil.  

The creation of a Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan was one of the most 

important major changes at the diplomatic levels. The main object of the high-level 

diplomacy was to convince Pakistan of the US’ long-term assurance to both Pakistan and 

Afghanistan and that both countries would be partners and not merely tools of US policy. 

This was done by the US to dispel the long-held Pakistani perception that Pakistan had been 

abandoned by the US after the pulling out of the Russian forces from Afghanistan.35 Richard 

Holbrooke, who had been appointed by President Obama as his Special Representative for 

Afghanistan and Pakistan after inauguration of his administration in 2009, wanted a strong 

strategic partnership with Pakistan to show Washington’s long-term and durable commitment 

to the region. He wanted to close the gap in trust in relations between the two countries that 
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had grown for decades.36 He knew two factors could be effective in countering militancy in 

the region: a strong Pakistani military and the ISI, and winning the hearts and minds of the 

ordinary Pakistanis. He also wanted to develop insurgency-affected areas as FATA and Swat 

regions so that these regions did not become safe havens for terrorists in future. He had 

established good relations with Pakistani leadership. But he had been sidelined by the Obama 

administration.37 

The military operations in Swat and South Waziristan in 2009 created a favorable 

environment in the United States for Pakistan and paved the way for starting strategic 

dialogue between the two countries. In his famous West Point speech, on December 1, 2009, 

President Obama expressed his desire to commence a long-term friendship with Pakistan 

which would survive after the end of the war against terror. He said that American support 

for Pakistan’s security and prosperity would continue long after the end of the war. This was 

to show that the US would remain committed to Pakistan on long term basis instead of short 

term basis during the war in Afghanistan.38 A strategic dialogue was started by the Obama 

administration with the civilian and military leadership of Pakistan. There was also the 

engagement of the high-level officials with Pakistan in 2010 which signified the urge on the 

part of the Obama administration to remain engaged with Pakistan at the higher level.39 

Strategic dialogue with the military and civilian leaders was accelerated. Intensive 

discussions took place between all departments of the US government and their Pakistani 

counterparts. Thirteen areas, including energy and education, were identified for the US help. 

Military aid was separated from economic aid.40 

2011 was a hard year for the United States and Pakistan. A succession of events after the 

American raid on a mix in Abbottabad that killed Osama bin Laden on May 2 deteriorated 

the already shaky relationship.41The Raymond Davis incident and the Salala incident the 
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same year further made relations between the two countries tense. There was a wide-spread 

perception among the intellectual and policy-making circles in the US that Pakistan was 

working at cross-purposes with the US. They argued that the US had to pay a very high price 

for its engagement with Pakistan. Strategic dialogue between Pakistan and the United States 

was suspended in 2011. This period of relations between the two countries was termed by 

strategists as “something of a strategic pause.”42 It was believed by many in the US that any 

gains accrued to the US as a result of its partnership with Pakistan had been more than offset 

by Pakistan’s nuclear proliferation and its support for outfits that carried out terrorist 

activities in the US, Afghanistan and India.43 

Despite mistrusts and differences over important policy issues, the US understood the 

importance of Pakistan in the ongoing War on Terror and for stability of the region. At a 

ceremony in connection with his retirement, Mike Mullen said that relationship with Pakistan 

was “vexing and yet vital.” He added that “I continue to believe that there is no solution in 

the region without a partnership” with Pakistan. He urged his successor, Martin Dempsey, to 

keep in mind the importance of Pakistan and do a better job with it.44 In August 2013, 

Secretary of State John Kerry paid an official visit to Pakistan. It was his first visit to 

Islamabad since 2011. He said that he was optimistic about “a deeper, broader and more 

comprehensive partnership” between Pakistan and the United States.45 The Secretary of State 

announced that the Strategic Dialogue between the two states, which had been suspended in 

2011, would be resumed. The meeting in connection with the Strategic dialogue took place in 

January 2014. In this meeting John Kerry said that the US would support Prime Minister 

Nawaz Sharif’s goal of making Pakistan an Asian Tiger in the 21st century.46 
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Strategic partnership between Pakistan and the United States remained far behind the 

expectations of the people of Pakistan. Successive Pakistani governments tried to take the 

Pakistan-United States strategic Partnership to the level of the Indo-US Strategic partnership 

but failed to get it materialized. There were many in the United States who suspected 

Pakistani role and motives in participating in the War on Terror. Pakistan was not considered 

an effective strategic partner. Pakistan’s decision after 9/11 to abandon the Taliban was seen 

not a strategic choice but a tactical one. It was believed that Pakistan took that course of 

action just to avoid the US’ wrath in terms of invasion of parts of Pakistan and possibly the 

overthrow of the Musharraf government. It was alleged that Pakistan did not identify itself 

with the long-term goals of the US in the war against terrorism such as destroying the 

political and military infrastructure of the anti-US militant groups in Pakistan. Partnership 

with the US and negotiations with India on the Kashmir question was seen as short term 

moves on the part of Pakistan to win US assistance and prevent India from emerging as the 

US principal ally in the region.47 

Strategic partnership between Pakistan and the United States remained hostage to the 

mistrusts and misunderstanding in the war against terror. It could hardly go beyond the point 

from where it had started in the early phase of the war against terror. Pakistan tried its level 

best to persuade the US policy-makers to launch the same level of strategic partnership with 

Pakistan as they had with India; they had intense strategic cooperation with India in civil 

nuclear technology, missile defense, transfer of dual-use technology, space technology. The 

same level of strategic cooperation in these areas was straight away rejected with Pakistan 

despite the fact that Pakistan offered tremendous sacrifices in terms of human and material 

losses in the war against terror. India’s role in the war against terror was negligible in 

comparison to the role played by Pakistan. As a pretext for refusing the same treatment to 

Pakistan as they had accorded to India, the US referred to Pakistan’s record in the field of 

nuclear proliferation as the principal factor. Pakistan had, later on, taken stringent 

administrative and technical measures to make its nuclear program secure and to stop export 

of nuclear technology and know-how impossible in the future. These measures were 
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recognized and appreciated by the United States but not taken into consideration in order to 

take Pakistan-United States strategic cooperation to the level of the Indo-US strategic 

partnership. Pakistan’s tremendous contributions during the Soviet occupation of 

Afghanistan or in the war against terror after the 9/11 did not make it eligible for strategic 

cooperation with the United States at par with India. 

Pakistan was treated by the United States as just as a cog in the war against terror and no 

more. The US did not desire a long-term and broad-based strategic partnership with Pakistan 

beyond cooperation in the war against terror. On the other hand its partnership with India was 

long-term and broad-based covering such important areas as transfer of civil nuclear 

technology, dual-use technology and cooperation in the fields of missile defense, space 

technology and defense. The United States wanted India to be projected as a counter-weight 

to China in Asia. Pakistan could not be fitted in this security framework and, hence, was not 

eligible for the same kind of strategic cooperation as the United States had with India.  

4.3 US Military and Economic Assistance to Pakistan 

Foreign aid has always been determined by the strategic, security, diplomatic, and economic 

interests of the donor states and has been used as an instrument of policy for achieving their 

foreign policy goals. This has, especially, been the case with the US policy to provide 

assistance to Pakistan, depending upon the exigencies of the time and the nature and extent of 

the US need for Pakistan for the realization of its strategic objectives.48Pakistan was under 

the burden of all the sanctions imposed by the US Congress against it over a period of two 

decades before 9/11. These sanctions had greatly handicapped two successive US presidents 

in their dealings with Pakistan when they were in dire need of engaging Pakistan on the 

issues of non-proliferation and terrorism. After 9/11 when Musharraf expressed his 

willingness to help the US against al Qaeda, the Bush administration approached Congress to 

remove sanctions against Pakistan. Only devastation as enormous as the 9/11 could have 

changed the US attitude towards Pakistan.49The United States lifted all nuclear-and-

democracy-related sanctions after 9/11 which it had imposed against Pakistan over the 
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previous decade in lieu of Pakistan’s assistance in the war against terror. The first step in this 

direction was taken on September 22, 2001 when nuclear related sanctions were removed. 

The democracy-related sanctions were lifted on September 29. Military and economic 

assistance began to flow into Pakistan. Aid relations between the two countries got restored 

and Pakistan became a beneficiary of American military and economic assistance. Most of 

the military aid was in return for the use of services in Pakistan or reimbursement to the 

Pakistan army for counterterrorism operations. 

Pakistan was in dire need of weapons and arms both for coping with the short-term threat of 

terrorism and long-term threat from India. It needed modern and sophisticated weaponry 

from the United States to deal with these two threats to its very existence. After the 9/11, 

high-level collaboration between the United States and Pakistan resulted in the flow of 

advanced military technology to Pakistan which Pakistan could not have imagined before. 

The US needed Pakistan’s help in defeating the Afghan insurgents for which the Americans 

were ready to pay a price which they would never have paid in the normal circumstances. In 

lieu of collaboration in the war against terror and militancy Pakistan got huge military 

assistance from the United States. For this purpose, several deals were made with the Bush 

administration some of which spilled over to Obama’s period. 

Pakistan received most of the military assistance under the Coalition Support Fund (CSF) 

which was meant to compensate Pakistan for expenses incurred during in its efforts in the 

war on terror. The main object of the CSF was to cover Pakistan’s incremental expenses 

accrued as a result of its involvement in the war on terror, not to support ordinary operations. 

Since 2001, Pakistan had claimed reimbursements under the CSF for such activities as 

maritime patrols, air patrol reconnaissance and support, airlift, air traffic control and 

management requirements for these mentioned activities.50The United States provided 

Pakistan $11.2 billion between FY 2001 and FY 2009. The bulk of this aid, $8.1 billion, went 

to security assistance either in the form of military aid or reimbursements. In 2002, the 

United States allowed commercial sales which enabled Pakistan to renovate part of its fleet 
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of F-16 fighter aircraft, and in 2005 announced to resume sales of new F-16 fighters to 

Pakistan after a pause of 16 years.51 

 F-16s were the most important symbolic items on the Pakistani purchase list. Sale 

agreements between the two countries amounted to $4.5 billion during the period 2002-2007 

a large fraction of which went to F-16s and related equipment. The F-16 deal in itself was 

composed of three components: 18 new F-16 bloc 50/52 combat aircrafts with an option for 

18 more the total cost of which was $1.43 billion; about sixty midlife updated kits for F-

16A/B amounted to $891 million; F-16 armaments (including 500 air-to-air missiles and 

1,450 2,000 pound bombs), the total cost of which was $667 million. Other defense related 

items supplied by the United States to Pakistan included eight P-3C Orion maritime patrol 

aircraft and their refurbishment (worth $474 million), 100 Harpoon anti-ship missiles (worth 

$298), six C-130E transport aircraft, and twenty AH-IF Cobra attack helicopters (worth $163 

million). The amount paid by Pakistan for the purchase of this equipment came from the US 

in the form of foreign military financing. This entire transaction was justified by the State 

Department on the grounds that this equipment was “solely for counterterrorism efforts, 

broadly defined.”52 

Members of the Congress had reservations about such arguments. Some Congressmen feared 

that the American technology supplied to Pakistan might be transferred to China by 

Pakistan.53 In June 2006, the Pentagon notified Congress that it was going to sell arms worth 

up to $5.1 billion to Pakistan which included eighteen newly built F-16s as mentioned earlier. 

Some members of Congress raised objections to the transfer of these aircrafts to Pakistan on 

the grounds that they “were better suited to fighting India than to combating terrorists.”54 The 

State Department officials remained steadfast to their position of transferring these fighter 
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planes to Pakistan arguing that the aircraft had become “an iconic symbol” of US relations 

with Pakistan.55 

The total amount received by Pakistan from the United States between 2002 and 2008 in aid 

and military reimbursements was $12 billion out of which $8.8 billion was in the field of 

security.56 During the same period, Pakistan continued to receive $1 billion annually as 

military assistance from the United States. This was nearly a quarter of Pakistan’s annual 

defense expenditure during the same period.57 The ISI was also provided with huge 

assistance by the US According to some estimates, the contributions made by the CIA to the 

top Pakistani agency amounted to nearly one-thirds of the ISI’s total budget.58 

The Obama administration was not enthusiastic about transferring to Pakistan as many arms 

as its predecessor, the Bush administration, had done, especially in face of growing 

opposition from the Congress. But still it went ahead with such a course. In early 2010, the 

administration approved the delivery of twelve Lockhead Martin F-16Cs and six F-16Ds. 

Other arms related agreements were also finalized which were greatly appreciated by the 

Pakistani army.59 One of the valued facts among the officers cadre, apart from the acquisition 

of weapons and military technology, was receiving training in the United States. In 2009-10, 

eight officers of the Pakistan Air Force spent ten months in Arizona to get training of flying 

the newly acquired F-16s. These trainee pilots were the first Pakistani officers to receive 

training in America since 1983.60 

In November 2010, a strategic dialogue was held in Washington between the US and 

Pakistan.  The US approved a $2 billion aid package for Pakistan which included sale of 

military technology, military training to the officers in American war colleges and 
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counterinsurgency assistance. 61 The aim of this package was to instill confidence in Pakistan 

with regard to military and security assistance from the US.62 

The huge gulf in the trust-deficit between Pakistan and the US in 2011 as a result of a chain 

of events in 2011 led President Obama, on July 9, 2011, to either suspend or stop one-third of 

the US military aid to Pakistan which was about $800 million out of a total amount of $2 

billion. But the core element of the security relations, that is, the delivery of the F-16s, was 

not to be affected by this decision. Some $300 million of the suspended or cancelled amount 

were about the already problematic compensations that the US was expected to give Pakistan 

in exchange for the deployment of its military on its border with Afghanistan but it refused to 

pay.63 This meant that the US used military assistance as a bargaining tool with Pakistan.64In 

December 2011, Congress passed legislation that made conditions for granting aid to 

Pakistan further tighter in retaliation to the shutting of NATO supply lines consequent to the 

Salala incident. The new legislation called for withholding 60% of any [Fiscal Year] 2012 

appropriations for the Pentagon’s Pakistan Counterinsurgency Fund (CIF) unless the 

Secretary of Defense reported to Congress a mechanism for the use and effectiveness of such 

fund and a strategy to increase Pakistani efforts to counter improvised explosive devices.65 

In January 2014, the US Congress passed a bill which stipulated to withhold $33 million 

from the funds allocated for Pakistan until Shakil Afridi, the main character involved in 

tracing out Osama bin Laden in Abbottabad and sentenced to 33 years imprisonment for 

charges of treason, was released and cleared of all charges. This bill further added that none 

of the funds earmarked for Pakistan under different captions would be released to Pakistan 

except with a certificate of the Secretary of State of the United States to the effect that 

Pakistan was cooperating with the United States in counter-terrorism drives against internal 
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and foreign terrorist groups, including the Haqqani Network, the Quetta Shura, Lashkar-e 

Taiba and Jaish-e-Mohammad.66 

Although the United States provided generous economic assistance to Pakistan during their 

partnership in the War on Terror, but Pakistanis believed that the total assistance provided by 

the US was very small as compared to the total costs incurred by Pakistan as a result of its 

participation in the War on Terror and natural disasters such as floods and earthquakes. The 

total costs incurred by Pakistan during the period 2001-2010 were $70-80 billion. Pakistanis 

believed that they were sustained during this period by exports and remittances sent by 

Pakistani workers abroad which amounted to $37 billion.67 

During the period 2005-2015, the United States provided Pakistan with huge military 

assistance which formed a sizeable part of the total military budget of Pakistan. According to 

some sources, the US military aid to Pakistan during this period accounted for almost 21 

percent of Pakistan’s total defense spending.68 From 2002 to 2015, the United States 

provided Pakistan with about $20.5 billion in the field of security. The distribution under 

different headings was such that $314 were for Counternarcotics, $3831 million for Foreign 

Military Financing (FMF), $42 million for International Military Education and Training 

(IMET), $871 million for International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement (INCLE), 

$167 million for Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining and Related (NADR), $2.5 

billion for Pakistan Counterinsurgency Fund/Pakistan Counterinsurgency Capability Fund 

(PCF/PCCF), and $12.9 billion under the Coalition Support Fund (CSF).69 

During the period 2007-2010, there was a spiral increase in the civilian share of the US aid in 

contrast to its military component. In 2007, by the end of the second term of George W. 
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Bush, the non-military component of the US assistance to Pakistan represented only 33.8 

percent of the total. It was 45 percent in 2009 and 40 percent in 2010.70 

Pakistani governments, both civilians and military, had always sought greater access to 

Western markets. The United States was the largest market for Pakistan’s exports. Nearly 

one quarter of Pakistan’s exports were bound for the United States. Similarly, one-third of 

foreign investment in Pakistan came from investors in the United States. But still Pakistan 

faced some barriers in its exports to the US.71 There was one thing which the Pakistan 

government wanted more but the Bush administration was not ready to give: tax concessions 

that would have given Pakistan more access for textile exports into the US market. Pakistan 

tried its best to get these concessions but failed due to domestic American political 

constraints.72 

After the Salala incident in 2011, the US stopped payments to Pakistan under the coalition 

support fund (CSF) subsequent to the closure of the supply routes by Pakistan. Under the 

CSF the United States reimbursed Pakistan for logistic, military and other support provided 

to the US military operations against militants. The US announced resumption of payments 

under the CSF after reopening of the supply routes on July 4, 2012. In early December 2013, 

the US Congress passed a legislation which called for discontinuing compensation to 

Pakistan if ground supply routes to Afghanistan were interrupted. The bill provided for $80.7 

billion for operations in Afghanistan and $1.5 billion for reimbursement to Pakistan for the 

year 2014. There was a reduction in the reimbursement amount for the year 2014 as 

compared to the quantum of amount under this head for 2013 which was $1.65 billion. The 

bill required a certification from the US Defense Secretary to the effect that Pakistan was 

taking demonstrable action against al Qaeda and other militant outfits carrying out their 

activities along the Pakistan-Afghan border.73 

During his official visit to the US in October 2013, although Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif 

also discussed the drone issue with the US authorities, his main focus concentrated on the 
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financial issues. Pakistan was facing economic crisis and the role of the US was very crucial 

in its economic revival. The first thing done by the US in this respect was to get the 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) to assist Pakistan. After intense negotiations with the 

IMF officials in the fall of 2013, Pakistan was able to get a loan of $6.6 billion from this 

body in exchange for achieving the target reducing budget deficit from 8.5 percent of the 

gross domestic to 3.5 percent in three years. Moreover, the visit of the Pakistani prime 

minister afforded President Obama an opportunity to announce the revival of plans of 

economic and military assistance to Pakistan which had been obstructed for months. The 

total amount approved for Pakistan under various heads ranged between $1.6 billion and $2.5 

billion.74 

4.3.1 Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act (EPPA)/ Kerry-Lugar Bill 2009 

In 2009 a controversy regarding to the nature and mode of military and economic assistance 

to Pakistan surfaced which affected relations between Pakistan and the United States and 

enhanced the already existing trust-deficit between the two countries. In the last days of 

President Bush in office, a conviction was growing in the administration and the Congress 

that they had been relying on General Musharraf and the army in their dealings with Pakistan 

to the total neglect and exclusion of the civil society and civilian political leadership. Even in 

the United States Musharraf’s standing had been damaged due to his growing 

authoritarianism which became evident in his manipulation of elections, suppression of the 

judiciary, and imposition of the state of emergency in November 2007.75 

There were voices in the US that called for a new approach towards Pakistan that would help 

in building civilian institutions and confining the role of the military to security functions 

only. These circles believed that this proposed policy would strengthen Pakistan, and protect 

the US policy interests in the region.76 They wanted to reduce role of the military in politics 
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of Pakistan.77 Barack Obama, the Democratic presidential candidate, was critical of President 

Bush’s policy of overreliance on one man, Gen Musharraf, for their policy towards Pakistan, 

to the exclusion of civil society, politicians, and other segments of the Pakistani society. He 

stressed that the US should not ignore the interests of the people of Pakistan. He called for 

restoration of democracy, rule of law and strengthening civil society in Pakistan. .78 

After becoming president, Barack Obama attempted to put his views regarding Pakistan into 

policy. Congress also became critical of the traditional policy. It was in this context that in 

July 2008 Senators Joe Biden and Dick Lugar introduced the Enhanced Partnership with 

Pakistan Bill in the Senate with a view to break with the “transactional” approach and 

develop “a sustained, long term, multifaceted relationship with Pakistan.”79 After Joe Biden 

became Vice President of the US, the Bill was taken up by John Kerry in the Senate along 

with Dick Lugar. The Bill (popularly known as Kerry-Lugar Bill) was passed, on September 

24, 2009 by the Senate and on October 15 by the House of Representatives. 

While introducing the bill in the Senate, Senator Kerry highlighted Pakistan’s significance 

for the national security of the United State. He said that with the passage of this bill, non-

military aid to Pakistan would be tripled from $5oo million to $1.5 billion annually, for five 

years which would be spent on building schools, roads, and hospitals. Senator Kerry pointed 

out that by tripling annual aid to Pakistan and making it long-term provided Pakistan fulfilled 

the conditions contained in the bill, the US expressed its determination that it was not going 

to abandon Pakistan as it had done after the withdrawal of Soviet forces from 

Afghanistan.80Senator Dick Lugar during in his floor statement on the bill highlighted 
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establishing civilian control over the military and intelligence agencies as one of the objects 

of the bill.81 

Kerry Lugar bill was vehemently criticized in Pakistan. There were some provisions in the 

bill which were regarded as against Pakistan’s sovereignty and interference in its internal 

affairs. Section 203 of the bill was subjected to severe criticism.  This section required that 

security assistance would be provided to Pakistan only after the Secretary of State had 

provided certificate to the effect that Pakistan was providing relevant information from or 

direct access to persons associated with nuclear program of Pakistan. Pakistan was also 

required to take action not only against those terrorist groups that were fighting the US or 

coalition forces in Afghanistan but also against those groups that were operating against 

India. It also included certification that “The security forces of Pakistan are not materially 

and substantially subverting the political or judicial process of Pakistan.”82 

The contents of the bill amply showed that it was based on certain presumptions with regard 

to Pakistan. The first presupposition was that Pakistan was involved in the proliferation of 

nuclear weapons-related materials. This had never been proved in any court of law, but the 

presumption now was part of the US law. The second presupposition was that Pakistan in 

some way was involved in sponsoring terrorism and needed an urging from the US 

government to prevent it. Even there was a proposition that Pakistan’s security agencies were 

involved in assisting terrorist outfits, including those who were carrying out attacks against 

the Western forces in Afghanistan, and against the people and territory of India.83Lashkar-e-

Taiba and Jaish-e-Mohammad were mentioned in the bill to please India. The references to 

these organizations meant that Indian security concerns had inserted themselves s into an 

American bill enacted for providing economic and development assistance to Pakistan.84 The 

mentioning of dismantling terrorist bases in FATA, Quetta and Muridke clearly implied that 

bases in these places existed and that they should be removed.85 
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The bill declared Pakistan the center of terrorism that had struck the whole region and put the 

burden of combating terrorism on Pakistan. The strategic plan mentioned in the bill 

highlighted Pakistan as the epicenter of terrorism in the region. The United States, along with 

India and government in Kabul, would side with Pakistan to deal with this menace. The main 

flaw in the bill was that instead of providing a framework for regional cooperation for 

fighting terrorism through finding a solution to the regional problems, the bill pampered 

Indian position on terrorism. This was an encouragement for India to continue with its 

rejectionist policy towards bilateral talks.86 

4.4 Drone Attacks and Pakistan’s National Sovereignty 

When the Taliban government was toppled as a result of Operation Enduring Freedom and 

the US-led War on Terror after the 9/11 incident, large number of the defeated Taliban and al 

Qaeda fighters crossed the Pakistan-Afghan border and took refuge in FATA, the North-

West Frontier Province (present day Khyber Pukhtunkhwa), and Balochistan. The United 

States and its allies, especially the Afghan government, alleged that these Pakistani-based 

Afghan militants were responsible for resurgence of militancy in 2002 which attained 

gigantic proportions in 2005. The United States insisted upon Pakistan to take stern action 

against these militants who had taken refuge in the tribal areas of Pakistan. The United States 

on the one hand kept insisting on Pakistan to take action against the Afghan militants based 

in FATA and elsewhere within its territories, and on the other hand adopted a policy of 

directly hitting the militants in Pakistan either by sending its troops across the border or using 

the unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) called drones.  

