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a separatist movement comparable to the Spanish ETA or the militant factions 
or the IRA that some years ago were able to strike targets on a recurring basis 
all over Spain and the United Kingdom, respectively. There is a bleeding 
insurgency going on in Dalochistan at present but the Baloch guerrillas have 
kept their ambit or activities confined to their province thus far. 

In psycho-ideological temtS, however, the Pakistan nation has been fed, 
since the early twenty-first century. on propaganda that a grand conspiracy 
hatched by HaniJd-Yahud-Ansara (Hindus, Jews. and Christians) exists. In a 
nutshell, the argument is that since Pakistan is the only Islamic nation that 
possesses nuclear bombs. ii is on the hit-list of all those forces hell.bent on 
reducing Muslims to subjugation and slavery, and thus subverting 1he 
triumph of Islam in all the nooks and comers of the world. Such an idea is 
extremely tempting to anyone who believes in the eternal conflict between 
Dar•ul•lslam and Dar-u/-Harb. 

I Indeed, conspiracies against Pakistan may exist, but it can also he a self• 
fulftlling prophecy. What cannot be denied, however, is that most, if not all, 
acts of violence and terrorism that spill blood in Pakistan are home-grown.J 
Home-grown terrorism, in tum, comprises differtnl factions and groups with 
anli•minority, anti-women, and patently sectarian and sub-sectarian agendas.• 
Since at least December 2003, when an assassination anempt was made on 
General Pervez Musharraf, Pakistani officials and government installations 
and buildings, including those of the armed forces, have been the objects of 
vicious terroris~ attacks by home•grown extremist organi lions• on the 
grounds that by joining the Bush administration's so-called 'war on terror: 
the Pakistani rulers have betrayed global jihad.' 

Home-grown terrorists cannot possible hit targets all over society without 
some help and assistance from rogue elements within the security and 
military forces, both serving and rttired. Therefore, defeating the real or 
imaginary conspiracy against Pakistan requires that home-grown terrorist 
celh and networks are uprooted and destroyed. 

• It is possible that if Pakistan can successfully deal with terrorism at home, 
and learns to behave responsibly in the regional and international domains, 
,h~ prreeittd i1unn,,1ieru,l detr.4'ton tif Pakistan can be•penuGed 10 chanse 
their attitude towards it. After all, Pakistan is a nuclear power and it is never 
going to be easy to treat it unfairly if it is willing 10 adhere lo the rules of the 

:=~~•~~i:e a:~•:r ~=~ :e:::n: ~::t!:n~e :.::::~: ~~ 
a state is a sure recipe for conspiracies to be plotted against it by those who 
feel threatened by it It is. of course, nol as simple as that but more or less 1his 
is how states behave in the international arena. There are very few permanent 
friends and permanent enemies in the international system of states. 
• Pakistan's geostrategic locaUon has. in the past, been appreciated narrowly 

in military and security terms by both the Pakistani power elite and the major 



powers and superpowen. In this 11udy, the mililary and security aspecl is 
deah wilh al gmt length.' However, one can change the focus lo more 
lucratiw ends II well. 1be lwenty-flm cen1ury Is being celebraled II the 
Asian Century. Actually, the Asian Century began lo gelllle in lhe 19601 and, 
Ironically, Pakistan was one or lhe earliest beneficiaries. In lhe first half of 
the 1960,;, Its economy perfonned so well 1ha1 ii won admircn in several 
Soulheu1 Asian counlries which studied ils lnd1111rial planning and laler 
became engines or economic growth. 

II all sllrled, however, rarther away in Eul Asia. Japan, ravaged and 
destroyed during lhe Sec:ond World War, rose from lhe uhes to become 1he 
paragon power-horse of indLISlrial and economic development in 1he early 
I 960s. From the 1970s onwards, several Southeast Asian counlries embarked 
upon a transformation that earned them 1he tide or 'Asian Tigers: China 
followtd suit in the 1980s, and ii is now the second largest power or the 
world. India jumped onto the bandwagon of economic development in the 
19901 and has been performing impressively. It seems 1h11 the movement of 
economic growth and development in As.ia is following a weslerly direclion; 
now, it is Pakistan's tum to benefit from ii. 
• Pakistan's ideal geographical location qualifies ii 10 partake in the new 