With a view to weaken and break the bone of the Pakistan-based Afghan militants, the 

United States started a vigorous campaign of drone strikes in the FATA. Drones are aircrafts 

which can be controlled from hundreds or thousands of miles away from the area of their 

actual target and can remain in air for around 20 hours. Initially these aircrafts were meant 

for surveillance purposes; later on they were designed for combatant purposes. The combat 
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models might be equipped with 100-pound and 500-pound Hell-fire missiles.87 The CIA used 

a network of spies for dropping micro-chips near the prospective targets. The micro-chips 

guided the drones and their missiles to their targets with pinpoint precision. These spies were 

paid agents of the CIA who knew the local and al Qaeda militants.88 The strikes by 

unmanned aerial vehicles or drones were the most potent weapons in the American arsenal to 

target the al Qaeda and Afghan Taliban terrorists based in FATA short of sending ground 

troops to the region which Pakistan did not allow. These strikes were more precise in the 

sense that they were laser or GPS-guided. Increasing improvement in gathering on-the-

ground intelligence in FATA had made drones’ targeting capacity more precise. With 

reliable intelligence and latest technology, it was easier to decide when and where to strike 

with minimum collateral damage.89 

Drone strikes in FATA were started during the presidency of George W. Bush. There were 

total 48 drone strikes during the presidency of George W. Bush.90Although drone strikes 

started during the Bush period, there was a tremendous increase in their occurrence during 

the Obama administration.91President Obama made drone strikes in Pakistan one of his 

principal national security tools. According to an estimate, Obama had, by April 2013, 

authorized 307 drone strikes in Pakistan which was more than the number of total strikes 

conducted during the two-terms of President Bush.  

During the Obama Administration, the base for the drones operations was shifted from 

Shamsi Airbase in Baluchistan, Pakistan, to somewhere in Afghanistan after protests from 

Pakistani government.92 Now the CIA conducted drone strikes without clearance from the 

Pakistani military, flouting the original Musharraf-era arrangement between the CIA and the 
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ISI.93 The new strategy of withdrawing 33,000 troops announced in June 2010, envisaged 

surgical strikes against individuals and groups involved in terrorism. Analysts in Pakistan 

believed that drone strikes in their country might increase. They even expected operations by 

the US Special Forces in Pakistan in pursuit of the Taliban.94 

The most heinous aspect of the drone strikes was the collateral damage in form of loss of 

lives of innocent people. The New American Foundation, a non-partisan think tank in 

Washington, D.C., reported that some 2003 to 3321 people were killed in Pakistan by drone 

strikes from 2004 to 2013.95 During the same period, 55 militant leaders were killed in 

Pakistan as a result of drone attacks which accounted for only two percent of all drone-

related fatalities in Pakistan although it had done a severe blow the militant network.96 As 

majority of the victims were innocent civilians, this fact further spawned militancy and 

suicide bombing in the country. Moreover, the tribesmen faced double threats to their lives 

from drones: on the one hand they were undergoing a constant fear of a possible drone attack 

on their houses, shops, and vehicles, and on the other hand there was the fear of being killed 

by the militants on suspicions of being the US agents. Many innocent people were killed by 

the Taliban just on the basis of suspicions.97 

Drone strikes by the United States within territorial limits of Pakistan were never acceptable 

to Pakistanis. There always existed a popular resentment in Pakistan against these attacks. It 

was criticized both on the grounds of the collateral damage to the innocent civilians and as an 

act in violation of Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty. Pakistan maintained that it could not find 

any evidence of terrorist sanctuaries in FATA and that if the US had any information about 

their existence there, the intelligence should be passed on to Pakistan for action being 

taken.98The drone strikes were criticized by the people, intellectuals, and politicians of 

Pakistan and created a wave of support for extremists in Pakistan.99 
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In February 2012, Foreign Minister Hina Rabbani Khar, in an interview with a Russian 

English news channel criticized drone attacks in Pakistan as illegal and against international 

law. She alleged that these attacks were counterproductive and promoted militancy in the 

region. She said that Pakistan could no more continue to put up with drone strikes.100 In 

March 2012, in his meeting with President Obama during the Nuclear Security Summit in 

Seoul, South Korea, Prime Minister Yusuf Raza Gilani insisted on the US to bring to an end 

the drone attacks because they were counter-productive. President Obama defended the US 

policy in this respect and said that drone strikes were helpful in eliminating terrorists, which 

was common program of both the countries.101 

Drone strikes continued even after the election of Nawaz Sharif as prime minister of Pakistan 

despite the fact that stopping drone strikes was one of his election campaign planks and he 

had accused the PPP government of Asif Zardari of undermining the sovereignty of Pakistan 

by allowing the US to conduct drone strikes in Pakistan. There were more than a dozen drone 

strikes between June 7 and December 2013 in the FATA, especially in North Waziristan. 102 

This was despite the fact that Secretary of State John Kerry had paid a state visit to 

Islamabad in August and announced that the drone strikes would end “very soon.”103 He was 

quite hopeful of the evolving relations between Pakistan and the United states which he 

termed as “deeper, broader, and more comprehensive partnership.”104 

The drone issue was part of Nawaz Sharif’s official visit to Washington in October 2013.He 

urged Obama to end the drone strikes. President Obama, without mentioning drones in his 

remarks to the pressmen, expressed his commitment to respect for sovereignty and territorial 

 
100 Noor-ul-Ain Khwaja, “Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: Quarterly Survey, January-March, 2012,” Pakistan 

Horizon vol. 65, no. 2 (Islamabad: The Pakistan Institute of International Affairs, April 2012), p. 5.  
101 “Remarks by President Obama and Prime Minister Gilani of Pakistan before Bilateral Meeting,” March 27, 

2012, The White House, Office of the Press Secretary: [Online] Available at: 

https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2012/03/27/remarks-president-obama-and-prime-

minister-gilani-pakistan-bilateral-mee , accessed on May 05, 2014.   
102International Security, “Drone Wars Pakistan: Analysis”: [Online] Available 

at:http://securitydata.newamerica.net/drones/pakistan-analysis.html, accessed on June 10, 2014. 
103 Adam Levine and Faith Karimi, “Kerry Says Pakistan Drone Strikes to End ‘Very Soon,’” CNN, August 02, 

2013: [Online] Available at:http://edition.cnn.com/2013/08/01/politics/pakistan-drones/, accessed on June 

10, 2014. 
104 Bureau of South and Central Asia Affairs, US Department of State,” August 16, 2013: [Online] Available at: 

www.state.gov/r/pa/ei//bgn/3453.htm, accessed on June 10, 2014. 

https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2012/03/27/remarks-president-obama-and-prime-minister-gilani-pakistan-bilateral-mee
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2012/03/27/remarks-president-obama-and-prime-minister-gilani-pakistan-bilateral-mee
http://securitydata.newamerica.net/drones/pakistan-analysis.html
http://edition.cnn.com/2013/08/01/politics/pakistan-drones/
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/3453.htm


160 
 

 

integrity of Pakistan.105 Nawaz Sharif also raised the issue with the US Defense Secretary 

Chuck Hagel during visit to Islamabad in December 2013 and expressed his deep concern 

over continuing drone strikes and termed them as counterproductive.106 

Some people say that the US carried out drone strikes inside Pakistan with the concurrence of 

Pakistan civil and military authorities. They say that Pakistan criticized these strikes and the 

resultant collateral damage just as a public show. President Zardari was reported to have 

expressed his appreciation to the CIA Director, Mike Hayden, in November 2008, over the 

killing of senior al Qaeda leaders in drone strikes despite the collateral damage in form of 

loss of innocent people.107 Prime Minister Yusuf Raza Gilani was also reported to have 

expressed the same feelings towards drone strikes108 There were times when Pakistan needed 

drone cover for the realization of its own strategic objectives: in January 2008, when 

Pakistan was conducting operation against militants in South Waziristan, General Kayani 

asked the United States for some predator coverage so as to break the bone of the Pakistani 

Taliban.109 According to K. Alan Kronstadt, an expert at the Congressional Research Service, 

in April 2008, three predators were installed at a secret Pakistani airbase which could be 

launched without permission from the Pakistani government.110The report submitted to the 

UN General Assembly by the UN Special Rapporteur on Human Rights and 

Counterterrorism in 2013 stated that there existed a “strong evidence” that top Pakistani civil 

and military officials approved drone strikes in their country by the US111 

It was said that the Pakistani military allowed the sparing use of US drone strikes in FATA as 

a quid pro quo for not being able to “do more” and for not allowing US ground forces major 

 
105 “White House meeting: Nawaz raises drones with Obama amid bilateral gains,” The Express Tribune, 

October 24, 2013.  
106 “Sharif raises drone issue with Hagel,” The Gulf Times, December 09, 2013. [Online] Available at: 

http://www.gulf-times.com/story/374170/Sharif-raises-drone-issue-with-Hagel, accessed on March 23, 

2015.  
107 Bob Woodward, Obama’s Wars (London: Simon & Schuster, 2010), pp. 25-26. 
108 Quoted in Khurshid Mahmud Kasuri, Neither a Hawk Nor a Dove: An Insider Account of Pakistan’s Foreign 

Relations including Details of the Kashmir Framework (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2015), p. 115.  
109 Christophe Jaffrelot, “US-Pakistan Relations under Obama: Resilience or Clientelism?” p. 245.  
110 K. Alan Kronstadt, US-Pakistan Relations (2009), p. 22.  
111 Sajjad Haider, “‘Strong Evidence’ Pakistan Military Approved US Drone Strikes: UN Report,” Dawn, 

October 19, 2013: [Online] Available at:www.dawn.com/news/1050387/strong-evidence-pakistan-military-

approved--us-drone-strikes-un-report/print, accessed on April 22, 2014. 

http://www.gulf-times.com/story/374170/Sharif-raises-drone-issue-with-Hagel
http://www.dawn.com/news/1050387/strong-evidence-pakistan-military-approved--us-drone-strikes-un-report/print
http://www.dawn.com/news/1050387/strong-evidence-pakistan-military-approved--us-drone-strikes-un-report/print


161 
 

 

ground operation in FATA.112The strikes began during the administration of President Bush 

with the assent of Musharraf that included agreements “on what targets were to be out of 

bound.” Musharraf even took credit for some strikes. The problem arose during the 

presidency of Obama when the drone program was stepped up and the CIA stopped 

consulting the ISI about the targetand “began hitting people whom the Pakistanis wanted to 

protect.” The Pakistani security and intelligence establishment saw the drone attacks “as a 

threat rather than as a benefit” and the “ISI began mobilizing street protests against the 

United States.”113 

Whatever cooperation had been going on between the ISI and the CIA over the use of drones, 

it came to an end in July 2008 when CIA officers in Islamabad told the COAS Gen Ashfaq 

Pervez Kayani that President Bush had signed off on as set of secret orders with regard to 

drones under which the CIA would no longer give Pakistan advance warning before 

launching missiles or drones in the tribal areas. Pakistan would no longer have a say in these 

matters. This policy change was brought about because due to the increased activities of the 

al Qaeda in the Tribal areas of Pakistan, officials of the CIA Counterterrorism Center argued 

for increasing the drone operation without the ISI’s permission. The State Department was 

opposed to the new strategy because it argued that it would further stoke anti-American 

sentiments in Pakistan.114 From then onward, relations between the CIA and the ISI got 

deteriorated. 

Whatever may be the case, Pakistan reportedly insisted on policies limiting drone strikes to 

FATA and blocked US proposals for attacks on targets in Baluchistan and the NWFP. 

Moreover, Pakistan only permitted drone attacks on Pakistani insurgents and “foreign” al 

Qaeda leadership, but the Quetta Shura in Baluchistan and the Haqqani network were 

 
112 Moeed Yusuf, “Pakistan’s Militancy Challenge: From Where, to What?” In Moeed Yusuf ed., Pakistan’s 

Counterterrorism Challenge (New Delhi: Foundation Books, 2014), p 33. 
113 Mark landler, Alter Egos: Hillary Clinton, Barak Obama, and the Twilight Struggle Over American Power 

(London: WH Allen, 2016), p. 116.  
114 Mark Mazzetti, “How a Single Spy Helped Turn Pakistan Against the United States,” The New York Times 

Magazine, April 09, 2013: [Online] Available at: http://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/14/magazine/raymond-

davis-pakistan.html, accessed on July 08, 2017.  

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/14/magazine/raymond-davis-pakistan.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/14/magazine/raymond-davis-pakistan.html


162 
 

 

apparently exempted from drone strikes.115 US demand that Pakistan change this policy was 

seen in Pakistan as attempts to violate its sovereignty and were, therefore, resisted.  

4.5 Pakistan’s Nuclear Program and the United States  

Pakistan faced a precarious security environment and existential threat since its very 

inception. Pakistan’s dispute with Indian over the question of Kashmir and with Afghanistan 

over the Durand Line, which Afghanistan refused to recognized as the international border 

between the two countries, made Pakistan’s internal and external policies security oriented. 

Threat from India was the most potent and challenging because India was several times more 

than Pakistan in terms of size, resources, economy and strength of conventional military 

power. This hostile environment necessitated effective military preparedness and capabilities 

on the part of Pakistan. It could not match India in the field of conventional weapons. 

Pakistan’s decision to join the Western alliance system was motivated, solely, by this threat 

perception. But still, the military balance of power in the Subcontinent was tilted in favor of 

India. 

The disintegration of Pakistan, in 1971, at the hands of India and the role of the big powers 

compelled Pakistan to develop a deterrent force against the overwhelming power of India and 

to rely on its own resources for its defense instead of depending on other states. Pakistan 

started its nuclear program purely for its security. It faced existential threat to its security 

from its powerful neighbor, India. Pakistan could not match India in the conventional 

weapons. The new leader of Pakistan, Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, was keenly interested in 

development of nuclear weapons. The Indian nuclear explosion in 1974 further accentuated 

Pakistan’s fear syndrome and threat perception. Pakistan initially adopted the traditional 

route of developing nuclear weapons through plutonium reprocessing.116 For this purpose 

Pakistan contracted deals with Canada, France and Germany. The Ford administration put 
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pressure on these countries to stop cooperation with Pakistan’s nuclear program to which 

these countries succumbed.117 

In March 1976, Abdul Qadeer Khan, a Pakistani metallurgist, resigned his job in URENCO 

and started work on Uranium enrichment program in Pakistan at the behest of Prime Minister 

Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto.118 He brought centrifuge designs with him. He set up a Uranium 

enrichment plant in Kahuta which was later on named as Khan Research Laboratories. He 

developed an elaborate network which helped him in obtaining technical assistance and 

material equipment from various sources in Europe and America.119He utilized the eagerness 

of the western commercial firms to earn profits and embarked on a course of making 

purchases from the open market.120He adopted the unconventional way of acquiring 

technology for establishing centrifuge for enrichment of Uranium by using front companies 

because such equipment could not be obtained in the open market for nuclear 

installations.121The uranium enrichment program was kept secret from the outside world 

because Pakistan had seen the hurdles created by the United States and European countries in 

acquisition of technology for its Plutonium reprocessing course. The United States imposed 

sanctions against Pakistan under the Glen and Symington amendments to the Foreign 

Assistance Act and stopped all military and economic assistance to Pakistan in the later 

1970s for its attempts to acquire technology for its plutonium reprocessing program although 

it was totally under the IAEA safeguards. Economic and military assistance to Pakistan was 

restored in the early 1980s after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 

By that time the United States had come to know of the clandestine uranium enrichment 

program at Kahuta but had to connive at it because the United States needed Pakistan’s 

support to deal with the strategic threat created as a result of the Soviet invasion of 
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Afghanistan. A way-out was crafted in the form of the Pressler Amendment to the Foreign 

Assistance Act which required annual presidential certification to the effect that Pakistan did 

not make nuclear weapons for continuance of economic and military assistance to it. During 

the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the non-proliferation had taken back seat to averting 

Soviet threat to South Asia and the Middle East as a result of its invasion of Afghanistan. 

Pakistan was the front-state in the clandestine war against the Soviet occupation of 

Afghanistan. 

After the pull-out of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan in 1989, the United States did not 

need Pakistan any more. Sanctions were imposed on Pakistan and all economic and military 

assistance was stopped to it. Further sanctions were clamped against Pakistan after explosion 

of its nuclear tests in May 1998. These sanctions were removed against both India and 

Pakistan after the occurrence of the tragic 9/11 incident when the United States needed the 

help of these South Asian states in the War against Terror in 2001. But still all was not well 

with regard to Pakistan’s nuclear program in terms of its impact on relations between 

Pakistan and the United States. Certain aspects of Pakistan’s nuclear program a matter of 

divergence between the two states. These issues are discussed in the following sections. 

4.5.1 The A. Q. Khan Network and US Concerns  

Since becoming a nuclear power in 1945, it had been one of the overriding concerns of the 

United States to prevent the spread of the nuclear weapons to other states in the world. It 

wanted to maintain its monopoly over the weapons of mass destruction (WMD). But within a 

few years of the US becoming a nuclear power, the Soviet Union, Britain, France and China 

became overt nuclear powers. By the late 1960s, there was a complete consensus among the 

five declared nuclear powers that there should be no further horizontal proliferation of the 

nuclear weapons i.e. no more countries  were to be allowed to acquire nuclear weapons.122 

For this purpose, a framework of treaties was erected by the international community led by 

the five declared nuclear powers including the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT), the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), and the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT). The main 
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object of these treaties regime was to maintain monopoly of the five overt nuclear powers of 

the Nuclear Club and shut its doors to the rest of the world. There was no time-bound 

automatic mechanism for the abolition of the existing nuclear stockpiles of the five nuclear 

powers. There was no provision in these treaties to prohibit the powerful five powers from 

quantitatively and qualitatively developing their existing stockpiles. Thus the established five 

nuclear powers, especially the United States, embarked upon course of vertical proliferation 

but vehemently opposed horizontal proliferation of the nuclear weapons. 

Although Pakistan was an important ally of the United States in the War on Terror, the issue 

of proliferation of nuclear weapons could not be relegated to the backburner of their relations 

as was the case in the 1980s, during the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. It always 

remained on the agenda of the two countries in the post-09/11 period.  The United States was 

suspicious of Abdul Qadeer Khan, father of Pakistan’s nuclear program, of having exported 

nuclear secrets, technology and designs to Iran, Libya and North Korea, countries hostile to 

the US and declared as rouge states, allegedly to assist these countries in their nuclear 

programs123. The CIA chief George Tenet held a meeting with President Musharraf in New 

York during the UN General Assembly session in September 2003 in which the CIA chief 

informed the Pakistani leader of the proliferation activities of A. Q. Khan. The CIA director 

told Musharraf that the Khan was betraying Pakistan and had stolen some the most sensitive 

secrets related to nuclear weapons. George Tenet warned Musharraf of the consequences for 

Pakistan if nuclear technology was transferred to Libya, Iran or al Qaeda.124 In this respect, 

Richard Armitage, Deputy Secretary of State, and Christina Rocca, Assistant Secretary of 

State, paid an official visit to Islamabad and met President Musharraf in October 2003. The 

visiting dignitaries presented Musharraf with “substantive” evidence to the effect that Dr. 

Abdul Qadeer Khan and some other Pakistani scientists were involved in nuclear 

proliferation activities.125 

Pakistan, on receiving evidence from the United States, started investigating nuclear 

scientists about any proliferation activities by them or by their colleagues. Mohammad 
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Farooq, director of the Khan Research Laboratories (KRL), was the first nuclear scientist to 

be detained by Pakistani authorities for being questioned on November 27, 2003. One day 

before this detention, Islamabad had received an official letter of the IAEA about Iranian 

uranium enrichment facilities and Pakistan’s connection with it.126 Another nuclear scientist, 

Isam-ul-Haq, a director at KRL, was picked up for investigation from the house of Abdul 

Qadeer Khan on January 17, 2004.127 On January 20, the Pakistani government imposed a 

ban on nuclear scientists to go out of country with the stated object of ensuring their presence 

in the country in connection with the ongoing investigation. But Western sources believed 

that the main reason behind the ban on the scientists was to prevent them from talking to 

investigators or journalists of the foreign countries.128 

On January 21, 2004, A. Q. Khan was removed from his ceremonial post of Advisor to the 

Prime Minister on Science and was kept under house arrest in Islamabad. On February 11, 

four civilian scientists and three retired military officers were charged with proliferation 

related activities.129 The Musharraf government cooperated with the United States and 

Western agencies in tracing out the activities and personnel involved in the non-proliferation 

activities of the A. Q. Khan Network. Pakistan shared its intelligence with the United States. 

But A. Q. Khan was kept out of access to the foreign investigators for reasons of security and 

public outrage.130 Although A. Q. Khan was the central figure in the proliferation network 

associated with his name, many people in other countries, especially in Europe, were also 

involved in these activities. Money-seeking freelancers were also involved in manufacturing, 

procuring, and distributing to countries like Iran and Libya.131 

There was a great public resentment over the way Pakistan was treating its nuclear scientists, 

especially A. Q. Khan, for their role in the alleged role in proliferation of nuclear materials 

and secrets. There was a great hue and cry against this policy of the Musharraf government. 

Politicians and media vehemently criticized the government for this treatment meted out to 
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the scientists who made Pakistan strong and powerful in terms of its security and defense. 

The opposition parties raised the issue in Parliament and termed this policy of government as 

capitulation to demands of the United States and other Western powers who allegedly wanted 

to stem the nuclear sting out of Pakistan. Former chief of the ISI Gen Hamid Gul termed it as 

part of the grand US object to obtain supervision of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons “to the total 

satisfaction of Israel.”132 

The nonproliferation experts in the West suspected that A. Q. Khan might have had 

important logistical support in the military and civilian establishments of his country in his 

proliferation activities, whether they were doing so in support of their country’s security 

policy, or for their financial benefits or both. However, they could not determine the extent to 

which the state institutions of Pakistan, such as the Army and the ISI, might have been 

involved in the proliferation activities.133 On December 21, 2004, Secretary of State Collin 

Powel indicated in a press interview that the Bush Administration had accepted President 

Musharraf’s statement that he had no knowledge of the clandestine activities of the A. Q. 

Khan network. But the Administration officials also pointed out that they had not been given 

access to A. Q. Khan.134The United States was so much concerned with activities of Abdul 

Qadeer Khan that former CIA Director George Tenet described him “at least as dangerous as 

Osama bin Laden.”135 

No nuclear-proliferation related sanctions were clamped against Pakistan because no 

sufficient evidence suggesting involvement of high government officials existed. The Bush 

Administration took the plea that there was no evidence of the involvement or complicity of 

the top Pakistani officials in the proliferation activities of Dr. Khan.136 There were many in 
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the US who criticized this policy regarding the investigation against and pardon of A. Q. 

Khan as an internal matter of Pakistan. A New York Times editorial stated that President 

Musharraf was aware of the “illicit and perilous commerce” conducted by the renowned 

Pakistani scientists. President Bush was criticized for accepting Musharraf’s plea in this 

respect.137 

4.5.2 Pakistan’s Measures to Prevent Export of Nuclear Material  

Pakistan took lesson from the saga of the A.Q. Khan Network and took strict measures to 

stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons technology and expertise from its nuclear-weapons 

establishment. Steps were taken to ensure the safety, security and secrecy of Pakistan’s 

nuclear program.138 Pakistan had already started measures to protect its nuclear program and 

to assign various administrative and technical functions to various organs. The National 

Command Authority (NCA) comprising the president, prime minister, important federal 

ministers, military chiefs, and senior scientists was responsible for all policy matters, 

including the development and employment of nuclear weapons. The Strategic Plans 

Division (SPD), under a director general from the army, assisted the NCA in the 

implementation of plans and oversight of strategic assets of the country. It also had control 

over the financial and security matters of the scientific organizations. 139 

In order to check export of nuclear materials and technology, the Strategic Export Controls 

Division was established in 2005. Laws were passed in Parliament which prohibited the 

export of nuclear technology or know-how from Pakistan with strict penalties. Under these 

measures, besides informing the officials working in the nuclear establishment of their 

responsibilities and obligations, custom officials and border police were trained in techniques 

of detecting the contraband nuclear materials.140 The Strategic Plans Division took several 

strict measures in this direction. It introduced ‘Personnel Reliability Program’ for all 

scientists and officials working on sensitive projects, and a ‘Human Reliability Program’ that 

dealt with the emotional stability and control of all military personnel attached with nuclear 
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related matters and installations. Multi-layered security rings system was installed.141 

Pakistan adopted all measures it could at par with international standards to protect its 

nuclear assets but at the same time to ensure that secrecy of its nuclear program was not 

compromised in any manner.142 

The measures Pakistan took for the safety, security and protection of its nuclear assets were 

also recognized by the international community, especially the United States. President 

Obama expressed his satisfaction over the safety and security of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons 

during a press conference after the Nuclear Summit in Washington in April 2010.143 

Secretary of State John Kerry also appreciated the measures taken by Pakistan for the safety 

and security of its nuclear program. He was also confident that Pakistan was completely in 

touch with international community on matters related to nuclear safety and security.144 

4.5.3 US Concerns about Terrorists Getting Access to Nuclear Weapons  

Western circles believed that terrorism in Pakistan had a nuclear dimension as it faced the 

most intense terrorist threat among the nuclear weapons states. The potential penetration of 

Pakistani security services by the terrorists and their militant allies had raised concerns. 

There were concerns among the policy-making circles and think tanks in the West with 

regard to past relationship of the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) with the Taliban and al 

Qaeda. They feared that some officers of the army and ISI might still have sympathies with 

these militant organizations. They feared that nuclear weapons might come into hands of the 

terrorists.145 It was believed that al Qaeda wanted to get access to weapons of mass 

destruction which fitted with its overall strategic goal.146 Pakistan might appear to al Qaeda 

as the most viable source to obtain them.147 
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The CIA believed that two Pakistani nuclear scientists, Sultan Bashiruddin Mahmoud and 

Chaudhry Abdul Majeed, had held meetings with Osama bin Laden in August 2001, just 

before 9/11 and discussed with him issues related to production of nuclear weapons. This 

triggered fears among the Americans that the al Qaeda might be seeking nuclear weapons 

and that Pakistan might be the easiest source for getting access to the deadly weapons.148 The 

two Pakistani scientists were arrested and interrogated on the insistence of the US authorities. 