oppartunities that are currently available. Nalions have to seize lhe moment 
lha1 history, or rather the historical moment, offersL1hat moment seems to 
be now for Pakistan. Pakistan's cultural and religious links with West As.ia 
and Central Asia can be(enviable/assets, especially wilh regard to the 
emerging Central Asian republics where the slluation is of a virgin nature. 
Pakistan's professionals. semi-skilled and unskilled workers can be interesting 
ror many markets in Central Asia. Admiuedly, 1he silualion in Afghanistan 
Is currently bad, and Iran and Saudi Arabia are hurdles to the normali lion 
or politics in the Persian Gui(, but that is nol necessarily the situation In 
CentnJ Asia. Therefore, Pakislan need not wail ror some ideal or optimal 
lilualion to come aboul. II can decide to opt out of ideological politics in 
Cavour of enlightened pragmatism. For such transformation to succeed. a Joi 
needs lo be done within Paldstan. In Ibis inquiry, those problemallc aspects 
■l'I' idnrlflnl ■nd an■ ly■ed in an hi11ork1l penpectlve. Thi■ .. udy ~nth, 
events till 1he end or December 2011. 

One thing needs to be noted wilh regard to the re(erences from 
newspapers: I hive ref'erred lo their online edlllons, They are euUy accessible 
in the archivea maintained by lhe newspapers on the lntemel 
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1 
The Fortress of Islam: A Metaphor for 

a Garrison State 

This study seeks to solve the following puule: in 1947, the Pakistan 
military was poorly armed and lacked the infrastructure and training 
needed to function as an effective branch of the state. 11 was not directJy 
involved in politics. Over time, not only has it become a middle-range 
power possessing nuclear weapons, it has also become the most 
powerful institution in the country with de facto veto powers over 
politics. How and why did this happen and what were its consequences? 
The dues are to be found in a unique mix of real and imagined 
existentialist threats to Pakistan, and the nature of international politics 
in which the emerging bipol rivalry between the United States of 
America and the former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was 
exploited by 1he Pakistani rulers-civil and military-to market 
Pakistan as a frontline stale against the latter in the hope that 1he former 
would supply them with the- weapons needed to offset the advantage 
India enjoyed over it in terms of size, resources, and other such factors. 
Internally, incompetent polit1c1ans and their factiona1ism gene-rated 
conflict and instability while the civil servants, and later the military, 
came to represent stability. Addi1ionally, a lack of clarity on national 
identity drove Pakislan towards a search• for an Islamic identity that 
,houlJ 11!10 be Jemuu11.tic. However, over time, thb ,u:qulred more and 

more dogmatic features and fundamentalist overtones. The convergence 
of such external and internal factors created the metaphor of Pakistan 
being a fortress of Islam. 

I first heard the phrase 'fortress of Islam', in relation to Pakistan, at 
the end of 200 I or early 2002 when more than a million Indian and 
Pakistani troops were amassed on their mutua1 internationa1 border as 
well as the Line of Control in the divided Jammu and Kashmir state. 
This unprecedented mobilization had been provoked because some 
militants, allegedly linked to Pakistan, attempted a daring attack on the 



Indian Parliament while it was in session. The terrorists failed to ente1 
Parliament House but six policemen, one ch'ilian, and five raiders were 
killed in the shootout. The Indian government was furious, and the 
Indian media and political parties reacted with great revulsion to the 
atrocity and ca11ed for revenge. Another war between the two major 
South Asian nations seemed imminent. All-out war between the two 
nuclear powers woulcl. have rendered large parts of the subcontinent 
uninhabitable for thousands of years. Bill Clinton obsen·ed that, in case 
of a nuclear war between the two rivals, India could wipe out 120 
million of Pakistan's 170 million population but not before 500 million 
of its own citizens were annihilated (Iha 2009). 

Dressed in full military attire, with all his meda1s pinned on smartly, 
General Pervez Musharraf addressed the Pakistani nation on nationa1 
tele\ision. He assured the people that their armed forces were fully 
prepared to face any threat or aggression from India. In doing so, he 
used the expression 'Pakistan Islam IUJ qila haf (Pakistan is the fortress 
of lslam)/That struck me as peculiar since Musharraf generally avoided 
Islamist jargon but, on that occasion, took recourse to what the lslamists 
and ultra-nationalists had been cultivating for a long time: that Pakistan 
represented a superior military tradition, historically and contem­
poraneously, though as far as the latter part of the claim was concerned 
it was quite unwarranted given the history of India-Pakistan armed 
encounters. Had war broken out, it would have been the fifth military 
confrontation between the two countries since August 19◄7-when 

both gained independence as a result of the partition of British India. 
From its very inception, Pakistan has been beset by the question of 
security: India has been identified, historically, as the villain of the 
piece, and Afghanistan its sidekick if ruled by hostile forces demanding 
a redrawing of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. Indeed, the feeling of 
being beleaguered is imperative in order to construct a strong and 

'fdrnlidatile' fo'ru'eSS....:.a 'g&rrlsdn; 'tHe l>akUtahi ·establlsh1ntnt sti!.kcd lls 
dominant position in Pakistani society by prioritizing security and 
defence. 

Now, the metaphor 'fortress of Islam' carries multi-layered 
connotations in both Urdu and English. Musharrafhad most likely used 
it to underline the Pakistan military's role as the core element in the 
composition of a fortress. A qila, or fortress, includes not only the 
armed soldiers but a1so those who live inside it and perform multifarious 
civilian tasks and functions and thus constitute a viable community. II 
is, ipso facto, a garrison community, vigilant and armed to defend and 
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assert its independence, to thwart aggression, and to carry out punitive 
actions against enemies. Simultaneously, a garrison is also an outpost 
of a state, kingdom, or empire. Historically, garrison towns were sel up 
by empires to guard tJiieir fronliers. In fact, empires- themselves 
represented proto-garrison slates (Yong 2005); during the Cold War, 
garrison states emerged as part of the global conte5ibelwttn the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

Pakistan became a beneficiary of the{ Cold War military contest 
betwttn the two riva1 superpowers, the United States and the Soviet 
Union, by aligning' mifitaril)" with the fOriner:flieinftialiVe to solicit 
tfieO'riitcd States' help came from the Pakistani power elite, both civil 
and military. Initially, the-Afflericins Were not kee"1i as lne focus was 
ilieit on Western Europe, and the United States was involved in building 
Ulaffiance in that theatre., II was consummated wi!!J the establishment 
ofthe North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). However, relent1ess 
lobbying 'by Pakistan finally convinced the Americans/to co-opt 
Pakistan mlo their worldwide strategy, to contain the spread Of Soviet 
communism. lThe fact that Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru 
decided nol to align with either of the superpowers (Gangtdy 2010: 1-2) 
inadvertently helped Pakistan's case for co-optation by the United States 
in its policy of containing commu~sm. It began with a first consignment 
of armament in 1951, foUowed byfformal military alliances in 1954 'and 
1959. During the 1960s, that alliance became more or less dormant as 

istrust and misgivings emerged between the two sideS. 
- -Consequently, Pakistan sought to develop a strategic understanding 
with China. which in turn had strained relations with India. Later, 
furtherfdiversification of dependence}.,.,as attempted by Pakistan-on 
Saudi Arabia. The thrtt donors represented very different ideologies:" 
the United States as the leader of the capitalist-liberal world, China as 
the challenger to Soviet domination within lhe communist movement, 
md SauJi Arabia u the leaJer uf blamlc fundamentalism. The 
Commun151 takeover of power in Afghanistan in 1978, the cap1uring of 
power by the Shiite Ayatollahs in Iran, and the a.i:rival of_the Red Anny 
in Afghanist~\ii&oro~y revived the Pakist~-US ~ll!'ce. This time 
arouncl, a very prominent Saudi and a sigJtificant, though less visible, 
Chinese partnership1was inTormally added to that alliance. While the 
United States and China were in it because of an overriding anti-Soviet 
agenda, the United States joined forces with Saudi Xrd>i8'10 col'.liain the 
spiaa-of lrani&n-inillenarian islam as ·well. AU three donors could 
ttilizt their objtctives via Pakistan. This created a situation that the 