The matter was finally closed and Pakistan declared that the two scientists had not had 

anything to do with weapons-making during their service and might not have been of any 

significant assistance to the al Qaeda in its quest for nuclear weapons.149  There were strong 

voices in the United States which called for raising this issue with Pakistani authorities and 

taking effective steps to preclude the possibility of these deadly weapons coming into the 

hands of the terrorists.150 

The United States was much concerned with the prospects of terrorists getting access to 

nuclear weapons. President Bush regarded nuclear terrorism as the single-most serious threat 

to his country’s national security.151During President Bush’s visit to Pakistan in February 

2006, the issue of nuclear proliferation and nuclear weapons coming to the hands of terrorists 

came under discussion between Bush and Musharraf. President Bush expressed his concern 

over the issue with the Pakistani leader. 152 The US also expressed its support for the 

measures Pakistan was taking regarding implementation of its nuclear export control law. 
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Pakistan, on its part, was committed to prevent terrorists and extremists getting weapons of 

mass destruction or their know-how.153 

 Preventing nuclear weapons from coming into hands of the terrorists was one of the 

important election campaign planks of Candidate Barack Obama. He stressed the need for 

making the nuclear weapons secure. He expressed his concern over the prospect of al Qaeda 

getting hold over nuclear weapons. He said that efforts would be made to prevent nuclear 

terrorism and smuggling of nuclear material.154 On November 21, 2008, Admiral Mike 

Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the US called on President-elect Barack 

Obama. He discussed national security issues with the president-elect. He told Obama that 

there was no contingency plan for dealing with securing Pakistan’s nuclear weapons. He 

advised the newly elected president to ask his team to make a graduated map covering a 

variety of circumstances from missing of a single nuclear weapon by Pakistan to the 

Pakistani government falling into the hands of the Islamic extremists who would then get 

hold of the nuclear weapons. Making matters complicating was the lack of knowledge about 

exact location of all of Pakistan’s nuclear war-heads because the sites were scattered all 

across the country.155 

In the early 2009, when the Pakistani Taliban had got control over the Swat Valley and the 

Taliban were only at a distance of 90 miles away from Islamabad, the Obama Administration 

was concerned about the Taliban toppling the government in Islamabad and getting control 

over the nuclear weapons of Pakistan. Hillary Clinton, the Secretary of State, expressed grave 

concerns over the possibility of the defeat of the Pakistani government and the extremist 

elements getting control over the nuclear weapons of Pakistan.156 In a major policy speech at 

West Point on December 1, 2009, President Obama expressed his concerns over Pakistan’s 

nuclear weapons getting at the hands of the terrorists which, he warned, would cause a severe 
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security threat to the United States. 157 The Americans were worried about the prospects of 

insurgents coming to power in Pakistan and getting control over its nuclear weapons. In an 

interview to the CNN, Mike Mullen also expressed his concerns in this respect.158 An article 

by Seymour Hersh appeared in the New Yorker on November 16, 2009 said that the US had a 

covert team ready to fly to Pakistan at short notice and take action.159 

The United States hosted the first Nuclear Safety Summit (NSS) in 2010. The main purpose 

of the meeting was to underline the need for minimum security standards for all nuclear 

reactors, plants, hospitals, and research laboratories. On that occasion, President Obama 

admitted the principal threat to the security of the US and the world stemming not from an 

exchange of nuclear weapons between nations but from extremists getting nuclear weapons 

and proliferation of these weapons to an increasing number of states.160 The second NSS was 

held in March 2012 in Seoul, South Korea which was attended by 44 world leaders from 53 

countries. Safety of the nuclear facilities, role of the IAEA, nuclear terrorism, and illicit 

trafficking of nuclear material were the important issues to be discussed. Pakistan was 

represented in the Summit by Prime Minister Yusaf Raza Gilani. He explained the elaborate 

arrangements undertaken by Pakistan for the safety and security of its nuclear program. He 

said that Pakistan’s export control system and laws were at par with the standards adopted by 

the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and 

the Australia Group. Pakistan revised the safety parameters of its nuclear plants after the 

Fukushima accident. 161 
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But the idea of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons coming into hands of the terrorists was 

misplaced. The military in Pakistan was in full control of the situation. The Pakistan army 

always acted in unity of command. There was no Col Qaddafi like coups in Pakistan. 

Whether there was military government in Pakistan or civilian one, the military always acted 

as an institution with one chain of command. Such situation precluded the chances of the 

terrorists ever succeeding in getting control of the nuclear weapons in Pakistan.162 

4.5.4 US Policy to Prevent Nuclear War in South Asia 

Some members of the Congress and strategic analysts were concerned that, in view of close 

collaboration between Pakistan and the United States in the post-09/11 period, the American 

administration might be ignoring the lessons of the 1980s and again subordinate the non-

proliferation objectives to other policy considerations in the context of the War against 

Terror after 9/11.163 These circles wanted no concessions to Pakistan’s nuclear program in 

lieu of its cooperation in the war on terror as a front-line state.  

Pakistan’s nuclear program had been driven by security considerations and was meant to 

serve as a deterrent against conventional superiority and nuclear blackmail by India. 

Pakistan’s strategic experts believed that Pakistan’s nuclear capability and reliability would 

deter India from challenging its territorial integrity and security and thus result in strategic 

stability in the region. The two super powers, the Soviet Union and the United Sates, 

exercised restraint in their relationship with each other due to the presence of nuclear 

deterrence despite conditions of great disparity in the number and quality of nuclear 

weapons. The same logic could be applied to deterrence relationship between India and 

Pakistan after their overt nuclearization in 1998.After the nuclear blasts by India and Pakistan 

in 1998, it was believed by strategic thinkers that a balance of power on the pattern of the 

Cold War between the Soviet Union and the United States in Europe had been created 

 
http://www.ipcs.org/article/pakistan/seoul-nuclear-security-summit-2012-an-analysis-of-pakistans-position-

3607.html, accessed on July 8, 2015.  
162 Fareed Zakaria, “Friends without benefits,” Time, December 12, 2011.  
163 Richard P. Cronin and et al, Pakistan’s Nuclear Proliferation Activities and the Recommendations of the 

9/11 Commission: US Policy Constraints and Options, CRS Report for Congress (Congressional Research 

Service, May 24, 2005), p. 4.  

http://www.ipcs.org/article/pakistan/seoul-nuclear-security-summit-2012-an-analysis-of-pakistans-position-3607.html
http://www.ipcs.org/article/pakistan/seoul-nuclear-security-summit-2012-an-analysis-of-pakistans-position-3607.html


174 
 

 

between the South Asian powers which would ensure peace in the region and avert war 

between the two rivals.164 

Since India and Pakistan became overt nuclear powers in 1998 by conducting nuclear tests, 

the United States and other nuclear states realized that these two states were de facto nuclear 

powers. The main objective before the US and other powers was to avert use of these deadly 

weapons in any future clash between India and Pakistan and to prevent the transfer of nuclear 

material and technology from these two countries to other countries.165There was a concern 

in the US’ strategic circles that India and Pakistan might use nuclear weapons against each 

other. This concern always loomed large among the foreign policy makers. But the presence 

of the US in Afghanistan and Central Asian Republics, its access to land and air bases in 

Pakistan greatly undermined strategic autonomy of India and Pakistan to take such decisions 

as nuclear weapons use, large-scale deployment of ballistic missiles or transfer of nuclear and 

missile technology to other states. These were old concerns of the US, but due to its deeper 

presence in the region, it was more sensitive and in a better position to deter India and 

Pakistan from undertaking nuclear adventurism or coerce them if necessary.166 

Any prevention and stopping of nuclear arms race in the South Asia depended upon India. 

Pakistan’s nuclear program was totally security oriented; it felt threats to it its security from 

India. Pakistan started its nuclear program in reaction to India’s overwhelming conventional 

challenges. All dimensions of Pakistan’s nuclear program, such as size and posture, doctrine 

for use, and prospects for future use, were determined by its threat perception from 

India.167India introduced the Cold Start doctrine the main thrust of which was to teach a 

lesson to Pakistan by conducting low level surgical operations against it without letting the 

temperature of bilateral tension so high as to cross the nuclear threshold. In response to the 
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Cold Start doctrine of India, Pakistan developed the Tactical Nuclear Weapons (TNW) the 

main object of which was to prevent India from resorting to conventional war as an 

instrument of policy.168 

But the United States was partially responsible for further disturbing conventional imbalance 

in South Asia which was already heavily tilted in favor of India and disrupting the precarious 

nuclear balance by strengthening India in conventional and nuclear fields through its strategic 

partnership and civil nuclear deal with India. This situation forced Pakistan to also 

compensate for its relative inferiority in the conventional and nuclear fields as a result of the 

new dynamics created by close Indo-US strategic partnership and close cooperation between 

them in defense and security. The United States engagement in South Asia had been 

motivated mainly by its broader geo-political interests. Since 9/11, it paid only lip-service to 

the objective of strategic stability in this region.  

Although, time and again the successive US administrations expressed their fears and 

concerns over the possibility of nuclear war between India and Pakistan, but its overall 

engagement with India, especially the widespread defense cooperation between India and the 

US was detrimental to the dynamics of the strategic stability in the region. It did not make 

any effort to help solve the outstanding issues between India and Pakistan which threatened 

strategic stability. It even contravened its own laws with regard to nonproliferation and 

allowed sale of prohibited dual use nuclear related material and weapons systems. It tried its 

best to provide India with membership in the NSG and a permanent membership of the 

UNSC.169The US assistance to India in the field of Ballistic Missiles Defense (BMD) was 

detrimental to strategic stability in South Asia. India, with the achievement of second strike 

capability in the future, would be in a position to debase the efficacy of the Pakistani nuclear 

deterrent. Strategic thinkers believed that this state of affairs would force Pakistan “to 

develop more accurate and survivable missile systems, develop countermeasures to reduce 
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India’s effectiveness to detect, intercept, and destroy.”170 This situation was going to have 

destabilizing effects upon strategic stability in South Asia. 

4.5.5 The FMCT and Pakistan  

After entry into force of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty, the most important issue 

before the proponents of the disarmament and arms control was the continued production of 

fissile materials that were the key ingredients for the production nuclear weapons. They 

demanded prohibition on the manufacture of the fissile materials. This issue was on the UN’s 

schedule since 1957 and the proposed agenda of the Conference on Disarmament (CD) for 

many years. In December 1993, the UN General Assembly adopted by consensus a 

resolution recommending the start of negotiations for a non-discriminatory, multilateral, and 

internationally effective and verifiable treaty for prohibiting the production of fissile material 

for production of nuclear weapons. This treaty came to be known as the Fissile Material Cut-

off Treaty (FMCT). 171 

Pakistan was not, in principle, against the objectives of the FMCT and disarmament. But 

Pakistan was against any mechanism in this respect that maintained the existing disparities 

among the nuclear weapons states in quantitative terms. Russia and the United States, with 

the largest stock-piles of the fissile material in the world, wanted the terms of the proposed 

treaty to account for only the future stocks of the signatory states and not to touch the 

existing stock-piles. Pakistan had limited stocks of the fissile material and was suffering from 

acute shortage in comparison to its rival India, especially after the Indo-US nuclear deal 

which ensured an unlimited and continued supply of fissile material for India’s civil nuclear 

reactors and freed it to divert its own indigenous stocks for weapons production.172 Any 

treaty taking into account only the future stocks and leaving the existing ones was, for 

Pakistan, detrimental to its own security.173 Pakistan’s viewpoint was also supported by 
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Brazil and South Africa.174 Pakistan was, however, ready to change its position on the FMCT 

if a nuclear deal on the pattern of Indo-US nuclear deal was offered to Pakistan by the United 

States.175 The United States had the support of the P-5 on this issue, but without Pakistan’s 

acceptance, the issue could not move forward.176 

On the FMCT issue Pakistan’s position remained unaffected which was that it would take 

part in the discussions in good faith and would hold fast to the Treaty when it came into 

force. There were many difficult issues which might have to be resolved before the 

finalization of the FMCT, such as the issue of dealing with the existing stockpiles. Pakistan 

hoped to gain some time to produce enough fissile material before it gave its consent to any 

proposal on a unilateral halt or signing the FMCT, if and when it was concluded.177Pakistan 

refrained from entering into negotiations on the FMCT issue despite the fact that it was on 

one of the top-most agenda items of President Obama regarding disarmament.178 

4.6 Some Events Leading to Trust Deficit between Pakistan and the United States  

In 2011, some incidents occurred in succession which greatly affected relations between 

Pakistan and the United States which were already fraught with mistrusts and suspicions. 

Due to the cumulative effects of these events, relations between the two states reached the 

point of disruption. These events are discussed as under: 

4.6.1 The Raymond Davis Incident 

On January 27, 2011, an American attached with the US Consulate in Lahore killed two 

Pakistanis whom he alleged were armed and were after him to rob him. Just after the incident 

a car coming from the US Consulate in Lahore to rescue Raymond Davis from the incident 

spot hit a motorcyclist on the way in haste who expired on the spot. The incident took place 

at a distance of about eight mile away from the American Consulate in Lahore. Davis was 

carrying loaded weapons and had a GPS satellite device in his possession. Police arrested 
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Raymond Davis and instituted criminal charges of murder of the two men against him. 

According to the Washington Post, both the US and Pakistani officials agreed that the police 

report indicated that the two murdered men had robbed two individuals early the same day, 

and taken their mobile phones, which were found in their possession in the crime scene. The 

victims of the robbery themselves came forward and identified the two murdered men as the 

robbers.179 

According to reports from the US, Raymond Davis was a former Special Forces soldier who 

left the military in 2003 and joined the private security firm Black Water and served in Iraq 

working security for the CIA. In 2006, Davis left Black Water and formed his own security 

firm. Then he was hired by the CIA due to shortage of security staff in the war zones of Iraq 

and Afghanistan. In 2008, Davis was deployed in Pakistan, in Peshawar.180 At the time of the 

Lahore Incident, Davis was working in the US embassy in Pakistan. The United States 

insisted he was covered by the Vienna Convention for immunity for diplomats.181 There were 

some very important questions with regard to the true nature of his job in Pakistan. By the 

time Raymond Davis moved to Lahore in 2010, the majority of the CIA’s officers were 

focused on investigating on Lashkar-e-Taiba, the organization allegedly responsible for the 

Mumbai attacks of 2008, and gathering intelligence about it. On this issue interests of the 

CIA and the ISI were directly in conflict with each other. Pakistan’s pro-American 

Ambassador to Washington, Hussain Haqqani, had clear instructions from his home 

government to be lenient in issuing of visas to the Americans. By the time of the Raymond 

Davis incident in January 2011, large numbers of Americans were working in Pakistan under 

both legitimate fake identities and the US embassy did not possess accurate record of their 

true identities and job nature.182 
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To make matters worse, at that time the CIA station chief at Islamabad was not in good terms 

with the ISI, especially its chief Ahmad Shuja Pasha. The new CIA chief was at odds even 

with the US Ambassador in Islamabad, Cameron Munter, over over-reliance on the drone 

issue which the ambassador considered as hampering close relationship between Pakistan 

and the United States. Moreover, the Ambassador wanted a say in the use of the drones 

which the CIA chief regarded as his sole preserve. On the issue of Raymond Davis, the 

Ambassador wanted a deal with the ISI under which the US would confess that Davis was 

working for the CIA and Pakistan would set him free to be sent to the US. But the CIA was 

not ready to own up the fact that Davis was spying on a militant organization which was 

closely linked with the ISI.183 

The strategy adopted by the US was to show Raymond Davis as a member of the diplomatic 

corps of the US Embassy in Pakistan. Technically he was a diplomat because he had entered 

Islamabad on a diplomatic passport. But he was working in the Lahore Consulate instead of 

US Embassy in Islamabad. The question was whether he was entitled to full diplomatic 

immunity under the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations. The United States insisted 

that Raymond Davis was an embassy employee and was vested with diplomatic immunity. 

President Obama, in an answer to a question, called Davis as “our diplomat in Pakistan” and 

asserted that he could not be prosecuted in Pakistan under the Vienna Convention.184 

There was no clarity in the notes sent by the Department of State to the government of 

Pakistan with regard to the true status of Raymond Davis. There was confusion and 

contradiction in the two notes sent to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Pakistan.  The first 

note sent by the State Department on January 27 described Raymond Davis as “an employee 

of the US Consulate general Lahore and holder of a diplomatic passport.” The second note on 

February 3 described him as “a member of the administrative and technical staff of the US 

embassy.”185 It was due to this confusion in the position of the US government on the issue 

that led the Pakistani authorities to argue that the Raymond Davis issue was actually covered 
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under the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular Relations which prescribed lesser form of 

immunity. But the United States refused to admit this logic of Pakistan and insisted that 

technical and administrative staff also came under the category of the Consular staff and 

enjoyed the same diplomatic immunity.186 

In reaction to the arrest of Raymond Davis and refusal by the Pakistani authorities to release 

him on the plea of having diplomatic immunity, the United States, in retaliation for his 

continued detention, suspended high-level diplomatic contacts with Pakistan. Pakistan was 

warned that the planned exchange of visits by President Obama and President Zardari were at 

risk.187 There was tremendous behind the scene pressure on the government of Pakistan to 

release Raymond Davis. US officials, reportedly, privately warned their Pakistani 

counterparts of far-reaching and severe consequences in case Davis was convicted. Some 

unidentified US officials conveyed veiled warnings to Pakistan, through media, to the effect 

that Davis’ conviction could result in cutting of diplomatic relations and stopping of all aid to 

Pakistan.188 

Ambassador Munter admitted to Gen Pasha, the ISI chief, that Raymond Davis was a CIA 

agent and sought Pasha’s help in his release. A way-out for Davis release was found in the 

Sharia law of Diyyat under which the culprit is to be released and spare punishment by 

paying blood-money to the heirs of the deceased at the consent of the heirs. Raymond Davis 

was released by the trial court on March 11. 2011 after documents were produced to the 

effect that the heirs of the murdered men had pardoned him after receiving “blood money.” A 

sum of $2.34 million was paid to the heirs of the deceased.189There were reports hinting that 

Pakistani authorities had assured the US officials that Raymond Davis would be released and 

that the delay was due to popular uproar. Prime Minister Yusuf Raza Gilani had indicated 
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before Davis release that he could be set free on payment of blood money to heirs of the 

murdered individuals.190 

The Raymond Davis incident did more damage in creating anti-American sentiments in 

Pakistan and deteriorating the already tense relations between Pakistan and the United States 

than did by the subsequent Abbottabad incident which killed Osama bin Laden as a result of 

a US raid in violation of Pakistan’s sovereignty.191 No other incident had damaged relations 

between the two countries so much in the post-09/11 period as the Raymond Davis 

incident.192 

4.6.2 The Abbottabad Incident  

It was on Sunday, May 1, around midnight that two MH-60 Black Hawk helicopters, packed 

with twenty-three soldiers of Navy SEAL Team 6, took off from the US airbase in Jalalabad 

in eastern Afghanistan and flew towards Pakistan to carry out Operation Neptune Spear. The 

helicopters were covered with the latest stealth and noise-suppressant technology. The 

helicopters crossed the Pakistan-Afghan border undetected by radar because the radar cover 

on Pakistan’s western border was minimal due to the fact that no air attack was expected 

from Afghanistan.193 The two MH-60 Black Hawk helicopters were followed, later, by four 

heavily armed MH-47 Chinook helicopters, carrying a second unit of SEAL Team 6, for 

assistance of the first unit. The two lead Black Hawk helicopters landed near a compound in 

the garrison town of Abbottabad where the al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden was believed to 

reside.  

The main object of this operation was to kill the al Qaeda leader. One of the two helicopters 

suffered loss of power and was forced to land at the compound’s edge. The helicopter was 

quickly destroyed with no one hurt. Twenty-three SEALs, a Pakistani-American interpreter 

who spoke both Urdu and Pushto, and a tracking dog attacked the compound and shot dead 
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two men and one woman who were believed to be the hosts of the al Qaeda leader. The 

SEALs entered the third-floor bedroom of Osama bin Laden and shot him dead with two 

bullets, one in his head and another in his chest. The SEALs then carried out a DNA test on 

the dead body of the al Qaeda leader to confirm his true identity.194In the operation, besides 

Osama, three other persons, one believed to be his son and the other two his couriers, were 

also killed.195 

Osama bin laden was the most wanted person for the United States since 9/11. The US search 

for him started in the 1990s, after the discovery of his involvement in the killing of US 

soldiers in Somalia in 1993 and Saudi Arabia in 1996 and the first attack on the World Trade 

Center in 1993. After bin Laden declared in 1998 that every Muslim has a duty “to kill 

Americans everywhere they are found,” that search became more determined. September 11, 

2001, turned him into the most wanted man in the world---and a folk hero in many parts of 

the Muslim world.196Up to 2010, there was no clue of the al Qaeda leader’s whereabouts. A 

break-through came the same year when the CIA agents finally tracked down one of Osama’s 

trusted couriers, a Kuwaiti-born Pakistani with the nom de guerre Abu Ahmad al Kuwaiti. 

The CIA tailed Abu Ahmad to a house in Abbottabad, the same compound in which Osama 

was killed.197 

Pakistani authorities had not been informed by the US of the operation against the al Qaeda 

chief beforehand.198 This might be explained by the unpopularity of such an operation in 

public opinion in Pakistan. But American sources clarified that the US had kept the entire 

operation secret from the Pakistanis due to its sensitive nature. Any premature leakage to 

Pakistanis was believed to lead to informing the real target, and thus, failure of the 

operation.199 There existed a great trust-deficit between Pakistan and the United States at that 

point of time which prevented cooperation and collaboration between the two states on such 

an important but sensitive issue. In this connection an Obama advisor was reported to have 
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said that “there was a real lack of confidence that the Pakistanis could keep this secret for 

more than a nanosecond.”200 This view of the Americans had allegedly been shaped by their 

previous experience. Osama bin Laden had allegedly been located in 2007 but escaped being 

captured or killed because he was tipped off by some ISI agents.201 

Some Western circles even believed that Osama had been protected in Abbottabad for such a 

long time by the ISI.202The Americans were not suspicious of the involvement of the COAS 

Gen Kayani and the DG ISI Gen Pasha. But they suspected someone close to Pasha knew. 

The United States demanded from Pakistan the identities of some of the high-level 

intelligence officials with a view to determine as to whether any of them had any link with 

Osama bin Laden or his agents before Osama’s assassination in the Abbottabad incident. For 

this purpose, an American official travelled to Pakistan and held meetings with Pakistani 

authorities.203The United States suspected that some responsible persons in the military and 

intelligence agencies knew about the whereabouts of Osama bin Laden. Secretary of State 

Hillary Clinton said in May 2010 that though not at the highest levels, some people in the 

Pakistani government knew the whereabouts of Osama bin Laden, Mullah Omer and top 

leadership of the Afghan Taliban.204The White House counterterrorism advisor, Johan 

Brennan, said that it was “inconceivable” that Osama did not have a “support system” in 

Pakistan.205However, the National Security Advisor Tom Donilon told the NBC that there 

was no evidence to tell that the political, military, or intelligence leadership in Pakistan had 

any fore knowledge of Osama bin Laden.206 

Why was Pakistan kept in dark about the US plans for raiding the compound in Abbottabad 

where Osama bin Laden had taken refuge? The then CIA chief Leon Panetta provided answer 

to this question. In an interview he said that Pakistan could have undermined the operation by 
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leaking out the information to Osama or his associates. He said that some months before the 

operation the US had considered the idea of coordinating with other countries, including 

Pakistan, about the raid. This idea was dropped due to the fear that the Pakistanis might alert 

the targets which could jeopardize the mission. He said that the possibilities of carrying out a 

high-altitude bombing raid from B-52 bombers or launching a direct shot with cruise missiles 

had also been discussed but were ruled out due to “the possibility of too much co-lateral 

damage.”207Secretary of State Clinton said that the operation was vital to the national security 

of the US and the information was not shared with Pakistan due to sensitivity of the 

operation.208 

The Operation Geronimo or the Abbottabad incident severely affected relations between 

Pakistan and the United States. It further widened the already existing gulf of mistrusts and 

misperceptions between the two states. There was a strong wave of protests from the side of 

Pakistan against the violation of sovereignty of their state. The Chief of the Army Staff said 

in a statement that any action, in the future, any violation of the sovereignty of Pakistan 

would invoke a reaction from Pakistan in form of reviewing military/intelligence cooperation 

with the US. He also called for a cutback in the number of US troops in Pakistan, which 

numbered 3,000, to the minimum so as to preclude the possibility of a unilateral action in the 

future.209 Pakistanis regarded this act as a violation of their state’s sovereignty. It widened the 

already existing gulf between the two countries. Pakistan, from then onward, shifted its 

policy from finding a strategy with the US to fight terrorism to focusing on safeguarding its 

borders. It was even compared to India’s Cold Start doctrine the main objective of which was 

“to primarily humiliate and discredit the Pakistani military and secondarily achieve limited 

military targets.”210 
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President Asif Ali Zardari rejected the American accusations that Pakistan sheltered the al 

Qaeda chief and termed them as against facts.211Prime Minister Gilani refused to admit that 

Pakistan or its institutions were in league with the al Qaeda. In his address to the Parliament 

he said that, in view of the huge human and material losses by al Qaeda elements in Pakistan, 

allegations of complicity and incompetence against Pakistan were absurd.212 He said that 

Pakistan would retaliate in kind if such an incident violating sovereignty of Pakistan took 

place in future.213 

A resolution passed by a joint session of Parliament on May 14 condemned the Abbottabad 

incident as violation of Pakistan’s sovereignty, and asked the US to immediately stop 

continued drone attacks. The resolution stated that noncompliance by the US with these 

demands would force Pakistan to consider taking necessary steps such as withdrawal of 

transit facilities allowed to the NATO/ISAF forces. The resolution affirmed the resolve “of 

the people and state institutions of Pakistan to safeguard Pakistan’s national interests and 

strategic assets” and underscored that any action to the contrary would “warrant a strong 

national response.”214 This resolution was a reflection of the resentment found among the 

policy makers and legislators of Pakistan with regard to the state of affairs of their country’s 

relations with the United States. This mode of the policymakers was representing the public 

opinion of the Pakistani people.  

There was also considerable resentment in the American circles about the presence of Osama 

bin Laden in Pakistan for such a long time which created cracks in the already strained 

relations between the two countries. When asked that the United States should not have taken 

unilateral action in Pakistan to kill the al Qaeda leader, the White House Press Secretary Jay 

Carney said that the United States “makes no apologies” for the Killing of Osama in Pakistan 

because he was the staunchest enemy of Pakistan.215Senator John Kerry, Chairman of the 
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Senate Foreign Relations Committee termed it “a critical moment” in the history of Pakistan 

and the United States. He said that “some very serious issues” related to the question of 

discovery of the al Qaeda’s chief in Abbottabad had to be resolved.216 

4.6.3 The Salala Incident 

On November 27, 2011, NATO/ISAF forces opened fire on two Pakistani military posts in 

Salala, Mohmand Agency and killed 24 soldiers. The attack occurred at a time when 

Pakistani forces at the security posts had trapped almost 50 TTP militants belonging to the 

Wali-ur-Rahman/Fazlullah group. The ISAF/NATO forces came to the assistance of the TTP 

militants and rescued them.217The most disturbing fact was that the firing continued even 

after the Pakistani forces had asked the coalition forces to stop.218 It was a deliberate breach 

of Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty and terms of cooperation with the US in the war against 

terror.219 

There was no plausible justification for the raids on the Pakistani check-posts. Pakistanis saw 

sinister designs of the United States behind the raid. The area had been cleared of the 

militants. The coalition forces did not have any justification to attack the area under the 

pretext of chasing the militants. The two check-posts had been set up to keep an eye on the 

movement of militants from Afghan side of the border into Pakistani territory. The attack 

was viewed as an attempt on the part of the US on Pakistan to pressurize Pakistan to comply 

with the American demands or face the penalty or to dismantle these check-posts to facilitate 

the movement of the militants into the Pakistani territory.220 As the raid was about one mile 

deep into Pakistani territory and the operation continued uninterrupted for two hours, the US’ 

excuses of errors of judgment and failures of communication between NATO and Pakistani 

security agencies were unconvincing.221 

The United States pleaded that the NATO/ISAF forces acted in their self-defense. The US 

offered a joint investigation to Pakistan to determine the circumstances under which the 

 
216 “Pak-US Ties at Critical Juncture, Says Kerry,” The News, May 16, 2011. 
217 Gen MirzaAslam Beg, “ISAF’s Aggression against Pakistan,” The Nation, December 04, 2011.   
218 “The Fallout,” Editorial, The News International, December 1, 2011.   
219 Gen MirzaAslam Beg, “ISAF’s Aggression against Pakistan,” The Nation, December 04, 2011.  
220 “The Attack Reflects NATO’s Sinister Designs,” Editorial, Pakistan Observer, November 28, 2011.  
221 Ahmad Rashid Malik, “The Salala Incident: Implications for the Pakistan-United States Ties,” Strategic 

Studies, Winter2012/Spring2013, Vol. 32/33 Issue 4/1, p. 46.  



187 
 

 

Salala incident happened.  Pakistan rejected this plea of the United States and blamed the 

ISAF/NATO forces for having recklessly violated Pakistan’s sovereignty and shed blood of 

its 24 soldiers without coordinating their activities with the Pakistani authorities. The United 

States appointed a commission under Brigadier General Stephen Clark to probe into the 

Salala incident which released its report at the end of December 2011. The Clark report said 

that the firing was the result of misunderstanding and bad communication between Pakistan 

and the NATO/ISAF forces. Pakistan rejected the findings of the Clark Report as contrary to 

facts and biased.222 

As a retaliatory measure, Pakistan demanded the United States to immediately evacuate the 

Shamsi airbase in Baluchistan and blocked the NATO routes going through its territory. 

Pakistan raised the issue with the United States and expressed great indignation over the sad 

incident. Pakistan decided to stay away from the Bonn Conference on Afghanistan. This 

decision of the Pakistani government to boycott the Bonn Conference was considered a great 

blow to Washington which needed Pakistan’s cooperation for bringing the Afghan Taliban to 

negotiations with the United States. Afghanistan, Germany, and the United States requested 

Pakistan to rethink its decision but Pakistan remained adamant.”223 

The United States was unhappy over the fact that Pakistan ‘overplayed’ the Salala incident. 

The blocking of the supply routes by Pakistan was something unacceptable to them. They 

tried to persuade Pakistan to open the supply routes for transportation of goods for 

NATO/ISAF in Afghanistan. In this respect, two top US military generals, Gen James Mattis, 

commander of the US military operations in the region, and Gen John Allen, commander of 

the coalition forces in Afghanistan, called on Chief of the Army Staff (COAS) of Pakistan, 

Gen Ashfaq Pervez Kayani, and discussed with him the opening of the opening of the supply 

routes with a view as how to “get back to complete normal relations.” One day before, the 

issue had also been raised by President Obama in his meeting with Prime Minister Gilani in 
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Seoul where they had gone in connection with a nuclear security summit.224 They tried to 

pressurize Pakistan in several ways. President Zardari was ignored by Obama at the Chicago 

NATO summit on Afghanistan in May 2012. 

There existed great indignation among Pakistanis against the Salala incident which was 

considered as glaring example of violation of sovereignty and integrity of Pakistan. The 

Pakistani Parliament started a debate on terms of relationship with the United States. 

President Obama welcomed this move.225 On April 12, 2012, the Pakistani Parliament passed 

a resolution, after extensive debate, entitled “Guidelines for Revised Terms of Engagement 

with USA/NATO/ISAF and General Foreign Policy.”226 The first three articles of the 

Resolution laid down that: 

1. The relationship between the two countries should be based on mutual respect for the 

sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of each other;  

2. The US footprint should be reviewed including cessation of drone attacks, violation 

of Pakistani territory on any pretext and stopping of transportation of arms and 

ammunitions to Afghanistan through Pakistani territory.      

3.  An agreement on the pattern of the Indo-US civil nuclear deal be made between 

Pakistan and the United States without compromising Pakistan’s nuclear program and 

assets, including its safety and security.                                   

The members of Pakistani Parliament demanded “an unconditional apology” from the US for 

the Salala incident. They also demanded that “private security contractors and/or intelligence 

operatives” of America should not be allowed to operate in Pakistan.227It took several months 

for the Pakistani Parliament to articulate new terms of their relationship with the United 

States. 
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Pakistan was demanding apology from the United States over the Salala issue. There was 

nothing wrong in this demand of Pakistan. 228 It became a matter of national honor for the 

Pakistani nation. It was a matter of violation of Pakistan’s sovereignty by a Super Power with 

which it had been an ally first in the Cold war against the Soviet Union and since 9/11 in the 

war against terror. But despite this fact the United States violated Pakistan’s national 

sovereignty several times. The operation to kill Osama bin Laden in May 2011 in Abbottabad 

was one such act in which American SEALs in helicopters entered deep into Pakistani air 

space, landed in a garrison city and carried out their mission without any permission from the 

Pakistani state.229 All these actions on the part of the United States created great resentment 

among the Pakistanis.230 

The United States was unwilling to tender its unconditional apology as demanded by 

Pakistan and, instead, insisted that their condolence and regrets were enough to sooth wounds 

of Pakistanis.231The issue was finally settled when Secretary of State Hillary Clinton called 

Hina Rabbani Khar in early July 2012. On July 2, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 

expressed sorry to Pakistan on the sad Salala incident and the loss of the Pakistani soldiers. 

She also asked Pakistan to open the NATO supply routes which had been closed in the after-

math of the Salala check-post attacks.232 The ‘sorry’ was expressed by Secretary of state 

instead of the President. The reason was that it was election year and any apology by the 

President would have been unwise for him. The president had already tendered his apology 

to Afghans on the desecration of the Holy Quran by the American soldiers and defiling of the 

dead bodies.  
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CHAPTER-5 

REGIONAL SCENARIO OF PAKISTAN-US SECURITY PARTNERSHIP 

Relations between Pakistan and the United States cannot be fully understood without 

understanding the regional scenario in which they operate. Some countries such as India, 

China and Iran played important roles in determining direction and nature of Pakistan-United 

States relations.1This chapter deals with relationship of the United States and Pakistan with 

these countries and determines the extent to which their bilateral relations were affected by 

their relations with these countries.  

5.1 Indian Factor in Pakistan-US Relations 

Pakistan has always considered India as its main adversary. Security threat from India has 

always been seen by policy-makers of Pakistan as the principal determinant of the foreign 

policy of their country. Any country, especially major powers, trying to establish close 

relationship with India, are seen by Pakistan with suspicion. This section deals with how the 

US efforts to forge closer relations with India affected relations between Pakistan and the 

United States. The argument is that close Indo-US relations adversely affected Pakistan’s 

relations with the United States. 

India and the United States had not good relations during the Cold War because India 

adopted a neutral attitude with a pro-Soviet tilt instead of joining the Western camp led by 

the United States. The US alliance with and provision of military assistance to Pakistan made 

India more anti-American in its policies. Indians pointed out that the weapons and equipment 

provided to Pakistan would be ultimately used against India and not against the Soviet 

Union, as intended by the US.2Almost on all international issues and in the United Nations, 

India supported the Soviet Union against the United States. The United States provided 

diplomatic and political support to Pakistan on the Kashmir issue. During the 1962 Sino-

India War, the US and its Western allies provided extensive military assistance to India 

which brought the two countries closer to each other and caused disillusionment to Pakistan 
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which improved its relations with China. During the 1965 and 1971 Indo-Pakistan wars, the 

United States stopped military aid to both the South Asian adversaries. The Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan strained relations between India and the US because India did not side with 

the US in condemning the Soviet invasion and extending moral and material assistance to the 

Afghan resistance forces. But soon President Reagan and Prime Minister Indira Gandhi made 

amends and the United States began to consider providing India with dual use technology. 

The disintegration of the Soviet Union, the end of the Cold War and beginning of market 

reforms in India removed hurdles in relations between India and the United States and they 

started a slow but steady process of coming closer to each other and supporting each other on 

issues of mutual concern. In 1992-1994, the United States allowed India to buy cryogenic 

engine rocket from Russia but blocked the transfer of related technology at the same time to 

it.3 Relations between India and the US remained stalled due to their differences on the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and extension of Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty 

(NPT). The passage by the US Congress of the Brown Amendment in November 1995 which 

allowed the US to supply military equipment worth $ 658 to Pakistan, including maritime 

reconnaissance aircraft and missiles but not the F-16 as insisted by Pakistan, also created 

friction in relations between India and the US.4 India was further itched when it was revealed 

that China had supplied M-11 missiles to Pakistan and the United States did not impose 

sanctions against China for violation of MTCR. Still a degree of cooperation in the defense 

field continued between the two countries. India provided refueling facilities to the American 

military aircrafts en route from the Pacific to the Middle East during the first Gulf War 

against Iraq. The navies of the two countries also held joint military exercises during 1996 

and 1997 in the Indian Ocean. Sanctions were imposed against both India and Pakistan when 

they conducted nuclear tests in May 1998. 

President Clinton’s visit to India in 2000 was a manifestation of the fact that the United 

States recognized the reality of India as a nuclear power and that India’s nuclear capability 

was irreversible.5Music to the ears of Indians was Clinton’s assertion that the main purpose 
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of his visit was not to mediate between India and Pakistan on the Kashmir dispute which was 

for the two countries to settle between themselves.6 It seemed the US accepted the Indian 

point of view on nuclear related issues.7After 9/11, India made an important change in its 

policy towards the United States by offering its full cooperation and use of India’s bases for 

counterterrorism operations. President Bush and Prime Minister Vajpayee met in November 

2001 and agreed to increase cooperation between the two countries on a broad array of issues 

such as counterterrorism, regional security, space and scientific and civil nuclear safety etc.8 

Although Pakistan apparently occupied center-stage in US policy towards South Asia, efforts 

were being made behind the scene by the US policy makers to take Indo-US ties towards the 

desired goals. India and the United States were quite visibly coming closer to each other and 

wanted their bilateral relations to be carried to heights unthinkable during the Cold War 

period. The Bush-Vajpayee Joint Statement of November 2001 was the beginning of the new 

pattern of relationship between the two states at the official level.9 India and the US began a 

continued two-year dialogue which finally resulted in the Next Step in Strategic Partnership 

(NSSP) in January 2004.10 It was a strategic shift in relations between the two countries. 

Despite their differences over other issues such as Iraq, trade, and the United Nations, the 

NSSP committed both India and the US to collaborate in four important areas, that is, civilian 

nuclear energy, civilian space program, high technology trade, and missile defense. It was 

quite a break from the past. But such an offer was not extended to Pakistan despite the fact 

that it was an important partner of the US in the on-going war on terror. Pakistan, although 

the most important partner in the ongoing War on Terror, was not being extended the 

privilege of strategic partnership. This underscored Bush’s desire to recognize India as a 

“friendly rising Asian power.”11 Indian strategists believed that US cooperation with India in 
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the three areas of dual use high-technology, civil nuclear field and space, called ‘trinity’, was 

essential to afford concrete proof of a changed India-US relationship.12 

5.1.1 United States and the Kashmir Issue 

Kashmir was one of the nearly 600 princely states which were under the paramount power of 

Britain but autonomous in their internal matters. Under the Indian Independence Act, the 

princely states were required to join either India or Pakistan in accordance with desires of the 

people and geographical position of their states. Kashmir was the most important princely 

state due to its large size and strategic position. But the Maharaja of Kashmir effected the 

state’s accession to India against the wishes of the Kashmiri people which caused the 

Kashmiri Muslims to rise against Indian occupation. The Kashmiris were joined in their 

struggle by large number of people from Pakistan, especially the tribal areas. The present day 

Azad Kashmir and Gilgit-Baltistan areas were liberated from Indian occupation. Unable to 

suppress the onward march of the freedom fighters, India took the matter to the UN for 

resolution. The UN Security Council’s resolutions called for a plebiscite in the state to 

determine whether the people of the state wanted to join India or Pakistan. But, later on, 

India backed away from its pledge under the UN Resolutions and refused to come to terms 

with Pakistan on holding plebiscite in the state. Pakistan’s joining of the Western Alliance 

system further hardened Indian attitude on the issue. 

The United States never took a definitive stand on the Kashmir dispute between India and 

Pakistan. It adopted different positions in different times, in deference to its own security 

interests in the region. Kashmir in itself was not important for the US except for the reason 

that it involved two principal powers of the region that were strategically important for the 

US.13 But Pakistan, being an ally of the US, expected wholehearted support from the US. The 

most the US did was to verbally endorse Pakistan’s stand on the issue that it be resolved in 

accordance with the UNSC resolutions. But the US did not put pressure on India for solution 

of this issue. After the 1962 Sino-India border war, when the US and other western countries 

began to supply huge quantities of military equipment to India, the US was in a position to 
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persuade India for resolution of the Kashmir dispute with Pakistan. But the US only made 

half-hearted efforts to bring India and Pakistan to negotiation table but took no serious step in 

this direction. Even US’ support for the UNSC resolutions in the 1950s and 60s was 

predicated on the understanding that anyway the Soviet Union would veto any practical step 

towards any solution of the issue unacceptable to India. So any support for the UNSC 

resolutions by the US was immaterial for India so long as it had the backing of the Soviet 

veto.14 After the Simla Accord of 1972 when India and Pakistan committed themselves to 

work for the solution of the Kashmir and other bilateral issues through bilateral negotiations, 

the US dropped any reference to the UNSC resolution on Kashmir.   

With the end of the Cold War, disintegration of the Soviet Union, and emergence of the US 

as the unchallenged Supreme power of the globe changed security calculus of the American 

policy-makers. China was designated as the emerging rival and competitor. India was to be 

groomed as counter-weight to China. The Kashmir dispute was the first victim of the 

emergence of close relationship between the United States and India. The US lost all interest 

in this dispute.15 The US no longer had any interest in resolving Indo-Pakistan disputes. 

During his visit to India in March 2000, President Clinton did not mention Kashmir in his 

address to Indian parliament. While a few days later, in his address on Pakistani television, 

Clinton made it clear that the US would not mediate or resolve the Kashmir dispute; it was 

for the two countries to resolve it through dialogue. It was an endorsement of the Indian 

position that the dispute should be resolved as per the Simla Agreement.16 

In the newly emerged situation, the Kashmir issue began to be considered as an obstacle in 

realizing US’ plan of encircling China.17The Kashmiris’ struggle for freedom was no longer 

regarded as struggle for freedom. It began to be dubbed as ‘insurgency’. A study of the 

RAND Corporation in September 2001titled ‘Pakistan’s Role in the Kashmir Insurgency’ 

fully reflected new trends in American thinking. The US strategists knew believed that 
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American interests in South Asia would be protected only if resolution of the Kashmir issue 

reflected the balance of power in the region which meant favoring India.18The United States 

also changed its stand on Kashmir. In the past it had insisted on resolving the issue in 

accordance with the UN resolutions, a stand which was more akin to the Pakistani position 

on the issue. After the 9/11 when relations between India and the US got warmed, the US 

adopted a more neutralist position on the issue. It no longer supported freedom struggle or 

self-determination for Kashmiris as provided by the UN charter and UNSC resolutions on 

Kashmir.19 

Pakistan wanted the US to use its influence with India to enter into dialogue with Pakistan on 

the Kashmir issue. But the United States was not ready to exert its influence on India on this 

issue. In his talk to foreign minister Khurshid Kasuri in Washington in June 2005, President 

Bush said that solution of the Indo-Pakistan disputes would depend upon the extent to which 

India and Pakistan were willing to go. He said that the United States might play the role of a 

facilitator in resolving the disputes between the two countries only when there was a credible 

desire to move forward from both sides.20  It even refused to call for mediation on the issue 

unless invited by both the parties to do so. Even in the past, when Pakistan was closely allied 

to the United States in the Cold war against the Soviet Union, the US support on the Kashmir 

issue for Pakistan had never translated into tangible strategic gain for Pakistan.21 

During President Bush’s official visit to Pakistan in February 2006, President Musharraf 

urged him to use his influence with India to arrive at a peaceful settlement of the Kashmir 

issue with Pakistan because there could be no sustainable peace and development in South 

Asia without resolution of the Kashmir issue. President Bush said that he would continue to 

support both India and Pakistan for the solution of the Kashmir issue.22 During a press 

 
18 CATO Handbook for Congress, Recommendations for Congress (Washington, DC: CATO Institute, 2003): 

https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/cato-handbook-policymakers/2003/9/hb108-55.pdf, 

accessed on March 20, 2013.  
19  Noor-ul-Haq, Pakistan Observer, 2 March, 2006. 
20 Khurshid Mahmud Kasuri, Neither a Hawk Nor a Dove: An Insider’s Account of Pakistan’s Foreign 

Relations Including Details of the Kashmir Framework (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2015), p. 631.  
21 C. Christine Fair, Can the United States Secure an Insecure State? (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 

2010), p. 115.  
22“Musharraf Seeks US Facilitation on Kashmir in Meeting with Bush”, 4 March, 2006, 

http://www.presidentofpakistan.gov.pk/PRPressReleaseDetail.aspx?nPRPressReleaseId=1795&nYear=2006

&nMonth=3 , printed in IPRI Factfile(Islamabad: Islamabad Policy Research Institute, March 2006), 44-47; 

also see Khurshid MahmudKasuri, Neither a Hawk Nor a Dove, p. 634.  

https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/cato-handbook-policymakers/2003/9/hb108-55.pdf
http://www.presidentofpakistan.gov.pk/PRPressReleaseDetail.aspx?nPRPressReleaseId=1795&nYear=2006&nMonth=3
http://www.presidentofpakistan.gov.pk/PRPressReleaseDetail.aspx?nPRPressReleaseId=1795&nYear=2006&nMonth=3


196 
 

 

conference with President Musharraf in Washington in September 2006, President Bush said 

that the US could not force India and Pakistan for a solution of the Kashmir issue.23Although 

the Bush administration made hectic diplomatic efforts to try to avert war in South Asia, it 

did not make any attempt to broker a resolution of the Kashmir issue. In the back-channel 

talks between Musharraf and Manmohan Singh, the US played the role of an observer instead 

of a participant.24 It means that the US was interested only in preventing war in the 

subcontinent, not in the resolution of the Kashmir issue which was the root-cause of tension 

between India and Pakistan and in which Pakistan was critically interested.  This diplomatic 

posture was more favorable for realization of India’s strategic goals.25 The United States had 

warm relations with India and any assistance on the part of the US to persuade India for a 

resolution of the Kashmir issue might have been helpful in bringing a successful end to the 

war in Afghanistan.26 

President Obama, in the early days of his office, had realized that there could be no lasting 

peace in South Asia without resolution of the Kashmir issue and that peace in Afghanistan 

was closely linked with peace between India and Pakistan. After his election in December 

2008, he said that instead of looking at Afghanistan in isolation, it must be seen as part of a 

regional quandary that included Pakistan, India, Kashmir and Iran.27 India was perturbed by 

this statement of the President-elect Obama and evoked much protest there so that Obama 

had to abandon the idea of resolving the Kashmir dispute.28 When President Obama 

appointed veteran diplomat, Richard Holbrooke, as his representative for Afghanistan, 

Pakistan, and India, India was angry with this act because it resented being bracketed with 
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Pakistan and Afghanistan. So, India was dropped and Pakistan and Afghanistan were lumped 

into a new strategy of Af-Pak.29 Pakistan was not happy with this development because it 

wanted the Kashmir dispute also to be included in the American envoy’s regional mandate 

which the US did not approve.30 

In October, 2010, during President Obama’s official visit to India, he did not mention the 

Kashmir issue by name but said that both India and Pakistan had an interest in reducing 

tensions and should settle their outstanding disputes through negotiations. He added that the 

US could play any role in the resolution of the disputes between India and Pakistan only 

when both the parties agreed to do so; the US could not impose any solution upon the two 

countries against their will. He pointed out that confidence-building measures were essential 

for the negotiations to take place.31President Obama’s remarks indicated that the US was not 

prepared to put even the slightest pressure on India for the resolution of the Kashmir dispute 

with Pakistan.   

The US did not have any sympathy for the Kashmiris’ struggle for their right to self-

determination. Both India and the United States had entered into strategic partnership which 

entailed supporting each other on all issues strategically important to them. The United States 

did not want to displease India, its principal strategic partner in the region, for the sake of 

Pakistan, only a tactical ally in the war against terror, not a strategic partner. Resolution of 

the Kashmir dispute was the most important foreign policy goal for Pakistan but was a 

marginal issue for the US. The US’ stand that it would play a mediatory role on this issue 

only if both India and Pakistan asked it to do so and that both parties to the dispute should 

resolve the issue through bilateral negotiations was a clear message for India that the United 

States did not bother about whatever India did in Kashmir. Similarly, it was a clear message 

for Pakistan that it could not expect any tangible assistance from the US on the Kashmir 

issue. International politics is the game for realization of national interests of the respective 

actors.  International law and morality play only a marginal role in this game and are upheld 
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only and so far as the interests of a party to a dispute are served by upholding of these lofty 

principles.  

5.1.2 Terrorism in India: Impact on Pakistan-US Relations 

In the early 1990s, Kashmiris intensified their struggle against the illegal Indian occupation 

and gross human rights violations in the state. Indian atrocities to quell the freedom 

movement of the Kashmiris further infuriated the Kashmiris which gave rise to a wave of 

violent activities. Pakistan termed this movement as an expression of the legitimate demands 

of the Kashmiri people for their freedom which had been snatched from them by India.32 

India accused Pakistan of sending jihadis to Indian Occupied Kashmir (IOK) and termed the 

freedom fighters as terrorists and proxies of Pakistan. It refused to admit that the violence in 

Kashmir was a legitimate struggle for freedom. It accused Pakistan of sending terrorists and 

infiltrators to Kashmir. 