Pakistani power elile tried lo exploit to its advantage: lo what extent it 
succeeded in that endeavour will be assessed in the course of this 
investigation. .,,,-

Suffice it to say that at least from the 1980s onwardsfhawkish 
Pakistani military officers began to nurture a vision of Pakistan that 
went beyond the confines of the territorial nation-stateJ Along with 
hard-core Jslamists, the hawks began to imagine Pakistan as a great, 
expansive, regional power extending to western and central Asia and a 
liberaled Kashmir free from Indian occupation. More ambitious 
projections of such an ambition were about Pakis1an serving as the 
launch pad for a worldwide jihad (holy war) to restore the caliphate thal 
oiiCC -represented Mu51inl power in world politics but had been in 
decline since at least the nineteenth century. That caliphate had been 
aDOlisheOin i9Z41i}'ltie-Turk1dr reformer Mustafa ltemal Ataturk. It is 
important to nOle that such pan-Islamist ambitions began 10 be 
nurtured in a world order that no longer permitted military expansion 
and empire-building. 

Pan-Islamism w~-~• therefore, incongruent with the post-Second 
WoffcfVlai- WOrld o·rder based on the presumption of the legal equality 
of all states. Territorial ambiguity was to be eliminated and replaced by 
states with clear demarcation of their boundaries. In reality, however, 
the international system lacked a chain of command comparable to the 
structure of power and authority within states. Rather, the international 
system represented global and regional asymmetries of power. The two 
superpowers-the Uni1ed States and the Soviet Union-and several 
major powers, middle-range powers, small states, and banana republics 
presented scope for manoeuvre and re-adjustment. Such an international 
system was anarchic. notwithstanding the presumptions of a stable 
world order. 

The worldwide Islamist revival in the v.·ake of the Afghan jihad 
tcr\Jtrt.'d •PitkiM.:tn 'a key play~ in 'lh1: imuginatio.-. ol those Mu,lims 
seeking the creation of an Islamic super-state in southern, central, and 
portions of western, Asia as preparatory to the resurrection of the 
universal caliphate. Consequently, a possible connotation of the 
metaphor about the fortress of Islam could be that not only did such 
forces aspire that Pakistan should be an independent sovereign slate, 
both militarily vigilant and strong. but also a champion ready to take 
on any threats faced by the universal Muslim Ummah. Whether this 
was sheer bluster on the part of Musharraf, or delusion on the part of 
the wider lslamist and ultra-nationalist lobbies in Pakistan, or a serious 
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assertion of the role they wanted to ascribe to Pakistan in regional and 
world politics is beside the point. In political terms, such imagination 
ascribed a deeper ideological connotation to the 'fortress of Islam'. ' 

That trend has grown over time and acquired virtually pathological 
dimensions. With few exceptions, contemporary Pakistani talk shows 
chum out such images as variations on the 'fortress' theme many times 
a day. Right-wing political p~ies and leaders, as well as journalists, 
revel in peddling such images Pakistani textbooks are rep!!!! with the 
glorification of Muslims who efeated Hindus in the pas~well as the 
celebration of spectacular successes supposedly won by Pakistan over 
Indta on the battlefield since 1947.{At the ~ _e_mphasis on 

~ain~ainin~ ~ ~~w:~.?"ilit_ary. Such fi_mtar.!_sti_l:_~~~!i_E.~er 
time, ·tm'ned 'iiaKutan t'!ii'" reputation o?"Deing the epicentre of 
iri'fernitiOriaT tCriorrsm.a r08,ue sf.ite;-indsimiTar sensational 
descriJ?"ifonS.-th'atSuch ~~and. visi011;~or [fflll§ry_j~3t~e~y were 
~_ed while_ Pak.!_s~~_ lirg_ely re'!l~ne~ an un~erdevelope4 3:n~ poor 
nation, nowhere near the take-off stage o( economic transformatjon as 
iii in-dustrial and militaiy power that coufd S~5ta1n __ r~Sional or 
·worldwide jihad, was indicative of the profound hold that an idealized 
~TcolllO exercise to generaie delusions or·graricfe"ur. ---, 

PAKISTANI ANALYSTS t,f 

Ayesha Jalal (1990), Hasan-Askari Rizvi (2000, 2003), Husain Haqqani 
(2005), Hassan Abbas (2005), Ahmed Rashid (2009), Zahid Hussain 
(2008), and Shuja Nawaz (2008) have produced empirically rich studies 

• ( on the rise of the military as the most powerful institution in Pakistan. 
' ln reality, it is the very large Pakistan Army that calls the shots; the air 

force and the navy are much smaller forces. Such milit ism has been 
accompanied by the appropriation of a substanfial Ch"u°r\k of lhe meagre 
icatt&' TciOU.rCc1 of the puor and umfenleVdopcc..l country by iU armed 
IOKU:--Thus, Tor exatn_ple, a 12 per cent hike in expelld_iture on defen!=e 
lialli«n inclu~ed in the budget for _2_01 f -=12.Raji Mu~an 
bl$ argued that despite the increase: ii is a ieCfine infflilitaty Spending 
&om 2.6 per cent for 2010-11 to 2.4 per cent of the GDIYHe argues 
lhat while threats to Pakistan's existence continue to be posed by lndiar" 
which ha(constantly been modernizing its armed forces and greatly 
increasing spending on them-$34 billion as compared to Pakistan's 
SS.57 billion-Pakistan's economy cannot sustain an arms race and 
lherefore must lnsteia- foCus On mainlaining" a credible deterrent -- -- -



(meaning nuclear weapons and missile technology) (Khan 201 I). 
Ahmad Faruqui (2003) has made a similar recommendation,) 
emphasizing a smaller but better trained and equipped army. 

It is to be noted that in March 20 I 1, the Stockholm International 
Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) described India as the largest importer 
of arms in the international market (SIPRI, 14 March 2011). From the 
Pakistani point of view, it meant a heightened threat from India; hence 
the emphasis on security remaining paramount and so also the 
increasing expenditure it entails. However, defence spending needs to 
be put into perspective by relating it to spending on health and 
educationlln 2009, Pakistan spent 23.1 per cent on defence, and only 
1.3 per cent on hea1th and 7.8 per cent on education. In comparison, 

~:~i:e:e:~ le~~:a:~o~~t::, ~e::;,:~~~\:~~;~:~ :a~~:!~•aa~!~~~: 
between def~nce a~d devel~nt or welfare~ Rlany 
~l.mlrfCS are able to do the' same (Vi$ua1 EcotlOl?lics 2010).✓ 
However, this is not true of Pakistan and India-though the latter has 
a much bigger economic base to support its defence expenditure. Both 
are guilty of gross neglect of the basic social and economic rights of 
their citizens. However, while the Indian economy has been performing 

) impressively for several years, this is not true for Pakistan., In the third 
annual report, released by the Lahore-based Institute of Public Policy 
on I June 20!0, it was noted that the Pakistan economy was in a terrible 
shape. The authors noted, 'Of prime concern is the near total breakdown 
in the delivery of basic public services like power, gas and water' (IPP's 
Third Annual Report 2010: 3). 1The ruling class pays little or notates, 
especia11y the powerful landowners, while enjoying luxury, privileges, 
and perks (ibid.). It is the urban middle and lower-middle classes that 
have to cope with no respite from the soaring heat during the summers; 
ii is industry that remains at a standstill during the frequent load­
'J.hcdding1 thu,s nacorhetiong the,a!.joct ,pQVUtf, ,illitera4'.y .. a111d disease 

afflicting huge portions of the population. 
Mazhar Aziz's (2008) point of departure in explaining the domination 

of the Pakistan military is institutional theory and the concomitant 
path-dependency it entails. The argument is that- if civil institutions arc 
not firmly anchored in the polity, the state apparatus represented by the 
military and civil bureaucracy come to dominate the political system. 
Such domination means the military manages the civil affairs of the 
state as well. As a result, civil institutions suffer diminution of authority 
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and fail to entrench. Once that happens, a path is established that the 
polity later follows. 