On October 1, 2001, a car bomb exploded outside Indian occupied Kashmir state Assembly 

building in Srinagar, killing twenty-nine people. India blamed Pakistan for this bomb blast. 

Then on December 13, five militants forced their way into India’s Parliament building killed 

fourteen people before blowing themselves up. Again blame was placed at Pakistan’s door. 

India moved large number of troops along its border with Pakistan. Pakistan also did the 

same. War clouds loomed large over the horizon of the sub-continent. At that time Indian 

authorities left no stone unturned in blaming Pakistan and linking it with the spread of 

terrorism in the region. It carried out a hectic crusade to present itself as an old sufferer of 

terrorism from Pakistan and to convince the world that Osama bin Laden, the Afghan 

Taliban, and the militant struggle in the Indian occupied Kashmir are linked with each 

other.33 

Colin Powel, Secretary of State, daily talked to Musharraf on phone urging him to rein in the 

militants. On December 30, Bush personally talked to Musharraf on phone and told him to 
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take additional and strong measures against the militants who sought to harm India.34 

Pakistan moved troops from its western border to its eastern border with India which affected 

its hunt for al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden. On January 12, 2004, Musharraf addressed the 

nation on T.V and expressed his determination that the Pakistani soil would not be allowed to 

be used against other countries. On May 30, President Bush warned Musharraf to stop 

militants’ infiltration into Indian held Kashmir. 35 It showed the seriousness of the Bush 

administration on this issue. On 7 June, Richard Armitage saw Musharraf in Islamabad. The 

Pakistani president promised that infiltration to Indian held Kashmir would cease. This 

message was conveyed to Indian leaders by Armitage.36 

The Indian accusations of Pakistan-sponsored terrorism in Indian Occupied Kashmir (IOK) 

began to be endorsed by the United States and the latter began to publicly criticize Pakistan 

for its alleged policy of supporting militancy in the IOK and pressurize it to do something to 

stop this. Secretary of State Collin Powel had stated in October 2002 in New Delhi that 

terrorism was a common problem of Afghanistan, the United States, and India, and that they 

were united to fight it not only in Afghanistan but also in India.37 The United States fully 

supported Indian stand on the issue of militancy in Kashmir and refused to listen to 

Pakistan’s plea that militancy in the IOK was homegrown and a natural response of the 

Kashmiri people against the illegal Indian occupation and atrocities. Asking Pakistan to 

reduce violence in the Indian-held Kashmir was an endorsement of India’s stand that 

Pakistan was backing the militants and facilitating their infiltration into IOK. Pakistan’s 

denials of cross-border activity into India received no credibility in Washington.38In 

antiterrorism cooperation between the two countries, the United Sates provided India with 
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sophisticated US-made electronic ground sensors with a view to help stem the tide of 

militants’ infiltration into the Indian Occupied Kashmir.39 

The most worrisome factor for the United States was that the Pakistan-based Kashmiri 

militant groups had links with international terrorist incidents. This forced the United States 

to urge Pakistan to adopt a zero-tolerance policy towards violent extremism. This was 

demonstrated when in August 2006 reports appeared in the media that one of the prime 

suspects of the London airliner bomb plot had family relations with Maulana Massoud 

Azhar, the Chief of the Jaish-e-Mohammad (JeM), a militant organization believed to be 

operating in the Indian-Occupied Kashmir.40 The JeM had also been suspected of being 

linked to the kidnapping and brutal murder of Daniel Pearl, reporter of the Wall Street 

Journal, in 2002. The kidnappers of Daniel Pearl had demanded “the release of Pakistani 

prisoners from Guantanamo Bay, an immediate end to the US presence in Pakistan, US 

delivery of F-16 fighter jets to Pakistan, and the release of Mullah Zaeef, the former Afghan 

Ambassador of the Taliban regime to Pakistan.41 For the murder of Daniel Pearl, Omer 

Sheikh, an associate of Massoud Azhar, was awarded death sentence by an anti-terrorist 

court in Pakistan in July 2002.Strategists in the United States believed that Pakistan used 

terrorism as an “instrument of low intensity conflict to press New Delhi into concessions on 

Kashmir.” They argued that Pakistan did so because nuclearization of Pakistan made an 

Indian conventional attack against Pakistan in response to cross-border infiltration of the 

militants very dangerous due to escalatory uncertainty.42 

On 26 November, 2008, 10 the Mumbai terrorist incident occurred when some militants 

carried out a series of 12 coordinated shooting and bombing attacks which lasted for four 

days and resulted in the killing of 164 people and wounding 308. The perpetrators of the 

Mumbai terrorist attacks seemed to be well-prepared and trained and knew the terrain and 
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locations.43As the Indian government accused the Lashkar-e-Taiba, a Pakistani militant 

organization, of involvement in the Mumbai terrorist incident and reports to this effect 

appeared in the media, Pakistani authorities started crack-down on the various Lashkar 

camps in Azad Kashmir. Zaki-ur-Rahman Lakhvi, chief of operations of the Lashkar, was 

arrested. By the end of January 2009, up to 100 operatives of Lashkar-e-Taiba had been 

arrested. More than 100 were put under surveillance. Hafiz Mohammad Saeed, chief of the 

LeT, was kept under house arrest. Bank accounts of the LeT and JuD were also frozen.44 

The United States was much concerned about any tension between India and Pakistan in the 

wake of the Mumbai incident. Any terrorist occurrence, like the 2008 Mumbai attack, had the 

potential of sparking a dangerous war between the two nuclear-armed South Asian 

adversaries. Escalated tension between Pakistan and India would force Pakistan to shift its 

attention and resources away from operations against militants in the tribal areas along its 

western border to the eastern border to defend it against India. This could compromise the 

US aims of winning the war against terror in Afghanistan. This could also disrupt the NATO 

supply route passing through Pakistan.45 

The United States fully supported Indian stand on the Mumbai attacks. In her December visit 

to Pakistan, the US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice’s main focus in New Delhi was on 

this “evidence” of the contrary to her formal and mild statements at the Chaklala Airbase at 

the time of her departure and the one issued by Pakistani authorities. She was quite candid 

and threatening during her direct talks with the Pakistani leadership on the issue of 

involvement of some elements of Pakistan and warned, therefore, that Pakistan’s options 

were quite limited. The Secretary of State was reported to have warned the Pakistani leaders 

to take action against the perpetrators, failing which the US would act.46Sources privy to the 

meeting said that Pakistan had expressed its willingness to conduct a joint investigation with 

India on the Mumbai incident but wanted such cooperation to be comprehensive to address 
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Pakistan’s grievances about India’s interference in Baluchistan, the role of Indian consulates 

along the Pakistan-Afghan border for promoting instability in Pakistan and other issues. But 

the guest refused to discuss any other thing.47 

The United States and India stepped up their collaboration, which was already on the rise 

since 9/11, on monitoring terrorist groups which sought to harm the two countries. The law-

enforcement agencies of the US provided training and expertise to their Indian counterparts 

in the investigation and prosecution of terrorists. Individuals charged for acts of terrorism on 

the Indian soil were indicted and tried by prosecutors in the United States.48The United States 

accepted Indian analyses that Pakistan-based terrorists posed threat to India and that the ISI 

was supporting anti-India terrorism and had been a complicit of the Mumbai attacks.49 

During his November 2010 visit to India, President Obama said that Pakistan acknowledged 

the problem caused by terrorists operating from its soil and was taking action against the 

terrorists although “the progress is not as quick as we’d like.”50 President Obama and Prime 

Minister Manmohan Singh highlighted that dismantling of safe havens and infrastructure of 

the militants from Afghanistan and Pakistan was essential for regional and global security. 

The two sides agreed that “all terrorist networks, including Lashkar-e-Taiba must be 

defeated” and asked Pakistan to take action against the perpetrators of the Mumbai attacks.51 

In his address to the joint session of the Indian Parliament, Obama, besides reiterating his 

demand from Pakistan to bring the culprits of the Mumbai terrorist acts to justice, warned 

Pakistan that terrorists’ safe havens upon its soil were unacceptable.52 

The United States’ stand on the issue of terrorism and extremism in South Asia was fully in 

sync with that of India. It fully endorsed India’s position on this issue because national 
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interests of the two countries converged on this issue.53 Pakistan’s plea that terrorism in India 

and Kashmir was closely linked to the Kashmir issue was not given any heed by the United 

States. Pakistan was held responsible for terrorism in India and urged to take stern action 

against militant organizations on its soil that were believed to have links with militants in 

Kashmir but no pressure was put on India to take steps towards resolution of the Kashmir 

issue which was the root-cause of disputes between Pakistan and India and where atrocities 

by India gave rise to extremism and militant tendencies against India. A just and equitable 

resolution of the Kashmir issue would pave way for ending extremism and militancy in South 

Asia.  

The United States did not put pressure on Indian government in 2014 when cease-fire 

violations by India and the resultant cross-border firings along the Line of Control (LoC) and 

the Working Boundary (WB) affected the operation Zarb-e-Azb which had been started in 

June 2014 by the Pakistani military against the militants in its Tribal areas. Pakistan diverted 

its attention from the operation against the terrorists to coping with aggression from India. 

This was pointed out by Pakistan Army Chief Gen. Raheel Sharif.54 The United States did 

not put pressure on India to stop violations of the LoC and WB so that the Pakistan Army 

could successfully culminate the Operation Zarb-e-Azb against the terrorists. It was a clear 

indication that terrorism was not a major issue for the US in comparison with its strategic 

partnership with India, otherwise the US would have put pressure on India to stop cross-

border violations so that Pakistan could effectively deal with the problem of terrorism and 

militancy on its western border. But the US did not do so. 

5.1.3 US Policy of Dehyphenation of India and Pakistan 

There was a realization in the official circles in the US that India was a major player in the 

region and that relations with it could not be kept hostage to relations with other regional 

actors. In his address to the US Institute of Peace on March 9, 2000, Karl Inderfurth, 

Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia, said that India would be an important player in 
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the world affairs and a crucial factor in the overall regional peace and stability of Asia.55 

Similar views were expressed by Secretary of State Madeleine Albright when she said that 

differences between India and the US on strategic and nuclear issues would not be allowed to 

become a hurdle in improvement of relations in the overall bilateral relations.56 In his 

confirmation hearing before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the Secretary of State-

designate, Colin Powel stated that India had the potential to help maintain peace and stability 

in the Indian Ocean region and the US would help it in this respect.57 The close security 

relationship between the two countries were reflected in the fact that India, along with few 

other countries, was  informed in advance of President Bush’s forthcoming speech on his 

proposals regarding Nuclear Missiles Defense (NMD).58 

Contrary to the traditional US policy towards South Asia, the new US policy began to treat 

India and Pakistan differently from each other. The policy of the Bush administration 

towards India and Pakistan was based on recommendations of a study of the Rand 

Corporation which called for a dehyphenated policy towards South Asia. These 

recommendations called for the US to govern its relations with India and Pakistan by an 

objective assessment of inherent value of each country to US interests rather than by fears 

about how US relations with one would affect relations with the other. Moreover, the report 

asserted that India was on its way to becoming a major Asian power of some consequence 

and demanded greater US engagement “for both collaboration and resistance across a much 

larger canvass than simply South Asia.59 

Bush had indicated his intention before his election as president to consolidate Indo-US 

relations on a new strategic paradigm. He expressed his determination make India as “force 

for stability and security in Asia.”60 The same orientations were visible in an article written 
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by the would-be National Security Advisor and Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice’ in the 

Foreign Affairs of January-February 2000. She criticized the Clinton administration for its 

tendency to connect India with Pakistan and to think of the relations between the two 

countries in terms of only Kashmir or the nuclear competition between the two states.  She 

asserted that “India is an element in China’s calculation, and it should be in America’s too.”61 

Pakistan was paid very little attention by the United States before 9/11. The new Bush 

administration dominated by the Neo-cons was determined to help India project its power 

from South Asia to the rest of Asia to counter the rising power of China. Bush barely 

mentioned Pakistan in the months prior to the September 11 attacks. After the 9/11, the 

partnership with Pakistan was confined to only fighting against the war against terror. The 

main focus of the new administration was on India.62Throughout his presidency, George W. 

Bush accorded special treatment to India and took relations with India to high planes by the 

conclusion of the Indo-US nuclear deal, and cooperation in the fields of defense, space, 

missile defense and transfer of dual-use technology. A strategic partnership was developed 

with India which was far wider and broader than the Pakistan-US Strategic Partnership. India 

was preferentially treated by the United States disregarding the fact that such a treatment 

would upset the balance of power in South Asia.63 

The advent of the Obama administration worried Indians with regard to the new president’s 

policy towards South Asia. They feared that President Obama would revert back to the old 

line of looking at India in the context of South Asian region only or he would once again 

hyphenate it with Pakistan instead of viewing it as “an independent global power capable of 

transcending its region.”64 Indians were also worried about the new president’s non-

proliferation policies and suspect of his commitment to the Indo-US Nuclear Deal. Same was 

the case with Obama’s announcement that US forces withdrawal would start from August 
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2011 which made Indians worried about the future of Afghanistan.65 The concerns of the 

Indians were mitigated very soon when the new administration hosted the inauguration of the 

US-India Strategic Dialogue in May 2010. Another relieving factor for the Indians was the 

fact that by 2010 the US had got disappointed in its efforts to bring harmony in its policies 

towards China.  

On 7 May, 2009, President Zardari was told by Obama during their first meeting in 

Washington that the US understood Pakistan’s concerns about India but at the same time 

made it clear that that America was not prepared to arm Pakistan against India.66This was 

something quite unpalatable to many in Pakistan. But the most disgusting thing to Pakistan 

was to be asked by the US to take action against those militant outfits which posed threat to 

India, not to the US. In 2009, Pakistan conducted military operations in Swat and Waziristan 

against the Pakistani insurgents. This action of Pakistan was appreciated by the US.67 But just 

as criticism was leveled against Pakistan for not taking same action against the Afghan 

Taliban based in FATA;68 similarly it was castigated for inaction against the groups involved 

in the Kashmir insurgency.69 The US policy makers knew that tension between India and 

Pakistan was a major factor in Pakistan not fully cooperating in dismantling the Taliban and 

al Qaeda sanctuaries on its territories and eradicating the Taliban militancy in Afghanistan. 

On October 7, 2009, during a meeting on evolving a coherent policy on Pakistan to change 

its strategic direction, president Obama and his close advisors agreed that it was quite 

difficult to persuade Pakistan to change its policy towards Afghanistan unless there was 

peace between Pakistan and India.70 

Soon it became clear that Obama’s administration was going to follow the foot-prints of its 

predecessor in their country’s relationships with India and would take them to new heights. 

India would be the lynch-pin of the new president’s grand strategy. He believed that the 
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relationship between the two countries would be “a defining partnership in the 21st century.” 

The President pointed out that India and the US would cooperate “more closely than ever 

before” to deal with “transnational threats” for “making progress for the Afghan people and 

preventing terrorism, whether it is in Manhattan or in Mumbai.”71 This phenomenon was 

certain to have an adverse effect on Pakistan’s relations with the United States. 

Pakistanis felt that they could no longer depend on the US as one of its key supporters in its 

competition with India. They felt in the post-9/11 context that the US would contribute more 

to the widening of the gulf between Pakistan and India instead of promoting parity which 

was Pakistan’s strategic objective. The United States treated India as a friendly global power. 

President Obama recognized the importance of India as one of the 21st century centers of 

influence in the world with which the United States would deepen its cooperation.72 Sartaj 

Aziz, advisor to Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif on security and foreign affairs, during his visit 

to Washington to attend the first strategic dialogue with the US in more than three years, 

conveyed to John Kerry, Secretary of State, Pakistan’s misgivings on the US’ obvious 

preference for India over Pakistan. Sartaj Aziz said in polite diplomatic but clear words that 

the US exerted a lot of pressure on Pakistan on issues of concern to India but Pakistan’s 

concerns were not conveyed to India with similar intensity.73 That the United States accorded 

special status to India and disregarded Pakistan became clear without any doubt when 

president Obama visited India for the second time in January 2015 but did not pay even a 

single visit to Pakistan. The deteriorating situation in Pakistan was given as a pretext for the 

President not visiting Pakistan.74 

5.1.4 Indo-US Strategic Cooperation  

India had always been the first option for the security planners of the Western countries in 

their grand global strategies. It was only when the West failed in its bid to entice India to join 
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the US-led anti-Soviet alliance system that Pakistan was opted as the second best option in 

early 1950s. Still, the United States continued its efforts to befriend India. The 1962 Indo-

China War provided such an opportunity and the Western countries began to send 

consignments of weapons to India. If this trend could not get momentum and transform to a 

strategic partnership, it was due to India’s continued policy of neutrality, not any hesitation 

on the part of the US leaders in deference to Pakistani sensitivities. United States continued 

its cooperation at some level with India. The United States had helped India even in its 

nuclear program. It was only after the 1974 nuclear explosion that the US imposed sanctions 

against India. While the US imposed sanctions on the transfer of nuclear technology to India 

after the 1974 nuclear explosion, the supply of fuel for the Tarapur nuclear power plant was 

continued.75 In 1978, the US Congress enacted legislation, with a two-year grace period, 

which prohibited nuclear exports to countries that ran nuclear programs without safeguards. 

In 1980, President Carter, under a temporary waiver, approved 32 tons of nuclear fuel for the 

facility. In 1982, the US allowed India, under an agreement, to get fuel for the facility from 

France. 76 

The end of the Cold War brought the two countries closer to each other. After 09/11, 

strategic interests of the two countries coincided with each other. The United States wanted 

to sustain its preeminent position in South Asia. For this purpose, it required a strategic shift 

in its political, economic, military and strategic partnership with India.77 President Clinton’s 

visit to India in March 2000 and the dialogue between Foreign Minister Jaswant Singh and 

Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbot after the nuclear explosions of India and Pakistan in 

May 1998 paved the way for close strategic partnership between the two states.78 Asia was 

emerging as the center of gravity and China was regarded as a challenger to the US and a 

strategic competitor. The China factor was an important determinant in the emerging Indo-

China partnership. The Asian policy of both the United States and India was China-centric.79 
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India was, in the strategic calculations of the United States, a vital element in the planned 

architecture for retaining the US in Asia and checking the growing influence of China.80 

There was a growing sense of urgency both in the United States and India to take the level of 

relationship between the two countries to high degrees. For this purpose, both the countries 

committed themselves in January 2004 to a process known as “Next Steps in Strategic 

Partnership” (NSSP). The NSSP was basically “a phased effort to ease restrictions on India’s 

access to US technology in four areas: dual-use items, civilian nuclear applications, civilian 

space cooperation, and ballistic missile defense.”81Access to cutting-edge technology was 

critical for India’s modernization in economic and defense areas and the United States led 

efforts to alter international supplier regimes in order to fulfill India’s aspirations.82 The main 

goal of the NSSP, that is, increasing rather than denying India’s access to advanced 

technologies, was regarded by analysts as a revolutionary shift in the US strategic orientation 

towards India.83 

The most important step in the field of nuclear cooperation and strategic partnership between 

the United States was the Indo-US Nuclear Deal of 2005. The idea of a civil nuclear deal 

with India was initiated by the George W. Bush administration after his inauguration for the 

second time as president. In March, Condoleezza Rice, Secretary of State, conveyed to the 

Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, the Bush administration’s sketch for deep strategic 

partnership with India with an object to make India a major world power of the 21st 

century.84 The issue was discussed during Secretary Rice visit to India On March 16, 2005.It 

was formally announced during Prime Minister Manmohan Singh’s visit to Washington on 

July 18 the same year at a joint statement with President Bush.85President Bush stated that 

India, as a responsible state with advanced nuclear technology, deserved the same benefits 
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and advantages as other such states. The US president made it clear that efforts would be 

made to adjust international regimes with a view to facilitate civil nuclear energy cooperation 

and trade with India.  

Under the deal, India was required to separate civilian and military nuclear facilities and 

programs in phases and place voluntarily its civilian nuclear facilities under the IAEA 

safeguards. India was also required under the deal to continue its “unilateral moratorium on 

nuclear testing” and work “with the United States for the conclusion of a multilateral Fissile 

Material Cut-off Treaty.”86It was for India to decide which facilities to be put under the 

IAEA safeguards, keeping in view India’s national security considerations.87 All future 

civilian nuclear reactors and facilities would be placed under the IAEA safeguards but it was 

reserved for India to determine such reactors as civilian.88 It was for India to determine what 

qualified as “civilian.” The Indo-US Nuclear deal left India a considerable space to continue 

a parallel nuclear weapons program outside the inspection of the IAEA.89The Indo-US 

nuclear deal was signed on March 2, 2006 in New Delhi by Bush and Singh. The bilateral 

negotiations culminated in the text of the 123 Agreement in July 2007. 

In order to prepare India for the role as a countervailing force against China and as a fighter 

against Islamic militancy, the US repudiated its own nuclear policy of non-proliferation and 

gave India the status of a legitimate nuclear power par at the ranks of Britain, China, France, 

Russia and US. This was a great achievement of President Bush when he visited India in 

March 2006.90This agreement between India and the US made India as equal with other 

nuclear weapons states of the NPT without ensuring the non-proliferation obligations 

attached with the NPT. It was done under a strategic necessity by a super power to sustain its 

supremacy in the world and to check the emergence of an economically stronger China.91 

The Indo-US nuclear deal was tantamount to according India the status of a nuclear weapon 

state. Through this deal the non-proliferation concerns and policies of the United States were 
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reconciled to India’s nuclear weapons program and its security perceptions. The United Sates 

overtly recognized India’s position as a qualified nuclear power.92 There was no doubt with 

regard to India’s standing as a legitimate nuclear power after the deal. Under this deal, India 

gained access to the same perks and privileges as available to other countries with highly 

developed nuclear technology. India got the most important privilege to become a part of 

peaceful nuclear cooperation at the international level without requiring the prior surrender of 

its past, present, or future nuclear weapons, as was required under the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty of all states other than the five recognized nuclear weapons states.93 Under the terms 

of the deal, the United States committed to behave, and urged other states to behave, as if 

India were a nuclear weapons state under the NPT although India did not sign the NPT and 

was not required to do so.94 

There was a sense of euphoria among the US legislators and policy makers. While speaking 

on the new Indo-US nuclear deal in the 50-member International Relations Committee of the 

House of Representatives on 5 June 2006, the co-chair of the Indian caucus in the House, 

Gary Ackerman, addressed Pakistan: “If you want to be treated like India, be like India”. 

Even a traditional supporter of Pakistan like Congressman Dan Burton had to appreciate the 

deal as a major step in the alliance between India and the US.95 

The Indo-US nuclear deal received wide-spread criticism from the world over. It was 

regarded as a threat non-proliferation efforts the world over.96 It was regarded as 

“preferential and selective proliferation.” It was pointed out that the exclusion of India’s 

fourteen reactors from international controls would damage US credibility on the 

nonproliferation issue.97 Any noteworthy boosting of India’s nuclear arsenal would induce 

China to revise its minimum nuclear deterrence posture.  It was against the stated policy of 

the United States to stop proliferation of nuclear weapons. There were some in the US 
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Congress and opinion-making circles who opposed according even a tacit nuclear status to 

either India or Pakistan. They opposed any effort by India or Pakistan to seek vertical 

improvement of their nuclear stockpiles. They regarded any such scenario dangerous for 

nonproliferation efforts due to its potential effect of producing a “chain reaction.”98 The 

Indo-US Nuclear deal was in disregard of these concerns and opened way for vertical 

development of weaponization of India’s nuclear program. 

The Indo-US alliance was strategic in nature and had the potential to last for the foreseeable 

future. Preventing the emergence of China as the most dominant power in Asia, eliminating 

all sources of terrorism in Pakistan, preventing weapons of mass destruction from getting into 

the hands of other states and non-state actors, promoting democracy, and protecting sea-lanes 

of communications were the common objectives shared by both the United States and 

India.99 Strategists believed that any aggressive designs of China in the Indian Ocean would 

prompt the United States and India to bolster their combined capacity to use naval and air 

power to deter the aggressive Chinese tendencies.100 The US viewed a vigorous strategic and 

military engagement with India essential for the development of a balance of power in Asia 

that precluded China from dominating the region and establishing its hold over the seas. 

India was supportive of this US-led China containment strategy.101This alliance was 

beneficial for both states. The United States and India could not have such a commonality of 

interests with either China or Russia. There was no prospect of clash of their interests on a 

large scale.102 

The exponents of greater Indo-US cooperation and making India a great power at the global 

level argued that the US policy-makers should not think in terms of what India would do for 

the United States because a strong, independent, and democratic India per se was in the 
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American national interests regardless of whether India did or did not do anything for the 

United States. So, they emphasized, the United States should assist India in becoming a great 

power.103 India was being projected by the US as one of its two or three most important 

strategic partners.104 The pro-India strategic analysts pointed out that cooperation with India 

and helping it rise as a global power was in itself in the strategic interests of the United States 

even if India failed to reciprocate by adopting such policy measures as purchasing American 

defense goods, active diplomatic support for US positions in various multilateral forums and 

giving support to the US against a rising China.105 It was argued that aiding India and helping 

make it a bulwark against the rising power of China in Asia was in itself in the strategic 

interests of the United States.106 Both states shared a broad strategic interest in putting 

restraint on the rising power of China. 