Ayesha Siddiqa has propounded a political economy basis to explain 
the domination of the military. She developed a framework, deriving 
from Hamza Alavi's notion of a post-colonial state, in which she has 
demonstrated that the political economy of the military's so-called 
institutional interests in actual practice means control by senior military 
officers over vast economic and financial sources through ownership of 
agricultural land, real estate, businesses, and industrial enterprises. Such 
control over the economy means that even when the military is not 
directly in power, the higher officer class is able to wield enormous 
intluence in Pakistani politics. Thus, the higher military officers' 
interests become institutional inierests and are contlated with the 
interests of the nation. She has estimated thal the legally acquired assets 
of the generals \'ary from Rs 150 lo 400 million; indirect economic 
power would be much greater. She has asserted that their active 
invol\'ement in the development of real estate has made them the new 
land barons of Pakistan (2007: 174-205). 

THE POST-COLONIAL STATE HYPOTHESIS 

In his essay. 'The State in Post-Colonial Societies: Pakistan and 
Bangladesh' ( 1972)-premised on the neo-Marx.ist dependency school 
of political economy that identified a global structure of capitalism 
centred on the United States, with the underdeveloped nations of Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America as the periphery-(Hamza AlaviAioughl lo 
explain the pec_uliar balance of power between th~and the posl• 
colonial state.{Classic Marxist theory of the state is premised on the 
assumption that the state is merely an instrument of exploitat~on in !he 
hands of the ruling cl855. HoW'eVCr, dunng Crises~-ihi"state·cou1dWume 
~my vii-A-vii 11,e d1111e1 lllnd m4!"di8te their in"°teii■~•- In 
coiitriSCAlavi assert@" ·that the relative autollorri)' ·of tfie State was a 
COnstant in post-colonial states such as Pakistan. Arguing thus, he 
observed that ·'Pakistan represented a continuation of the col0n!31 
imbalance betWeen state and society, ·the fonn~ing· ITI0ri"devefoped 
tlianinelatter:-Acfclfiionilfy:--nae politic'ilpirty that del"l\ilnaea, aiiawon, 
Purstan-was e·sserttiaDy a one-man shciW wiili"the founder of Pakistan, 
Muha""ri:iiW.uf Ali Jiitilah, enjoying supreme ·powers·. Afte"r'"hTs- de.ith, -lhe 
&r-uslirril:eague qllick1y disfnfegra1ed and, therefore, could not establish 
~_ilian hegemony. As a'resiiii:-ihc-ci"-lt service and the military-two 



institutions established by British colonialism in India-became thE 
institutions that constituted an oligarchy that came to dominate both 
politics and economics. Because of his structuralist framework, Alavi, 
in passing, noted that the domination of the oligarchy began at the very 
onset-although he does not provide empirica1 evidence to support it 
In any case, Alavi argued that the oligarchy enjoyed relative autonomy 
vis-3-vis the metropolitan neo-colonialist bourgeoisie (Western 
capitalism centred on the United States) and the two indigenous 
exploitative classes, consisting of the Pakistani bourgeoisie and the 
landowners)such autonomy enabled the ~oligii=ffifiO mCaiate be-twttn 
tfieir inteiests, which no longer conflicted but were complementary: all 
three classes exploiled and appropriated the surplus produced by the 
labour of the Pakistani workers and peasants. Further, he argued that 
the two indigenous classes-the Pakistani bourgeoisie and the 
landowners-were 'underdeveloped'. In doing so, he contrasted the 
bourgeoisie in the West, which led the struggle for democracy, with the 
bourgeoisie of a post-colonial state such as Pakistan, which needs the 
state to restrict democracy in order to grow and expand. As regards the 
landowning class, there is no historical record of ii leading the struggle 
for democracy anywhere and, therefore, Alavi must be thinkmg 
essentially about 1he Pakistani bourgeoisie in relation 10 democracy. 
Proceeding further, the author makes useful distinctions between right· 
wing conservative generals, radical left and right-wing elements, and 
hawks. Each category of military personnel was linked to different 
classes and class fractions. He noted that the radicals had mostly bttn 
of the righl•wing persuasion. The hawks represented those elements 
that were interested in maintaining and guarding the interests of the 
army (ibid., 67~69). 