The Indo-US nuclear deal was a severe threat to the non-proliferation efforts at the global 

level and a harbinger of nuclear arms race in South Asia. Pakistan viewed with concern the 

Indo-US nuclear deal from day first and regarded it as a threat to its own security and balance 

of power in South Asia. Pakistan’s ambassador to the United States, General Jahangir 

Karamat expressing his dissatisfaction over the deal, demanded an equal treatment for both 

India and Pakistan on a subject as critical as nuclear technology.107Pakistan knew that the 

nuclear deal and the provision of advanced weapons to India would disturb the balance of 

power in the region which was already heavily tilted in favor of India. Pakistanis were 

rightfully concerned over these developments. They felt that India was being treated 

favorably over Pakistan despite the fact that Pakistan was giving tremendous sacrifices in the 

war against terror. They demanded that Pakistan be treated as a partner rather than a target of 

the global non-proliferation regime.108 The deal was against the much-trumpeted US policy 

of creating a nuclear restraint regime in the Subcontinent. Pakistan would be forced to restore 
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the balance of power by pursuing rigorous efforts to catch up with India’s arsenal so as to 

protect itself from any kind of Indian adventurism.109 The agreement augmented India’s 

strategic capacity by liberating its domestic uranium assets for weapons purposes in addition 

to its equally unsafeguarded breeder reactor program.110 

Pakistan was wary of the US double standards in South Asia. The US performed a vital part 

in enhancing the conventional and nuclear arsenal of India. The fissile material provided by 

the US under the nuclear deal enabled India to divert its indigenous fissile material for 

weaponization. India was egged on to develop a nuclear Triad. India was given access by the 

US to advanced technology that would boost its delivery capabilities in terms of aircraft, 

missile defense, surveillance, and many other fields of strategic cooperation. Pakistanis 

thought that the United States sacrificed strategic stability in the region for the sake of 

economic and business interests of the American military-industrial complex and nuclear 

industries.111 The missile defense was especially dangerous for disturbing the precarious 

strategic balance in South Asia. Pakistani strategists believed that India, by feeling secure 

from Pakistani missiles, would not hesitate to go to the brink of crisis with Pakistan.112 

5.1.5 Indo-US Defense Cooperation 

Defense cooperation between India and the United States increased after the 9/11 incident. At 

a meeting of US-India Defense Policy Group (DPG) in December 2001, the two sides made 

commitments to enhance military cooperation between them. In January 2002, during the 

visit of India’s Defense Minister George Fernandes to the US, a General Security of Military 

Information (GSOMIA) was signed which guaranteed that the two sides would protect any 

classified technology shared between them which paved the way for the sale of US weapons 

to India in future.113 India’s applications for purchase of military equipments, which had been 

approved by the administration, included such important items as components for satellite 

launchers, artillery locating radar, undersea remotely operating vehicles, submarine combat 
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systems, and P-3C maritime reconnaissance aircrafts.114 Both sides felt there was greater 

potential for military cooperation which was the most important component of their bilateral 

strategic partnership. The State Department even gave green signal to Israel to sell to India 

the jointly developed US-Israeli Phalcon airborne early warning system which was 

strategically very important and had the potential of tilting regional military balance in favor 

of India.115There were joint exercises conducted by the navies of India and the United Sates 

with a view to counter terrorism, piracy, and any other threat to maritime commerce.116 In 

April 2002, the two countries made a major weapons deal worth $146 million under which 

the US expressed its willingness to provide India with 8 Raytheon Co. long range weapon-

locating radars to India. This radar system was devised to locate enemy’s long-range mortars, 

artillery, and rocket launches.117 

Defense relations were a major component in the developing Indo-US relations. Much of the 

defense relations centered around increased Indian willingness to buy and integrate US 

defense systems.118 There was tremendous increase in cooperation between India and the 

United States in the field of defense during the period which is the focus of this study. The 

main reason for the US to carry defense cooperation with India to such a high level was to 

counter the growing military posture of China in Asia.119 Strategists in the United States 

urged their government to support India in modernization of its military, including providing 

it sophisticated technologies related to its strategic nuclear program.120 

With a view to augment defense and military cooperation between the two states, a 10-year 

Defense Pact was signed on June 28, 2005 in Washington D.C. The main object of this 

agreement was to facilitate joint weapons production, the transfer of civil nuclear and 

military technology to India, and cooperation in the missile defense.121 In order to dispel the 
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impression in the Indian circles that Americans were not sincere in supplying high-tech 

weapons to India and that it could not be relied upon as a long-term supplier, the two 

countries established a bilateral Defense Procurement and Production Group. The main task 

of this body was to oversee defense trade and prospects for joint production and collaboration 

in technology.122 Pakistan expressed its reservations over the Indo-US Defense Pact, 

especially over the induction of the new defense systems into the Indian arsenal such as the 

missile defense systems, which would trigger an arms race in South Asia.123 

In 2010, India’s defense minister A. K. Antony said that India would spend approximately 

$50 billion in defense modernization over the next five years. Special attention would be 

given to helicopters, fighter aircrafts, tanks, artillery and aircraft-carrier upgrades etc. If India 

was willing to purchase advanced defense systems for the modernization of its military, US 

was eager to sell cut-edge equipment to India. There was congruity of strategic and security 

perceptions among the policy-makers of the two states.124During the official visit of 

President Obama to India in November 2010, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and 

President Obama resolved to further reinforce cooperation in the field of defense through 

security dialogue, exercises and promotion of trade, and partnership in the field of defense 

technology, including high technology. One of the important policy items was that the United 

States removed Indian entities from the US Department of Commerce “Entity List” to which 

they had been put after India’s nuclear blasts in 1998 and realigned India in US export 

control regulations.125 

The United States demonstrated support for military modernization of India and stepped up 

its cooperation with this South Asian power in field of defense by concluding major defense 

deals as India followed an ambitious military modernization drive. In 2011, the two countries 

finalized a deal of about $4 billion under which the US was to provide India with sufficient 
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C-17 aircraft so as to make India the second largest fleet of this fighter aircraft in the 

world.126 

Although both Pakistan and India received large scale military assistance from the United 

States after 9/11, but in this respect the US attitude towards Pakistan was discriminatory. 

What was provided to Pakistan was in the form of “aid” and “military assistance” which was 

vulnerable and subject to Congressional review. But defense cooperation with India included 

joint defense production and technology sharing. In this way, India could, with the 

cooperation of the US, enhance its indigenous defense production.127 

Pakistan had reservations over the long-term implications of the transfer of high-technology 

military equipment and missile technology by the United States to India. These reservations 

were conveyed to the US authorities by Pakistan. Pakistan believed that the transfer of US 

weapons to India would tilt the conventional balance in the region in favor of India with 

negative security consequences for Pakistan which already lagged behind its South Asian 

rival.128Although the Obama Administration sought to reassure China and Pakistan that the 

US military assistance to India would not affect security of these two countries, Pakistan felt 

unease at this phenomenon. This phenomenon could further accelerate arms race between 

India and Pakistan.129 Pakistan rightly believed that the transfer of high-tech defense items by 

the United States to India would tilt the balance of power in South Asia further towards India 

which was already far ahead in matters of defense and political economy as compared to 

Pakistan. 
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5.1.6 The US Support for India’s Permanent Membership in the UN Security Council 

and the Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) 

Indian leaders had since long cherished the idea of getting the status of a global, not regional, 

power. Getting permanent membership in the UN Security was considered as an integral 

element for achieving that status. There was a strong lobby in the United States to get India a 

permanent membership in the UN Security Council. Thriving democracy, billion-plus 

population, and long-standing contributions to the UN peace-keeping were mentioned as 

arguments in favor of India getting a permanent membership in the Security 

Council.130President Obama, on the occasion of his official visit to India in November 2010, 

supported India’s stand for a permanent seat in a reformed United Nations Security 

Council.131 It was reiterated during Obama’s Indian visit in 2015.132 Pakistan was opposed to 

this stand of the US. In this respect, Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif made it clear to President 

Obama that Pakistan would not accept India as permanent member of the UN Security 

Council because India had never honored resolutions of the world body on Kashmir.133 

The US also expressed its intention to endorse India’s full membership in the multilateral 

export control regimes, including Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and Fissile Material Cut-

off Treaty (FMCT) in phased manner.134All this was in pursuance of the Indo-US Nuclear 

Deal of 2006.The United States used its unparalleled power and influence to India’s 

advantage and asked to exempt India from rules governing the Nuclear Supplier Group. India 

would never have gained such an exemption without support of the United States. This act 

revitalized India’s energy sector. It was as a result of this act that India imported enough 

uranium from Kazakhstan and other countries and produced 40 percent more nuclear energy 

in fiscal year 2010 than in the previous year.135India’s membership of the NSG made it 

eligible for advanced dual-use nuclear technology. The NSG, created in reaction to the 
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nuclear explosion of India in 1974, was being used to provide advanced nuclear technology 

to India despite the fact that it did not fulfill the necessary qualifications. 

The main object of the nuclear deal and providing membership of the NSG to India was to 

check the rising power of China. It had tremendous adverse repercussions for strategic 

instability of South Asia and Pakistan’s security. Pakistan, weaker in terms of conventional 

weapons, relied upon nuclear weapons for maintaining strategic stability in the region vis-à-

vis India. Any disruption of this equation in favor of India was fraught with jeopardizing 

Pakistan’s security.136 

5.2     China as a Factor in Pakistan-US Relations  

 Pakistan was the first Muslim country and third after India and Burma to recognize People’s 

Republic of China as an independent country.137 But there was no warmth between the two 

states towards each other in the initial years after their establishment. Ideological barrier and 

Pakistan’s close relations with the Western countries, especially the United States, were the 

main factors that kept the two neighbors aloof from each other.138 The Bandung Conference 

(1955) of the Afro-Asian countries provided the first opportunity to top leaders of China and 

Pakistan to have face to face meetings and remove their misperceptions towards each 

other.139 By the late 1950s and early 1960s, misunderstandings and misperceptions began to 

crop up between Pakistan and the United States. Benign attitude of the US towards India and 

growing differences between China and the Soviet Union and disenchantment between 

Pakistan and the United states began to change the dynamics and orientations of the regional 

politics. These changes paved the way for gradually leading Sino-Pak relations to the heights 

in future which had very few precedents in the history of international relations. 

China began to provide economic and military assistance to Pakistan and support Pakistan on 

the issue of Kashmir at the UN and the mainland China. In 1970, Pakistan played the role of 

a bridge in bringing China and the United States. This development completely changed the 
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dynamics of the global balance of power and the Cold War in favor of the United States and 

China in their relationship with the Soviet Union.140 Pakistan also, on its part reciprocated 

Chinese favors, by supporting the one China policy and demanding the permanent UNSC 

membership for China. Pakistan also supported China on the issue of its membership in the 

United Nations Security Council. Thus an environment of regional strategic convergence 

between Pakistan and China emerged. China provided tremendous political, diplomatic and 

material support to Pakistan during the 1965 and 1971 wars with India. Pakistan, on its part, 

played a very important role in dislodging Taiwan from the UN Security Council and making 

China as the permanent member of that organ of the UN. Pakistan’s representative in the UN, 

Agha Shahi, led all efforts in the UN despite pressure from the United States not to do so.141 

After the disintegration of the Soviet Union, many in the US security community began to 

see China as “the new Cold War adversary, or at least a potential one, a ‘strategic competitor’ 

that constituted the biggest threat to the US interests.” This sentiment remained the dominant 

theme in the strategic thinking although it waxed or waned with the emergence or waning of 

other threats and challenges such as the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria.142 There were 

differences among specialists over the nature of threat posed by China to the United States, 

especially in Asia between those who held that China would emerge as the most powerful of 

a number of strong regional actors and those who predicted that it would rise “as the new 

regional hegemon, promoting its own Monroe Doctrine.” The latter group feared that China 

would compel the United States to withdraw from Asia as China established its sphere of 

influence there.143 During the post-Cold War period, the triangle of relationship between 

Pakistan, China and the United States was dominated by the US allegations that Pakistan was 

being supplied prohibited nuclear materials by China. This sometimes strained relations of 

Pakistan and China with the United States in the 1990s. The United States accused China of 

providing 500 ring magnets to Pakistan for development of missile and nuclear program. 
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China was also accused of supplying to Pakistan M-11 missiles capable of carrying nuclear 

and conventional warheads to its targets.144 Both China and Pakistan denied these allegations. 

China was accused by the United States of proliferation of nuclear weapons.  

After the tragic 9/11 incident, Pakistan and China entered into negotiations as to what should 

be done in the emerging scenario. The Chinese leaders indicated their endorsement of 

Pakistan’s decision to support the United States in the War on Terror.145 China, on its part, 

also expressed its willingness to extend cooperation in combating terrorism. President Jinag 

Zemin, in his contact with President Bush stated that China was ready to extend its 

cooperation to the United States and international community in the war against terror in all 

its forms.146 

5.2.1        China and Strategic Calculations of Pakistan and the United States (2005-2015) 

 After the end of the Cold War, strategists in the US began to see China as an adversary or a 

‘strategic competitor’ that put the biggest threat to the US interests. This sentiment about 

China waxed or waned as other challenges such as that of Russia in Ukraine or the ISIS 

emerged.147 The emergence of China as an economic and military power was not just the 

reemergence of a great power. Rather it was regarded by the US as a challenge and an 

alternative to the preeminence of the US.148The United States had great stakes in preserving 

sea lanes of communications for transportation of its imports and exports. China also had 

stakes in protection of the SLOCs. But some strategists in the US believed that China might 

try to exclude US from the East Asia and establish Chinese dominance and hegemony in the 
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region.149 The United States viewed close relations with Japan, South Korea and India as 

very important for creating an environment that would enable China to play a positive role 

instead of a negative one.150The United States saw India as an important counterweight to 

China in Asia. India became an important strategic partner of the US after the end of the Cold 

War, especially despite the fact that the US needed Pakistan’s support in the War on Terror 

and any tilt towards India could have aroused Pakistan’s suspicions regarding veracity of US 

intentions. The US did not care, in this respect for Pakistan’s sensitivities and developed 

close strategic partnership with India which had, besides economic gains, strategic 

advantages for the United States as a counterweight against China in Asia.151 India fitted well 

in the strategic calculations of the United States with regard to the rising power of China. 

Both India and the United States felt the need to contain the growing power of China which 

manifested itself in form of military pressure against America’s forward-deployed posture in 

East Asia, its attempts to create differences between the US and its allies, its attempts to 

establish its hegemony in the South China Sea and its maritime activities in the Indian 

Ocean.152 

President Obama’s ‘pivot to the Pacific policy’ was intended, primarily, to check the growing 

power of China in the Pacific region despite the fact that this policy raised questions about 

the US commitment to its NATO allies in Europe.153 China’s modernization drives and its 

quest for the qualitative and quantitative upgradation of its nuclear arsenal were a matter of 

concern for the United States.154 

Pakistan always sought support of the extra-regional powers to cope with the threats to its 

security and existence by its conventionally more powerful rival in the east, India which it 

 
149 Travis Tanner and Wan Dong ed., US-China Relations in Strategic Domain, NBR Special Report, April 

2016 (Washington, DC: National Bureau of Asian Research, 2016), p. 20.  
150  Remarks of Condoleezza Rice at Sophia University, Tokyo, March 19,2005, US Department of State: 

[Online] Available at: http://2001-2009.state.gov/secretary/rm/2005/43655.htm, accessed on July 15, 2017. 
151 See the section “India as a Factor in Pak-US relations” of this chapter for details.  
152 Daniel Twining, “India’s Heavy Hedge against China, and its New Look to the United States to Help,” Joint 

US-Korea Academic Studies, [Online] Available at: 

www.keia.org/sites/default/files/publications/indias_heavy_hedge_against_chiana.pdf, accessed on July 15, 

2017.  
153 Joyce P. Kaufman, “The US Perspective on NATO under Trump: Lessons of the Past Prospects for the 

Future,” International Affairs, vol. 93, no. 2 (2017).  
154 Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review Report, April 2010, [Online] Available at: 

http://www.defense.gov/Portals/1/ 

features/defenseReviews/NPR/2010_Nuclear_Posture_Review_Report.pdf.   

http://2001-2009.state.gov/secretary/rm/2005/43655.htm
http://www.keia.org/sites/default/files/publications/indias_heavy_hedge_against_chiana.pdf


223 
 

 

could not handle single-handedly. During the Cold War, it was the United States that 

Pakistan made an alliance with and received political and military assistance. After the end of 

the Cold War, although Pakistan was, in terms of security, stronger but still, given the 

challenges arising as a result of the Indo-US strategic partnership and nuclear cooperation, 

needed the support of a Great Power that would fill up the gap in the regional security 

imbalance. This void was filled up by China. It forged a really strategic partnership with 

Pakistan and assured Pakistan of its cooperation in the civil nuclear technology. 

China, on its part also, saw Pakistan as an extremely useful counterweight to India which was 

considered as long-term rival. Pakistan was quite fit in any South Asian strategy of 

China.155China sought to contain India’s growing military power. The growing economic and 

military interaction between India and the United States after the end of the Cold War to 

counter the rising power of China in Asia was a determining factor in bringing China and 

Pakistan much closer.156 This required building close ties with Pakistan augmenting its 

strategic and military strength. This was part of China’s long-term strategy “to keep India 

tied down in South Asia and divert its military force and strategic capabilities away from 

China.”157 

China proved to be an important and reliable strategic substitute for the United States in 

providing military assistance as well as support for Pakistan’s nuclear program.158China also 

needed Pakistan for its easy, risk-free and shortest access to the Indian Ocean and the Persian 

Gulf for its imports and exports in view of the security threats on the alternative route that 

passed through the Indian Ocean, the Straits of Malacca, and the South China Sea en route to 

the China’s Pacific Ocean’s ports which was termed as the “Malacca Dilemma” by President 

Hu Jintao. China found two solutions to this predicament: one, by bolstering its presence in 
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the Indian Ocean, and, second, by developing overland energy corridors through Central 

Asia. Pakistan was the principal factor in both these schemes.159 

5.2.2China’s Diplomatic and Political Support to Pakistan  

China and Pakistan supported each other on all important issues related to their national 

security and interests. In 2005, the two states signed a milestone treaty, Treaty for Friendship, 

Cooperation and Good Neighborly Relations, for strengthening their political, strategic and 

cultural relations. China gave firm and categorical commitment to defend sovereignty, 

independence and territorial integrity of Pakistan.160 

China supported Pakistan’s membership in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) 

while Pakistan supported China’s membership in the SAARC.161China supported Pakistan’s 

position on the Abbottabad incident of May 2, 2011 in which Osama bin Laden, the al Qaeda 

chief, was killed. Prime Minister of China Wen Jiabao urged the United States to respect 

Pakistan’s sovereignty. This was the most categorical statement in support of Pakistan from 

any foreign leader on that critical juncture. He urged the United States to understand 

Pakistan’s problems and to recognize Pakistan’s contributions in the war against 

terror.162Similarly, China condemned the Salala Check -post incident when the NATO/ISAF 

forces attacked a Pakistani check-post at Salala in the border area in the Mohmand Agency 

on November 26, 2011 in which 24 Pakistani soldiers were killed. Chinese Foreign Ministry 

spokesman, Hong Lei, stated that China was shocked by the events and urged the US to 

respect Pakistan’s independence, sovereignty, and territorial integrity. He also called for a 

thorough investigation and proper handling of the incident.163 

China always viewed Pakistan’s integrity essential for the strategic stability of the region and 

its own strategic interests. During his visit to Pakistan in April, 2015, Chinese president Xi 

Jinping categorically stated, through a joint statement with Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, that 

China would resolutely shore up territorial integrity of Pakistan. This greatly boosted the 
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morale of Pakistanis who had been caught in the cobweb of conflicting regional and global 

interests.164 

5.2.3Pakistan-China Military Cooperation  

China had strong security ties with Pakistan. China recognized Pakistan’s legitimate security 

apprehensions in the post-Cold War era. China tried to fill up the gap Pakistan’s security 

calculus created by the United States’ withdrawal from the region. Pakistan started 

indigenous programs for the production of nuclear-capable missiles besides advancing its 

program on nuclear research and technology. China provided assistance to Pakistan in 

developing missile technology. In 1999 China and Pakistan jointly started production of 

multi-purpose J.F-17 fighter planes. The co-production of the J.F-17 with China was part of 

Pakistan’s plan to try to match the air power of India, its principal adversary.165 

China provided interceptors and advanced trainer aircraft as well as an Airborne Early 

Warning and Control radar system to the Pakistan Air Force (PAF) for detecting aircrafts. 

The K-8 Karakorum light attack aircraft was produced by the two countries with joint 

efforts.166In 2011, when relations between Pakistan and the United States got strained over 

the assassination of Osama bin Laden in Abbottabad, Pakistan turned to China for assistance. 

China agreed to provide Pakistan with 50 more J.F-17 fighter jets to Pakistan on an 

“expedited basis.” The agreement came in an official visit of Prime Minister Yusuf Raza 

Gilani to China. This agreement was a clear manifestation of how China could fill the 

vacuum created by scaling down of aid to Pakistan by the US after the Abbottabad 

incident.167 

China agreed to provide eight submarines to Pakistan to strengthen its maritime capability in 

anti-submarine, anti-surface warfare, intelligence-gathering and strategic deterrence. These 

submarines were also to play a significant part in the security of the Gawadar and Karachi 

ports. This would result in greater maritime cooperation between the two countries.168 The 
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submarine would cost Pakistan between $5 and $6 billion. This would enable the Pakistani 

navy to replace the ageing submarine fleet. There were also rumors of an agreement to let 

China build a submarine repair station at Gawadar, with visiting rights for Chinese 

submarines which would allow Chinese submarine presence in the Indian Ocean and make 

India insecure.169 Another landmark in the defense cooperation between the two countries 

was the production of Azmat Class Fast Attack Craft (ACFAC) for the Pakistan Navy. This 

missile would play a very important role in restoring the balance in the power equation in the 

region.170Pakistan was the largest buyer of China’s arms.171 Pakistan’s defense preparedness 

had been greatly augmented by the Chinese military assistance. 

The close and growing military relationship between Pakistan and China was irritating for 

the United States. There were concerns in some US circles that the military aid provided by 

the United States to Pakistan would be transferred to China for being copied. These concerns 

were raised by some Congressmen during debate on military assistance.172There was a 

concern in the United States that Pakistan had let some Chinese officials to inspect the 

remains of a US helicopter that had crashed during the raid on a compound in Abbottabad in 

which Osama bin Laden had been assassinated. The Obama administration had requested 

Pakistan that Chinese should not be allowed to examine the wreckage.173 This was a matter 

of concern for the United States lest its technology be copied by China, its strategic rival. 

5.2.4Pakistan-China Strategic Cooperation and US Concerns  

5.2.4.1 Nuclear Cooperation 

Both China and Pakistan felt that their close strategic partnership was in their mutual security 

and strategic interests. Just as there was a total convergence of strategic interests and 

objectives between India and the United States,174 there was a total convergence in strategic 

thinking and orientations of China and Pakistan in the context of the South Asian 
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environment. There were mistrusts and points of divergence between Pakistan and the United 

States and China and the United States, but there were no divergences in the strategic goals 

of China and Pakistan. It was in this context that the most important step towards Pakistan-

China relations, that is, the signing of the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Good-

neighborly Relations was taken on April 5, 2005 which “rejuvenated multi-dimensional 

Pakistan-China friendship through high-level strategic dialogue.”175 

The nuclear deal between China and Pakistan, under which China agreed to construct two 

nuclear reactors, Chasma-3 and Chashma-4, worth $ 207 million in Pakistan, was a milestone 

in the history of nuclear relationship between the two states. Indians analysts believed that 

this deal had been concluded between the two countries in response to the Indo-US deal of 

2005 arguing that if the United States could enter into civil-nuclear deal with India why 

China could not do such a deal with Pakistan.176 Indian analysts believed that the main aim of 

China in providing these reactors to Pakistan was to maintain nuclear parity in South Asia 

and prevent China from posing any threat to China in the larger Asian context.177 

The United States expressed its dissatisfaction to the China-Pakistan nuclear deal and asked 

the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) to take notice of this development.178 The United States 

was not happy with the way cooperation between Pakistan and China was going on in the 

field of nuclear reactors. The United States regarded it as a violation of the NSG rules and 

prohibitions. The US asked China to seek an exemption from the NSG for any transfer of 

nuclear technology to Pakistan. This issue was raised in the NSG meeting in June 2011 in 

Netherlands in which China pleaded that that the proposed sale of nuclear reactors to 

Pakistan was part of an earlier agreement entered into with Pakistan before Beijing became a 

formal member of the NSG.179 China pointed out that construction of the Chashma-3 and 

Chashma-4 nuclear power plants in Pakistan was not a violation of the NSG because these 
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power plants were to be installed under the 1986 agreement between the two countries when 

China had not joined the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. Therefore, China, pleaded the 

deal did not come under the domain of the IAEA and the NSG.180 The US strategists 

regarded the transfer of nuclear technology by China to Pakistan as a potential proliferation 

threat.181 This stand of the US was in contravention of its policy towards India with whom it 

had contracted a large-scale nuclear deal despite the fact that India was not a signatory to the 

IAEA and a reflection of its double standards for dealing with India and Pakistan.182 

5.2.4.2 The Gawadar Port 

Gawadar is a deep-sea port located in Baluchistan in the Arabian Sea at a distance of 460 

kilometer west of Karachi. Its distance from Pakistan’s border with Iran is 75 kilometer and 

400 kilometer from the Straits of Hormuz. This port is situated on the junction of the 

strategically three most significant areas of the world, that is, South Asia, Central Asia and 

the Middle East.183  Since 1873, the Gawadar region was under the ownership of the state of 

Oman. It was in 1958 that the government of Pakistan purchased it and it came under the 

sovereignty of Pakistan. In July 1977, the government of Pakistan made Gawadar a part of 

the Baluchistan province.184 The federal government made a formal proposal in 1993, to 

develop Gawadar as a foremost business city with a deep-sea port, connected with other 

areas of the country through roads and railway lines. Construction on the Gawadar port was 

started in March 2002. Technical and financial assistance for the Gawadar port was provided 

by China. 