Alavi hinted at, but did not develop and work out, the polit1cal 
implications -and ramif~ations of a post-colonial oligarchy's relative 
uutonomy in rdalim:,, Id i11lornational• capita~is,n during,!he Cold War. 

Also, the significance of the Cold War during that period did not receive 
'much attention from him. Moreover, a problem with lhe dependency 
perspective, subscribed to by Alavi, was that it assumed a rather filed 
structure of exploitation of the periphery by the centre. 

Such a perspective, therefore, depreciated and thus obfuscated the 
ideological and military competition that was going on during the Cold 
War. Equally, it did 1)91 take into account the anarchic nature of 
international relations( Pakistan came to play an important role in that 
competition/ Its importance lay not in providing a surplus to 
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imperialism but in being of ;ital geostrategic importance to the Cold 
War.JMoreover, even as J post-coloniaJ state, Pakistan's location in South 
AsiL. larawaY rrom ifie United States, eruiblea it-iO"enjOf conside~able 
a'iiioruimY,-when cofflPaiid to Latin AmeriCU'I C:Ountries that Were in 
t~d, ·so to say, ofihC Uniie3 States. In th~ overall dyna~ics of 
t e War, and the vanablhty in tlie Tntemational system, a scope 
'loroivcr-sifkation of dependence and conconl1fant a11iance~I,Uffding 
Ciiifea::=:..-w1ttctrffiel'a6""stimsiaiei"OOkaclVinlage oT.thOugh such room 
for m~~UVTeaid-noc~efiicfTiOm .its poSt-COTo~Ial Oepelldcncy vis-
8-viS the UmtecfSiaiH .ind,1iler, Other major pJa)'i_r~-~ ~~11.,.. 

TOWARDS A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

'r Samuel Edward Finer's famous The Man on Horseback: The Military in 
Politics, published originally in 1962 and revised in I 976, drew attention 
to the fact that m_il_i~_!J)' coopswcretaking place_ in sta~e 
neither liberal democracies nor communist, but were autocracies and 
oligarchie5.Many-states in Asia, Africa, Ula'Tatin America fitted that 
~TOri.7!1e milit~-t~k o~~.r the reins o( i:,ower-in such countries 
6ecause it j,oSWssed superior organization anOafmaments. It could 
eRMe stability and security, i( not democratic (rCedom.l,o, according 
t'OFmCr, military takeovers are facilitated when, instead of democracy, 
~!~c.ra~ic and oligai:Cbic regunes e!-$,Sfflakes-a-great deal Of sense ft 
as Pakistan has failed to develop into a modem democracy. Not only 
ihat,- bUt radicalism, CXlriirusm~ and terforis-itr bive undermined 
Pakistan's chances ~f becoming a credible moderalt Muslim state. , ✓ 
- All such outcomes were poorly anticipaied by the Western 
development theop of the 1960s. On the contrary, the military was 
conceived of as afnodernizing fomJin countries deficient in a strong / 