China, as an emerging global power, needed constant flow of energy sources such as 

petroleum and natural gas. This required safe routes for the supply of these precious 

materials up on which China’s future status as the top-most economic power of the world 
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was dependent. But the problem with China was that the important sea-lanes of 

communications (SLOCs) had been predominated by the US and Indian navies which posed 

a great threat to China’s security. In order to cope with this challenge to its energy and 

economic security, China adopted a grand strategy which included establishing its naval 

presence in the South China Sea, the Malacca Straits, the Indian Ocean and the Straits of 

Hormuz in the Persian Gulf through the acquisition of naval bases in Cambodia, Burma, 

Bangladesh, and Pakistan.185 China was conscious of the strategic repercussions of the 

Growing Indo-US convergence in the south-west of China for its own security.186 The 

transportation of oil and gas through the Indian Ocean, the Malacca Strait, and the South 

China Sea en route to China’s Pacific Ocean ports was full of dangers which the adversaries 

could exploit. This was called “the Malacca Dilemma” by Chinese President Hu Jintao.187In 

order to cope with this situation, China boosted its presence in the Indian Ocean and 

developed overland trade and energy corridors through central Asia. Pakistan was part of 

both the plans.188 Construction of Gawadar Port was a big step towards realization of this 

strategy. 

China was aware of the geo-strategic and economic importance of the Gawadar port. China 

was interested to make Gawadar into an energy-transport hub which would serve as a bridge 

between the oil-producing Arab and African states as well as Iran and China’s Xinjiang 

province for the transportation of crude oil through construction of a pipeline. Gawadar 

port’s close proximity to China made it strategically very important for China. The presence 

of the American forces in the region and the US control of the main sea lanes of 

communications (SLOCs) posed a threat not only to Chinese navy, but also to its economic 

and commercial interests. In this context, the Gawadar port served as a great strategic asset 

for China. 

 
185 Mohan Malik, “India-China Relations: Giants Stir, Cooperate and Compete,” (Asia-Pacific Center for 

Security Studies, 2004), pp. 5-7.  
186 Mohammad Samir Hussain, “India-United States Strategic Relations: China as a Factor,” Journal of Political 

Studies, vol. 19, no. 2 (2012), p. 7.  
187 You Ji, “Dealing with the Malacca Dilemma: China’s Effort to Protect its Energy Supply,” Strategic 

Analysis, vol. 31, no. 3 (May 2007), pp. 467-489.  
188 Andrew Scobell and et al, China’s Strategy towards South and Central Asia: An Empty Fortress (Santa 

Monica: RAND Corporation, 2014), p. 74.  



230 
 

 

Gawadar could serve as a strong base where it would monitor US naval activity in the 

Persian Gulf, India in the Arabian Sea, and the future of US-Indian maritime cooperation in 

the Indian Ocean. China was believed to have already established electronic posts at 

Gawadar for monitoring naval traffic through the Straits of Hormuz and the Arabian Sea. The 

US presence in the Gulf and its control over the Straits of Malacca was achallenge for 

China’s interests. China feared that in case of US-Chinese war over Taiwan, the US could 

stop the supply of oil and energy resources to China.189 

In the absence of warm-water port which could be used all over the year, the Gawadar port 

provided China with the shortest possible route with a distance of 2500 kilometers from sea 

to the Chinese border with an additional advantage of being operational throughout the year. 

It was quite beneficial for the economic development of China.  The Gawadar port was 

expected to be strategically very important for China. Through this port, China could get a 

strategic foothold in the Arabian Sea and the Indian Ocean. Gawadar port had the potential to 

serve as an important operational area for China’s fast growing and modernizing naval fleet. 

It was very important for China to protect some of the sea-lanes that were very critical for 

Chinese trade and commerce. The narrow Straits of Malacca, though very important for 

China, could be easily blocked during hostility with a rival power. A strong naval presence 

was necessary in these oceans to protect Chinese trade.190 The Gawadar port provided a 

listening post to check the US naval activities 460 kilometers further west from Karachi.191 

Moreover, in case of any hostility with India and the US, the Gawadar port would enable 

China to monitor its energy shipments from the Persian Gulf. It was a safe alternative route 

for China’s energy imports from Central Asia.192 

Pakistan was worried about the growing military power of India, especially its rising naval 

presence in the Indian Ocean. But it was quite difficult to offset Indian Navy in the Indian 

Ocean due to its weak economic position and meager resources. For this purpose, Pakistan 

needed strong Chinese backing. Gawadar port was a perfect project to give China access to 
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the Arabian Sea, Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean, and check and monitor Indian 

expansionist designs in these seas. Pakistan-China Strategic Partnership was very important 

development under which China undertook to provide military hardware to Pakistan.193 The 

rising naval power of China was a manifestation of the fact that it aimed at gaining great 

power status and projecting its power in important maritime areas, especially in the Indian 

Ocean.194 India considered Gawadar port a strategic threat to its expansionist strategy and 

hegemony in the region. India had entered into naval cooperation with the United States so as 

to massively uplift its naval power. For this purpose, a giant new $8 billion naval base at 

Karwar, south of Goa on India’s Arabian Sea Coast was constructed. The first part of this 

project was complete in 2005. India felt encircled by the China-Pakistan alliance both at sea 

and on land.195 

The Gawadar port was a matter of great worry for the United States and India. They 

considered this port and Chinese entrance to the Indian Ocean and the Arabian Sea as a threat 

to their commercial and strategic interests. Worrisome for Indians was the fact that with the 

construction of this port Pakistan might achieve an ability to influence the oil supplies 

through the region and to obstruct India’s energy supplies.196 It is also feared that although at 

present it was meant to be a commercial port, in future it might be turned into a military base 

and China might use it for extending its military muscles into these seas. Indians claimed that 

China was going to provide Pakistan eight diesel-powered conventionally-armed sub-

marines. The debilitating aspect of the sub-marines for Indian strategic thinkers was that they 

could materially counterbalance India’s conventional deterrence; India could no longer think 

of blocking the ports of Karachi and Gawadar in case of a war.197 In order to offset China’s 

maritime activities in the Indian Ocean Region (IOR), Prime Minister Modi made diplomatic 

overtures towards Bangladesh and Sri Lanka, the two countries with which China had been 

engaged in ports building which India feared might have maritime connotations. India settled 

boundary question with Bangladesh to the satisfaction of both the parties through a historic 

Land Boundary Agreement (LBA). PM Modi also visited Sri Lanka, the first by an Indian 
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prime minister since 1987.198 It was believed that through Gawadar, China would get a 

strategic foothold to monitor the presence and maritime cooperation of the US and India in 

the Persian Gulf, Arabian Sea and Indian Ocean.199 

Indian government also showed enhanced willingness to work with Washington to curtail 

China’s growing commercial and maritime influence in the Indian Ocean Region. In January 

2015, the two countries signed the Joint Strategic Vision for the Asia-Pacific and the Indian 

Ocean which committed Washington and New Delhi to cooperate in the two areas. The 

agreement especially mentioned the South China Sea and expressed commitment of the two 

countries to ensure their maritime security and curb China’s maritime and territorial 

ambitions in the region.200 

5.2.4.3 The China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) 

The China Pakistan Economic Corridor agreement was signed between Pakistan and China 

during the official visit of China’s president Xi Jinping to Islamabad in April 2015. The two 

countries agreed to launch the $46 billion economic corridor that would link the Gawadar 

Port with Xinjiang province in Western China through a complex network of highways, 

railways, and optic fiber links. The two states also agreed to generate 16,400 MW of 

electricity in the coming years through solar, gas and other energy projects.201For this 

purpose, more than 150 Memorandums of Understanding (MoUs) and agreements in various 

sectors such as energy, infrastructure, security and economic development were signed 

between the two countries.202 

The CPEC was a project of a network of railways, roads and pipelines for connecting the 

Gawadar Port in the south-west Pakistan with the western province of Xinjiang. It is part of 

the wider Silk Road Economic Belt project initiated by China to connect with the Central 

Asia, Africa and Europe through South Asia. Transport, energy, infrastructure, and industrial 
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development are the four areas of cooperation which have been specified by the two 

countries.203The huge size of the fund to be provided by China for the CPEC far exceeded the 

total US aid to Pakistan since 2002.204 

The China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) was a mega project and a mile-stone in 

relations between China and Pakistan with “the potential to reconfigure the geo-politics of 

the South Asian region.”205 This was a reflection of the changing regional dynamics as well 

as of China’s rising global ambitions. $37 billion of the fund announced by the Chinese 

president would be devoted for energy projects. This aspect of the project was very important 

for the energy-deficit Pakistan. The development of the least developed areas of Pakistan and 

Xinjiang in China would make these regions less susceptible to terrorists because one of the 

reasons for militancy in these regions was poverty and underdevelopments.206 

There were three motivations behind China’s decision to invest so enormous amount in 

Pakistan. One object was to provide economic support to its long-time ally, Pakistan. The 

second aim was to facilitate trade. The third aim was to build linkages to the west by which 

to expand Chinese influence.207 Due to its rising economy and insufficiency of domestic 

energy resources to fulfill its increasing needs, China was greatly dependent upon external 

sources to cater for its requirements. It was in the strategic interests of China to diversify 

energy trade routes to and from the Middle East and Central Asia. The CPEC was part of 

China’s broader plan to expand its trade links across South Asia and get an easy access to the 

Middle East, South East Asia and Europe via Gawadar.208 It was part of China’s grand 

strategy to develop linkages to the energy sources of Central Asia with a view to cut its 

reliance on imports through the Indian Ocean and South China Sea where the US, through its 

presence there, could create trouble for Chinese supplies. The CEPEC was intended to 
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provide China an easy access point by which energy shipments could arrive and be sent to 

China via proposed pipelines and thus avoiding easily disrupted shipping routes.209 

The CPEC was a seminal shift in Pakistan’s strategic orientation and had the potential of 

dramatically enhancing its cooperation with China in the economic, political and defense 

areas.In view of the thinning US presence in Afghanistan, CPEC was a harbinger of 

increased footprint in the Indian Ocean and the Arabian Sea. It would augment China’s 

stature in the Gulf of Oman and the Arabian Sea.210 In addition to its economic benefits, 

building a naval base at Gawadar would give China a great edge over its adversaries in the 

region. It would be a counterweight for China against increasing US influence in South East 

Asia through the Trans-Pacific Partnership from which China has been excluded. The 

Enhanced Defense Cooperation Act (EDCA) between the United States and Philippines was 

another act of the US influence in the region which allowed the US to keep permanent 

military bases in Philippines. Similarly, the Quadrilateral Initiative launched jointly by Japan, 

Australia, India, and the US posed a direct threat to Chinese influence in the region.211 

The CPEC and Pakistan’s close alignment with China had the potential of partially 

contributing to counterbalancing India’s rising economic and military power in the region by 

increasing the presence of Chinese fleet in the regions.212India was aware of the adverse 

effects of the CPEC upon the future strategic vision of India. They considered it as a part of 

overall Chinese policy to get access to the Indian Ocean and increase its commercial and 

maritime presence in the region. The project was a harbinger of ending India’s long-

cherished dream of bringing Pakistan under its economic control. Second, the corridor was 

expected to bring about greater economic integration between Pakistan and Afghanistan and 

would act as a barrier to the expansion of Indian influence in Afghanistan and central Asia. 

The Gawadar port, if fully developed, had the potential of adversely affecting India’s ability 

to become a foremost power in the Western Indian Ocean in the future.213 Prime Minister 

Narendra Modi lodged an official complaint to China on May 13, 2015 to the effect that the 
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CPEC would pass through the disputed region of Kashmir which worried India.214Any 

potential of forward deployment of its naval assets by China through the Gawadar and 

Karachi ports was a cause of anxiety for India.215 

China was an important factor in Pakistan’s foreign policy. There was marvelous 

convergence in strategic objectives of the two states. Their hostility with India and 

preventing it from dominating the region was the most important dynamic that kept relations 

between Pakistan and China intact. Contrary to this, there was no such convergence of 

interests between Pakistan and the United States. US’ attempts to help India emerge as a 

counterweight to the rising power of China were considered as a strategic threat by both 

Pakistan and China. In the light of intense US pressure on the Pakistani government to do 

more against terrorists on its soil and historical tendency of the US to abandon Pakistan after 

having used it for realization of its strategic objectives, there were strong voices in Pakistan 

calling for replacing US with China as the strongest ally and important stakeholder. 

Whenever there was any tension or crack in Pakistan’s relations with the United States, 

Pakistan looked to China as the most reliable and effective substitute for the US. China’s 

assistance to Pakistan was always available to Pakistan without any strings 

attached.216China’s decision to provide Chashma-3 and Chashma-4 nuclear reactors to 

Pakistan was an attempt by China to restore the balance of power in South Asia which had 

been tilted in favor of India as result of the Indo-US nuclear deal. 

5.3  Iran as a factor in Pakistan-United States Relations  

Iran is an important neighbor of Pakistan. The United States’ relations with Iran were 

strained over the nuclear issue of Iran. This chapter deals with how Pakistan’s relations with 

Iran and the United States were affected by the nuclear stand-off between Iran and the United 

States.  

Iran and Pakistan had good friendly relations since the creation of Pakistan in 1947. During 

most part of the Cold War, both the countries were part of the Western Alliance system 

against the Soviet Union. The advent of Islamic Revolution in Iran brought tremendous 
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changes in the internal and external policies of Iran. Iran adopted an anti-US policy which 

strained relations between Iran and the United States. Pakistan remained in American bloc 

despite having formally left the bloc in 1978.Both Iran and Pakistan, along with the United 

States, opposed Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and supported the resistance forces 

morally, politically, and materially.  After the pullout of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan, 

relations between Pakistan and Iran got strained because Pakistan supported the Taliban 

while Iran backed the Northern Alliance forces that had active support of Russia and Central 

Asian states and tacit support of the US. 

After the 9/11, the Northern Alliance forces, accompanied by US and coalition operations 

and intelligence advisors, entered Kabul riding Iranian-supplied armored vehicles and 

wearing Iranian-supplied uniforms.217 Iran had considerable leverage at the Bonn conference 

in 2001. US Ambassador James Dobbins described the Iranian role during the Bonn 

conference as “quite constructive.”218 Since then, Iran supported the US-backed government 

in Kabul. Afghanistan was the most significant issue where it could potentially work with the 

US. This perception changed when it became apparent that the US was not interested in 

working with Iran on Afghanistan due to its concerns over Iran’s commitment to developing 

nuclear weapons. Iran began to provide the Afghan Taliban with some high-value weapons 

such as explosively-formed warheads for use in IEDs and Chinese made HN-5 man-portable 

SAMs suggesting that more would follow in the event of US or Israeli military action against 

Iran.219 This was a policy tool in the hands of Iran to change US policy towards Iran’s 

nuclear weapons program or else face increased aid to insurgents in Afghanistan and, in the 

words of COL McNiece, creating “dual-track under-the-table support for Taliban.”220 The Al-

Quds force, political warfare force of the Iranian Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), was 

reportedly training Afghan Taliban insurgents.221 But despite the fact that Iran provided 

assistance to the Afghan insurgents and saw the government in Kabul as the US puppet, it 
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still saw it as a preferable option to a new set-up dominated by the Pakistan-backed Sunni 

Taliban insurgents. 

5.3.1 US-Iran Nuclear Stand-off and Pakistan 

Iran served as a bastion of stability after for the United States during the rule of Shah since 

the US replaced Britain as the outside power in the region. It was regarded as a strong 

mainstay of the US strategy in the Middle East. The United States helped Iran in the nuclear 

field during the reign of the Shah. The two sides had agreed for purchase of eight nuclear 

reactors by Iran from the US for power generation a few months before the Islamic 

Revolution in Iran.222 This phase of Iran-US nuclear cooperation came to an end with the 

revolution which toppled the pro-West Shah and brought the anti-US Islamists to power. The 

new set-up discontinued the nuclear project. President Hashmi Rafsanjani restarted nuclear 

program in view of the growing electricity needs of the country, and, in this connection, 

made contacts with Germany, Spain, Argentina, the Czech Republic, Italy and Poland. All 

these endeavors were prevented by the United States.223 

The issue of Iran’s nuclear program for weapons purposes first came to limelight on August 

14, 2002 when an Iranian exile named Alireza Jafarzadeh disclosed during a press conference 

in Washington that Iran had started nuclear-weapons related activities at two secret places, a 

heavy water facility in Arak and a uranium enrichment facility at Natanz, which had not yet 

been detected by the American spy satellites and intelligence agencies. Iran was a signatory 

of the NPT and reached a safeguards agreement with the IAEA which obliged Iran to report 

any nuclear development to the IAEA; but nothing had been reported to the IAEA so far 

about the activities in Arak and Natanz.224 The IAEA inspectors visited the suspected places, 

along with the Kalaye Electric Company and took samples with them for tests in the summer 

of 2003.  

Iran said that its nuclear program was purely for peaceful purposes and had no weapons-

related connotations and that it had always enriched uranium up to less than 5%, consistent 
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with fuel for a civilian nuclear power plant for peaceful purposes. Iran stressed that its 

nuclear program was intended only for peaceful purposes, that is, to generate electricity in 

order to conserve its vast oil and gas reserves which it had the right under the NPT. Iran 

claimed that it was compelled to resort to secrecy regarding its nuclear program after the US 

pressure affected Iran’s several contracts with foreign countries in this respect.225The 

development of Iran’s delivery system in the form of middle-range ballistic missile 

capabilities that could reach all the Middle East and Eastern Europe raised further concerns 

about the intentions of Iran with regard to its nuclear program.226 

Strategic experts of the United States knew that Iran was situated in a dangerous region and 

were aware of its concerns. Being a Shia and Persian state situated in a region dominated by 

the hostile Sunni Arab states augmented its threat perceptions. These experts felt the need to 

engage Iran in strategic discussions that could help in creating an environment in which Iran 

would feel secure without needing to acquire nuclear weapons.227 Iran’s nuclear program was 

considered as a threat by the US to its strategic interests in the Middle East which called for 

making arrangements for security for energy supply, putting an end to terrorist threats from 

militant organizations, checking the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and sustaining 

Israel’s existence and status of its qualitative military lead in the region.228 

Some in the United States believed that Iran’s quest for nuclear weapons capability was in 

response to policies of the United States. Iran had been dubbed by President Bush as a rogue 

state and was included in the group of states termed as “axis of evil.” Iran faced a security 

threat from the United States but it was impossible for Iran to deter the sole Super Power 

with the help of conventional weapons. Nuclear weapons were the only potent factor that 

could serve as a deterrent against the high-handedness of the United States. The Iranians 

knew that the US treated nations that possessed nuclear weapons quite differently from those 
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that did not possess them. They thought that a nuclear Iran would be treated by the US with 

caution and respect.229 

The main aim of the US was to change the behavior of the Iranian regime, not the regime 

itself as Iran had long feared and as many in Washington had long advocated. This was made 

clear on May 31, 2006, when Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice told media persons that 

the United States was willing to join the European Union Three (EU3) negotiations on Iran’s 

nuclear program.230 But for a long time, no meaningful negotiations took place between Iran 

and the United States on the nuclear issue. The main cause of delay for negotiations was the 

US insistence that Iran suspended uranium enrichment before negotiations took place which 

was unacceptable for Iran.  

Iran’s nuclear program was considered a threat for the security of the Middle East by powers 

of the region. The GCC countries, especially Saudi Arabia, considered it as a threat to their 

security. It was feared that Iran’s nuclear program would cause an arms race in the region 

and would eventually destabilize the Middle East. There were concerns that if Iran went 

nuclear, Saudi Arabia would also embark on the same path. Israel also saw Iran’s nuclear 

program as a threat to its very existence. Given the dynamics of the Middle East politics and 

Iranian support for Hezbollah and Syria, it was believed that Iran’s nuclear program “will 

give leverage to Syria and Hezbollah in the Middle East against US and Israel and prove to 

be a strategic game changer in the region.”231Moreover, problem of Iranian nuclear program 

was not an isolated issue relevant to Iran only. It was a problem of nuclear proliferation. If 

Iran was allowed to enrich uranium, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey would decide to do the 

same thing and thus encourage proliferation.232 

Negotiations between Iran and the P5+1 started in 2003.The United States and the 

international community demanded Iran through the UN Security Council Resolutions to 
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suspend its uranium enrichment program and to take confidence-building measures. For this 

purpose, several rounds of negotiations were held between Iran and the international 

community led by the United States. Iran was asked to stop uranium enrichment and sign an 

additional protocol to the NPT and fully cooperate with the IAEA. Iran refused to commit 

itself to these demands. On December 23, 2006, the UN Security Council clamped sanctions 

on Iran through a resolution and demanded Iran to shelve all activities related to enrichment 

and reprocessing, and to take all measures required by the IAEA to make it sure that Iran’s 

nuclear program was only for peaceful purposes. Iran did not abide by and carried out its 

enrichment activities. The sanctions were further tightened by another unanimous UN 

Security Council Resolution on March 24, 2007.233 

Israel and the Republicans in the Congress were against any deal with Iran on the nuclear 

issue. But President Obama wanted to have a deal with Iran on this issue. The Obama 

administration had established a back-channel link with Iranians through Oman.234 President 

Obama knew that a reasonably good deal was better than the alternative of the bomb. The 

delay in negotiations was, as was the case with G. W. Bush, strategically not a good option; 

Iran had increased its centrifuges from 164 in 2006 to 15,000 in 2015 in the absence of a deal 

during the period.235 War was not an option for Obama and was full of dangerous 

consequences. He was not sure the US public would support one more war in the Middle 

East.236 The Republican House Speaker had invited Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin 

Netanyahu at the back of Obama but failed to switch the American people against the deal 

which Obama wanted to have with Iran.237 A bargain with Iran on the nuclear issue was in 

the strategic interests of the United States in the light of the civil wars in Syria and Yemen, 

the threat of the ISIS, the instability in Afghanistan, Iran’s influence over Shia groups in 

these conflicts and the role that Iran could play in bringing stability to the region.238 
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President Hassan Rouhani appointed a new team for negotiations with P5+1, as he took 

office in August 2013. This new team entered into talks with their Western counterparts in 

October and November which resulted in the six-month Joint Plan of Action (JPOA) and the 

Framework for Cooperation (FFC) between the IAEA and Iran. The main objective was to 

arrive at a long-term inclusive solution by July 20, 2014 that would ensure that Iran’s nuclear 

program would be exclusively peaceful. Iran was required under the JPOA and FFC to take 

certain interim steps such as suspending enrichment activities to produce near 20% uranium 

hexafluoride and providing extended IAEA access to its nuclear installations for inspection. 

In return the P5+1 agreed to lift some of the earlier sanctions on Iran.239The most important 

and difficult subject of negotiations between Iran and the Western powers in this respect was 

the status of Iran’s uranium enrichment capability. Both sides held entrenched positions on 

the issue of enrichment rights under the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty which could not be 

reconciled. Iran insisted that it had the right under article IV of the NPT which guaranteed to 

state-parties access to nuclear technology as long as they adhered to their treaty obligations. 

The United States held that Iran did not have right of enrichment under the NPT.240 

Negotiations were held with regard to Iran’s nuclear program from 26 March to April 2, 2015 

in Lausanne, Switzerland, in which the foreign ministers of France, Germany, the European 

Union, Iran and the United States and diplomats of China and Russia participated. On April 

2, the Nuclear Deal was announced. Under the deal, Iran was required to reduce its 

centrifuges from 19,000 to 6,104 with only 5,060 allowed to enrich uranium over the next 10 

years. Iran was allowed to enrich uranium up to 3.65%. Iran was to reduce its 10,000 kg 

stockpile of low-enriched uranium to 300 kg for 15 years. All enrichment facilities other than 

Natanz would be closed.241 All sanctions imposed under the UN Security Council under the 

UN Security Council resolutions were to be lifted. Iran was allowed research and 

development under the deal but according to the scope and schedule of the agreement. 

As a contiguous neighbor of Iran, Pakistan had a vital interest in the peaceful resolution of 

the nuclear question between Iran and the United States. Pakistan was in principle opposed to 
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the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It had played an important moderating role 

with regard to Iran. It wanted a negotiated settlement of the dispute.242In the meetings of the 

IAEA Board of Governors, Pakistan always voted in support of all resolutions that demanded 

Iran to fulfill its international obligations. It hoped that the issue would be settled in an 

amicable manner without resort to the use of force.243Pakistan wanted Iran to forgo its 

nuclear-weapons program due to connection of the A. Q. Khan Network with the Iranian 

quest for uranium enrichment plans. Pakistan would be held responsible, at least partially, if 

Iran developed nuclear weapons.244Any attempt by Iran to develop nuclear weapons was 

fraught with the danger of US-Israeli attack against it. Any attack against Iran, in this respect, 

would have negative consequences for sectarian harmony in Pakistan. Pakistan made it clear 

to the American and European leadership.245Pakistan did make attempts during Musharraf 

era, on Iranian request, to compose differences between Iran and the United States on the 

nuclear issue and find some way out. These efforts did not bring fruit because of the strong 

anti-Iran lobby in the Bush administration.246 

Iran’s president Ahmadinejad came to Pakistan in February 2012 in connection with a 

trilateral summit meeting of Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran for discussing regional situation, 

especially bringing peace and stability to Afghanistan. The Pakistani president assured his 

Iranian counterpart that Pakistan would not allow the US to use its airbases for launching an 

attack on Iran. Zardari went one step further in assuring Ahmadinejad that Pakistan would 

support Iran against any aggression by the US or Israel.247Pakistan always held the position 

that while Iran’s rights must be respected and that Iran should fulfill its international legal 

obligations in order to reassure other countries.248 

There was another dimension to the Iranian nuclear program also related to Pakistan. Some 

in the United States believed that a successful Iranian detonation of nuclear weapons would 
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be followed by Saudi Arabia’s efforts to get the dreadful weapons. These circles believed 

that Pakistan, due to its close relations with Saudi Arabia, would help the kingdom to get 

nuclear weapons.249 It was believed that Saudi Arabia had provided financial assistance to 

support Pakistan’s nuclear program with this end in view. It was believed that Saudis would 

turn to Pakistan for security support in the light of a long-standing strategic agreement that 

reportedly existed between the two countries.250The Saudi regime already felt threatened as 

having been encircled by Iran due to Iraq and Syria being under the influence of Iran, 

Lebanon under Hezbollah, a Shia revolt in Bahrain, and Shia Houthis getting control over 

Yemen. Both Saudi Arabia and Israel viewed an unshackled Iran as a threat to their interests 

in the region.251 It was, therefore, in the best interests of Pakistan that there should be a 

peaceful solution of the Iran’s nuclear program to the satisfaction of all the parties concerned. 

Pakistan was as opposed to a nuclear Iran as it was to American or Israeli invasion on Iran on 

the pretext of eliminating its nuclear program. Both the possibilities had adverse security 

consequences for Pakistan. There was also some talk of using force against Iran so as to force 

it to renounce its uranium enrichment program. This course was fraught with dangers due to 

its unpalatable consequences for the region.252 

Pakistan was satisfied over the Iran-US nuclear deal which had always been its stand on the 

issue. Pakistan stood to gain from a peaceful settlement of the nuclear issue between the 

United States and Iran. A spokesman of the Foreign office said that the agreement would 

bring peace to the region. Prime Minister’s Advisor on Foreign Affairs and National Security 

Sartaj Aziz pointed out that Pakistan always favored a peaceful solution of the US-Iran 

nuclear deal.253 

5.3.2 Pakistan-Iran Gas Pipeline and the United States 

Pakistan, due to its deficiency in the energy resources, needed natural gas to be exported 

from Iran. Discussions between the governments of Iran and Pakistan for a pipeline to carry 
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natural gas from Iran to Pakistan started in 1994. A groundwork agreement was signed in 

1995 between the two countries which called for construction of a pipeline from South Pars 

gas field to Karachi in Pakistan. In February 1999, a preliminary agreement between Iran and 

India was signed to the effect that the proposed gas pipeline would be extended from 

Pakistan to India.254The two sides signed Term Sheet on November 16, 2005 which provided 

for gas supply of 2.1 billion cubic feet per day (bcfd) for a period of 30 years.  In February 

2007, India and Pakistan agreed to pay Iran US$4.93 per million British thermal units. Some 

details related to price adjustments were left open for further negotiations. 255 In subsequent 

bilateral meetings with Iran and India, Pakistan discussed in detail issues like gas volumes, 

governing laws, project structure, pipeline route, and tariff and transit fees.  

The Pakistan-Iran gas pipeline, also known as peace pipeline, was considered very important 

by energy-starved Pakistan for the fulfillment of its energy requirements. According to 

estimates, it was expected to help produce 5000MW of electricity after its completion.256 

Pakistan was acutely in need of energy resources. The Thar coal project for power generation 

was many years away from practical realization. Solar energy system had not yet been 

brought into use on a large scale. Nuclear power was a good option for Pakistan, but 

unfortunately, the US-led group of donors had made its realization difficult for Pakistan due 

to imposition of sanctions. Although China was willing to help Pakistan in the field of 

nuclear energy, its capacity was limited. The only feasible option for Pakistan was to get gas 

and electricity from energy-rich countries.257 India could opt out of the proposed Iran-

Pakistan-India gas pipeline due to the US pressure because it had been richly awarded by the 

US in shape of the Indo-US nuclear deal.258 But, as the Bush administration had repeatedly 

made it clear that such a nuclear deal with Pakistan was out of question, it was considered 

unrealistic for Pakistan to opt out of the IPI due to the US pressure. It was just a project to 

supply gas to Pakistan. It had nothing to do with Iran’s nuclear program. China and Russia 

had also reservations over Iran’s nuclear program, but still they had contracted lucrative 
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energy deals with it.259 Moreover, the Pakistan-Iran gas pipeline had the extra benefit of 

reducing sectarian tensions in Pakistan and along the Pakistan-Iran border due to 

improvement in relations between the two countries as a result of the pipeline project.  

The Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline had another advantage of helping establish peace 

between India and Pakistan. It could check tension arising from their disputes over water 

resources, such as over the Kishenganga power project. The fact that its gas supplies were 

passing through Pakistan would persuade India to enhance regional security, and abstain 

from its nefarious role in Baluchistan. The Indian participation would make the gas pipeline 

project financially more viable and operationally transparent and efficient. Pakistan would 

also get transit fees from India in lieu of India’s gas passing through its territory. It could 

have paved way for long term trade and investment between India and Pakistan which was 

crucial for regional peace and stability.260 

The United States was opposed to the IPI from day first on account of its stand-off with Iran 

on its nuclear program. The US knew that the pipeline would help Iran check growing 

influence in Afghanistan, Pakistan and India which the US wanted to avoid. America did not 

want Iran to become economically independent, exert political leverage, enjoy more regional 

clout and defy US pressure.261 With a view to isolate Iran, the US tried to persuade Pakistan 

and India to opt for the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) pipeline instead 

which was unrealistic due to turmoil in Afghanistan.262 

During his February 2006 visit to Pakistan, President Bush indicated his displeasure with the 

proposed Iran-Pakistan-India Gas pipe-line. While giving interview to Pakistani journalists, 

the President said that it was imperative for India, Pakistan and the US to send a firm and 

unified message to Iran refrain from developing nuclear weapons.263 

Washington wanted Pakistan to follow the American stand on Iran’s nuclear program and 

help in isolating Iran. But it was a deliberate case of meddling in the internal affairs of 
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Pakistan which needed energy the insufficiency of which had crippled many sectors of the 

economy. The United States was aware of acute energy needs of Pakistan and expressed its 

willingness to help it overcome the demand supply-gap of energy.  On April 2, 2010, 

Assistant Secretary of State Robert Blake told newsmen in Washington that it was not “the 

right time” for Pakistan to go ahead with the proposed gas pipeline project with Iran. He 

advised Islamabad to seek “other alternatives” to reduce the supply-demand gap in the 

energy sector.264 

The general perception in Pakistan was that although the US was pressurizing Pakistan to 

back out of the pipeline project with Iran, it was doing nothing to fulfill energy requirements 

of Pakistan. The US “committed only peanuts” during talks held in Washington on the 

energy requirements of Pakistan. It virtually declined Pakistan’s request for civil nuclear 

energy agreement. The US just committed a meager amount of $125 million as assistance for 

the up-gradation of powerhouses and transmission lines. It only promised to repair power 

stations and install 11,000 agricultural pumps. The United States did not want to solve the 

energy problem of Pakistan.265 Some circles believed that even if the US ever agreed to a 

civil nuclear deal with Pakistan akin to the Indo-US deal, the transaction would have such 

conditions attached with it that it would be quite difficult for Pakistan to accept, such as 

international access to A. Q. Khan and full exposure of all proliferation activities of his 

alleged network.266 Pakistan decided to resist all pressure with regard to the gas pipeline from 

Iran. The Foreign Office spokesman Abdul Basit told in his talk to media on April 10, 2010, 

that concluding gas pipeline project with Iran was “our sovereign decision” and that Pakistan 

would be guided only by its own national interests. He said that Pakistan was facing energy 

shortage and was taking all possible steps to overcome it.267 

The Iran-Pakistan gas pipeline sovereign guarantee agreement was signed on May 28, 2010. 

According Minister for Petroleum and Natural Resources, Naveed Qamar, the Gas Sale and 

Purchase Agreement (GSPA) between Pakistan and Iran was for the import of 750 million 

cubic feet daily (mcfd) with a provision to increase it to one billion cubic feet per day (bcfd). 
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As per the project implementation schedule, the first gas flow was to start by the end of 

2014.268 The gas pipeline project between the two countries was signed on June 13, 2010. 

Iran had previously completed 907 kilometers of the pipeline between Asalooyeh, in 

southern Iran, and Iranshahar and would soon start building the remaining 300-kilometer 

portion of the pipeline from Iranshahar to the Pakistani border. Pakistan was to construct its 

own part of 700-kilometer of the pipeline from the Iranian border to Nawabshah within three 

years.269 

The gas deal between Iran and Pakistan was signed days after a UN Security Council 

Resolution called for further tightening sanctions against Iran. The United States viewed it as 

an attempt on the part of Iran to get out of the tight nit of sanctions imposed by the West. 

Jonathan Stern, director of the gas research of the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies, said 

that it was aim of the Iranians to send the impression around the world that their country was 

not isolated. He was pessimistic about the blow the sanctions would have on Iran’s ability to 

raise funds.270 

The US tried to press Pakistan to back away from the gas deal with Iran and warned it that 

the anticipated legislation against Iran could hit Pakistani companies. US Special 

Representative for the region Richard Holbrooke in his talks to reporters sympathized with 

energy problems of Pakistan, but at the same time cautioned Pakistanis not to “over-commit 

themselves” with the Iranian gas deal until the outcome of the Congressional legislation was 

known.271The United States was not in favor of the Pakistan-Iran gas pipeline project. It 

advised Pakistan to stay away from the project. In this respect Secretary of State Hillary 

Clinton, in an answer to a question during an interview to Pakistani journalists in October 

2011, said that Pakistan should develop alternative sources for overcoming its energy 

shortfall instead of going ahead with its proposed gas pipeline project with Iran.272 
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Pakistan expressed its resolve to go ahead with the gas project despite sanctions on Iran. In 

this respect Pakistan’s Foreign Minister Shah Mahmoud Qureshi told newsmen that pipeline 

project with Iran was in Pakistan’s interests. He said that the gas pipe line project would not 

be affected by sanctions on Iran because it was a bilateral agreement which had already been 

finalized. He dispelled the impression that the gas pipeline project would violate international 

law.273Qureshi’s comments came hours after Richard Holbrooke warned Pakistan against the 

intended Pakistan-Iran gas pipeline. Prime Minister Yusuf Raza Gilani said that Pakistan 

would go ahead with the Iran gas project despite US sanctions against Iran. He made it clear 

that Pakistan would reconsider the deal only if it violated UN sanctions but was “not bound 

to follow” unilateral US legislation.274 Rejecting US pressure on the Pakistan-Iran Gas 

pipeline, President Zardari said that bilateral relations between Iran and Pakistan would not 

be allowed to be undermined by international pressure of any kind. He reiterated that the pipe 

line project would not be allowed to be derailed.275 Pakistan’s resolve to continue the IP gas 

pipeline project despite the US opposition was reiterated by President Zardari in his meeting 

with President Ahmadinejad during the Regional Economic Conference on Afghanistan in 

March in Dushanbe, Tajikistan.276 
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CHAPTER-6 

CONCLUSIONS 

Pakistan is strategically an important country in South Asia and has always played a 

significant role in world politics. It is a nuclear and missile power and possesses one of the 

best armed forces of the world which have served as an important dynamic in regional 

stability and global peace. During the Cold War, Pakistan was a corner-stone of the US 

regional security structure. It was instrumental in bringing China and the United States closer 

to each other. The last and decisive episode of the Cold War was played with the active 

assistance of Pakistan which resulted in the withdrawal of the Soviet forces from Afghanistan 

and subsequent disintegration of the USSR. With the end of the Cold War, the United States 

adopted a policy of detachment towards South Asia. Pakistan was no longer an ally of the 

US; the result was that Pakistan was subjected to many kinds of sanctions. But the gory 

09/11 incidents once again brought the two former allies closer to each other. This time 

relations between them remained hostage to divergences and misperceptions on several 

bilateral and regional issues. 

Relations between Pakistan and the United States have never been smooth. “It has become a 

cliché to compare the rocky relationship to a bad marriage, one in which divorce is 

impossible yet both parties are forced to trudge along unhappily.”1 They have also been 

defined as relations “oscillated between partnership and estrangement.”2According to Anatol 

Lieven, “[there] is a thin veneer of friendship over a morass of mutual distrust and even 

hatred.”3 According to A. Z. Hilali, “The US looks at the relationship from the global 

perspective and Pakistan sees it from the regional perspective of its dispute with India and as 

the anchor of its security, stability, and economic development.” He further says that: 

“The relationship is normally bound by the geo-strategic realities and compulsions of the 

South and Southwest Asian region, which tend to bring the two countries together, but 
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divergences of perceptions and policies over a number of bilateral and global issues tend to 

pull them apart.”4 

The United States treated Pakistan only as a “facilitator of the security concerns of the day,” 

that is, to deal with the Soviet Union during the Cold War and the problem of terrorism after 

the 9/11 but did not treat it as a long-term strategic ally. Pakistan’s foreign policy elites have 

also, on their parts, been skeptical of the prospects of an enduring relationship with the 

United States. That is why the Pakistani policy-making elites have tended to believe that 

Pakistan “ought to draw upon US largesse as heavily as possible whenever it becomes 

available because economic and military assistance will inevitably dry-up when the most 

recent US regional concern runs its course.”5 

6.1 Summary of Research Findings  

Pakistan and the United States were allies in the War against terror during the period of the 

research (2005-2015). Pakistan supported the United States in many ways. Pakistan provided 

bases and other facilities to the United States for use in their combined struggle against the 

scourge of terrorism. It provided its land and air routes to the United States for use in the 

conduct of the war. It deployed its security forces on its border with Afghanistan so as to stop 

flow of the Afghan insurgents and al Qaeda into Pakistan. It also conducted military 

operations in various parts of its territorial boundaries where the local insurgents had 

challenged authority of the state on account of Pakistan’s support to the US in the War 

against Terror. Pakistan was declared as the “Major Non-NATO Ally” by the United States. 

Pakistan gave tremendous sacrifices in the War on Terror and lost large number of its 

citizens and material property in the war. The United States provided huge economic and 

military assistance to Pakistan in lieu of its contributions in the War against Terror. But 

despite this fact, relations between the two states remained tarnished by mistrusts, suspicions, 

and allegations and counter-allegations. The United States accused Pakistan, especially its 

military and intelligence agencies, of supporting the Taliban and al Qaeda in Afghanistan and 

held these agencies responsible for defeat of the US and its allies in Afghanistan. It was 

believed by policy-making circles in the United States that Pakistan had provided sanctuaries 
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to the Afghan Taliban and the Haqqani Network who allegedly planned and conducted 

operations against the NATO/ISAF forces in Afghanistan. The United States several times 

threatened to take action against these terrorist outfits on the Pakistani soil and destroy their 

sanctuaries. 

Pakistan rejected these allegations as unfounded and an attempt on the part of the US to make 

Pakistan a scape-goat so as to hide the real causes of the defeat of the US and NATO in 

Afghanistan. Pakistan denied the existence of the Afghan Taliban’s and Haqqani Network 

sanctuaries on its soil. There was an impression in Pakistan that the United States was 

violating Pakistan’s sovereignty by drone strikes and cross-border violations. Although the 

two countries were allies in the War against Terror, there seemed rare consensus on the 

strategies and tactics for successful culmination of the war. There was a trust-deficit between 

the two countries. The result was that, on several occasions, the partnership between the two 

countries came to the verge of disruption. 

During the same period, relations between the United States and India remained cordial and 

noticed a marked upward momentum despite the fact that they were not formal allies and the 

status of “Major Non-NATO Ally” had not been bestowed upon India. India and the United 

States forged strategic partnership with tremendous US support for India in many areas 

which caused the balance of power in South Asia to be heavily tilted in favor of India. 

Pakistan, in consequence, increased its cooperation with China took it up to strategic levels 

so as to make up for the loss accrued to it as a result of the growing Indo-US relationship.  

The findings of the research may be discussed as under: 

6.1.1 Tactical, not Strategic, Alliance 

The alliance between Pakistan and the United States and Pakistan in the War against Terror 

was tactical, rather than strategic, in nature. The United States did not have any other thing in 

mind other than crushing the al Qaeda and defeating the Taliban so that they could not put 

security challenge to the US and its allies in future. Establishing long-term, broad-based and 

deep relationship with Pakistan was not an objective of the United States. That is why no 

attempt was made by the United States to take its relations with Pakistan to high planes 

covering such important areas as energy, missile defense, civil nuclear cooperation and 
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transfer of dual-use technology. All such requests from Pakistan were rejected or received no 

response. Pakistan wanted to establish long-term strategic relationship with Pakistan on the 

pattern of Indo-US relations after the 09/11. If ever there was any indication on the part of 

the United States to increase its assistance to Pakistan or to broaden the areas of cooperation, 

it was linked with many humiliating conditions, as was the case with the Kerry-Lugar Bill. It 

seemedthe main object of the United States in forging an alliance with Pakistan in the War 

against Terror was to use it as tactical instrument to be discarded after its use. Pakistanis 

believed that soon after the end of the war in Afghanistan, the US would abandon Pakistan 

and impose sanctions on it. This was one of the factors that created suspicions in the minds of 

Pakistanis with regard to intentions of the United States. This factor seems to have influenced 

Pakistan’s overall approach to its cooperation in the War on Terror. 

6.1.2 Un-identical Approaches to Afghanistan 

The United States’ and Pakistan’s objectives and strategies regarding Afghanistan were not 

identical. The United States aimed at crushing the al Qaeda and defeating the Taliban so that 

there was no security threat to the US and its allies from the Islamic militants using the 

Afghan soil as a staging ground for their attacks. Pakistan had also the additional objective of 

having a friendly and Pukhtun-dominated government in Kabul that would keep India from 

getting any footprint in Afghanistan and augment threat to Pakistan’s security. The objectives 

of the United States and Pakistan were not mutually exclusive; they could have been adjusted 

and accommodated with each other if Pakistan and the United States had wanted to. Pakistan 

did make attempts to persuade the United States to accommodate its security objectives in 

Afghanistan. The United States did not seem ready to accommodate these objectives of 

Pakistan. Pakistan seemed to feel a sense of insecurity, and even betrayal by the US, at the 

emerging situation in Afghanistan after the defeat of the Taliban and the emergence of the 

pro-India and non-Pukhtun dominated set-up in Afghanistan. Moreover, Pakistan and the 

United States were not on the same page on the process of bringing the Afghan insurgents to 

the negotiating table for the settlement of the Afghan issue. In ensuring the inclusion of the 

Afghan Taliban in the future set-up, Pakistan favored a mild attitude towards the Taliban as 

compared to the tougher attitude of the United States. The anti-Pakistan attitude of the 

Afghan government in the post-09/11 period and providing space to India further increased 
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the sense of insecurity of the Pakistanis because India was using Afghan soil for supporting 

ethnic and Islamic militant insurgencies in Balochistan and the Tribal areas respectively. This 

factor acted as catalyst in causing Pakistan to look to the Taliban as security prop in the post-

US withdrawal Afghanistan. These factors seem to have caused and been accounted for, 

along with other factors, the inability or unwillingness on the part of Pakistan to take decisive 

and effective action against the Afghan Taliban and the Haqqani Network on its soil.  

6.1.3 China, not Terrorism, was the Main Concern of the United States 

China, not terrorism as it was being projected, was the paramount concern of the United 

States. This was clear from the overall policy of the United States towards South Asia during 

the period of this study. The United States believed that China would be its principal rival 

and strategic competitor in the twenty first century. It was with this end in view that close 

strategic partnership was developed with India so as to project it as counterweight to China in 

Asia. That is why close security and political relationship was established amid great 

reservations and objections on the part of Pakistan. The timing of the Indo-US partnership is 

very important in arriving at this conclusion. Indo-US strategic dialogue gained momentum 

in 2003-2004 and reached its peak-point in 2005-2006 with Indo-US Civil Nuclear Deal. If 

terrorism and Islamic militancy, not China, had been the foremost strategic threat, then the 

United States would not have opted that time for its upward thrust in its relations with India 

due to the prospective sensitivities and reservations of Pakistan whose cooperation was 

critical in the War against Terror. The United States would have postponed the forward 

momentum in its relations with India to a later period, at least to the period after the end of 

the War on Terror when it would be no longer in need of Pakistan for the realization of the 

goal of defeating international terrorism. That the US did not do so is an indication of the fact 

that the strategists of the United States regarded China, not Islamic militancy, as the long-

term and principal threat to its security and interests to cope with which it was necessary to 

forge a long-term and broad based relationship with India. That is why a long-term 

cooperation in the fields of civil nuclear technology, dual-use technology, and missile 

defense was established with India with no other objective than to put India as a counter-

weight to the rising military, economic, and political power of China.  
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6.1.4  Favoring India over Pakistan 

The US strategy of making India as a counter-weight to China required the US to support 

India even at the cost of its support for Pakistan. Changing the traditional policy of a balance 

in relation between India and Pakistan and replacing it with a new policy of ‘De-

hyphenation’ was meant to strengthen India and disregard any Pakistani reservations in this 

respect. The United States supported Indian narrative on issues of dispute between India and 

Pakistan. Islamic militancy, with its alleged links in Pakistan was regarded by the US as the 

most important issue in the region. The United States put all kind of diplomatic and political 

pressure on Pakistan to remove India’s reservations with regard to the militancy in Kashmir 

that was allegedly sponsored by Pakistan. But no pressure was put on India to arrive at a 

peaceful and amicable settlement of the Kashmir issue which was the root-cause of the 

rivalry and tension between Pakistan and India. Pakistan’s stand that militancy was a 

consequence, not a root-cause, of tension in Kashmir did not receive a positive response from 

the United States. This was considered as pro-India policy of the United States. Pakistanis 

believed that the United States was bent on establishing Indian hegemony in South Asia. The 

provision of latest military technology and dual-use systems by the United States to India and 

denial of extending any such cooperation to Pakistan was seen by Pakistanis in this light. 

This factor contributed to widening the already existing gulf between Pakistan and the United 

states.  

6.1.5 Pakistan’s Constraints to Deal with the Afghan Insurgents 

The above factors seem to have driven Pakistan’s policy towards the Afghan insurgents on its 

soil, especially the Haqqani Network. Either Pakistan was unable to take action against the 

Afghan insurgents on its soil or it was unwilling to do so. Pakistan’s inability to cope with 

the Afghan insurgents was probably due to the fact that it was already fighting against the 

Pakistani Taliban which had offered tough security challenge to the state; opening new fronts 

against the Afghan insurgents might have aggravated the already precarious security situation 

of Pakistan. Any action against the Afghan Taliban on the Pakistani soil would have turned 

them against Pakistan who had been, up to that time, neutral about Pakistan and taken no part 

in anti-Pakistan activities. Allowing the United States, in the case of Pakistan’s inability, to 

cross border would have shifted the war front from Afghanistan to Pakistan and created 
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unimaginable security problems for Pakistan. Moreover, Pakistan could not have allowed the 

US forces to cross its border, in the prevailing atmosphere of distrusts between the two 

countries, and take action against the Afghan insurgents. The US had already aroused 

Pakistan’s sense of insecurity by disregarding Pakistan’s strategic interests in Afghanistan 

and disturbing the balance of power to the disadvantage of Pakistan through the Indo-US 

strategic partnership.  

The above mentioned findings are based on my research and need further research to 

establish their authenticity. I hope other researchers will take these points and make them 

subject matter of their research which would be helpful in looking to relations between the 

two countries in objective manner that would, in consequence, help in bringing the two 

countries closer to each other by making each to adjust its policies to the concerns and 

sensitivities of the other. 
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