iddle clasl Samuel Huntington, an influential proponent of such a 
view, a-=1 tcJ that ir(poor, resource•ddklent societies lackJng a strong 
~i~e _ ':_]as~and ent~nt\lrial skills, the men in uniform could 
become the agents of economic and social development as ~e~I as of 
political stability and institution-buildillg-Uiunt~On -1_%2~ li-s)." 
However, he made ihe inci,i\re oDservati~g;dDlilitary 

~~~i::ti~;es~:s~~~i~e!::i:l~f ;:~i~:cs~h{~b::~i~:;f ~:~;~~:~ 
lne\'tr addressed the deeper ideological and cultural roots of military 
power and prestige. On the other hand, the connection that Finer made 
between autocracy and the rise of the military opens avenues for 



probing the deeper historical. cultural, structural, and ideological 
factors of Pakistani autocracy. ' 

<t 7I THE NATIONAL SECURITY STATE 

l]/ / The National Security State Doctrine was established by the CS National 
Security Ac! of 1947, during Harry Truman·s presidency, as the 
beginning of an assault on the Sew Deal slate his predecessor had 
established, as well as a worldwide offensive to contain the spread of 
communism and So\'iel influence. Jack Nelson-Pallmever identified 
se\·en characteristics of the fuational security slate/as ii ernh-ed 
internationally with VS assistance: 

( 

12} The mtlitary is the highes·•· au1hori1y.Jl1 cla. ims the role of lh., 
guardian of nalional interesl · and ex lends its influence over 
political, economic, and m1htary affairs. --

@ A national security state \'iews democracy with suspicion. Even 11 
a fai;:ade of democracy is maintained formally, real powers residl· 
with the military. 

~ The military wields substantia{pohtica\ and economic power. 
4.; Such a state is obsessed with enemies, hoth external as well as 

internal. 
2.> Enemies are described as cunning and \uthlcss. Therefore, all 

means 10 crush them are considered legitimate. 
@ The' national security state restricts public debate and Ii 

popular participation through secrecy M intimidation. 
(3 It expects 1he church to mobilize its financial. ideological, an, 

theological resources to support the national security stat1 
(!\clson-Pallmcyer 1993: 35-40). 

Ndson-Pallmc}'er asserted that v.hle lhc ('nlte"d ~t,1tes justified 11 

in\'asion of Iraq in 1991 as punishment for Saddam Hussain's invasior 
of Kuwait-because he had disturbed the regional and internationa 
peace-it itself was, simultaneously, deeply im·ol\'ed in sub\"ersiv, 
warfare in Central America, which made the economies of that regio1 
crumble and caused widespread misery and poverty. Even in the Unitec 
States, po\'erty has been aggravated while enormous wealth concentratei 
in fewer hands than before (ibid .. 18-J:!). ✓ 



THE GARRISON STATE CONCEPT 

It s«ms Nelson-Pallmeyer was not familiar with an almost identical 
concept-of the garrison state-advanced by Harold Lasswell in the late 
1930s, which the latter further developed in thebackdl'OP of the rising 
tide in Nazi Germany. The advan1age with the garrison state concept is 
that Lasswell vividly depicted the social and cultural characteristics of 
the specialists on violence-the military-who dominate society. Thus, 
it furnishes an o·pportunity to probe the role of religious-cultural 
traditions as well. In this regard, it is worth recallin8 th.it Max Weber 
lla3 made a very incisive observation that the warrior class came to 
d'ominate Muslim societies at a very early siage, with tbe result that the 
erslwh11e trader's value system that the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) 

rij,resented was eclipsed and receded into the background (Weber 1993: 
262-3).rtMoreo\·er, the garrison state concept links up with the 
indigenous historical roots of thlPakistani garrison stat~rom the pre­
COlonial and colonial periods. In other words, the domination of the 
PakiSian military cannot be explained merely as aii.em-cfOTtlie'Cold 
War;iather, it is a peculiar evolution of historical and contefflporaneous • 
inierna] and external factors, as well as religious-cultural and social 
c!imensionsf / 

✓ PRE-COLONIAL GARRISON TOWNS 

In the ancient and medienl periods, when states were not yet 
established in the formal sense of fixed territorial entities, large 
kingdoms a,d empires were sustained garrison towns playing a central 
role in tha'( decentralized structure of powe~The Roman Empire was 
maintained over a nwnber of centuries because of the strong garrison 
towns that represented Roman power in distant lands far removed from 
Rome. Ultimately, those garrison towns soua:ht to reproduce the 
supremacy of Rome over the subject people in the lands conquered by 
the Roman armies. In the conquesl of nonhern India by the Turco­
Afghans durjng the eleventh to thineenth centuries, garrison towns 
manned by Muslim-Turkish horse-troops, many of them slaves. played 
a pivo1al role. The troops were small in number and represented a 
monetized type of economy and wealth transactions, whereas the vast 
peasantry thal surrounded the garrison towns lived a ~ed 
lire subsisting on a natiiriJ economy. kw of the latter had COl'.)Ver:!_ta to 
~ at that hme; their cOilversion toTslaln -plC:ked-up pace sometime 



from the sixteenth century onwards (Wink 1997). The garrison towns 
'became the fulcrum of both the sedentary world of nomadic, mobile 
wealth and expansion' (ibid., 212). The garrison towns were not 
necessarily located on the frontiers; rather, they were the embattled 
arena in which 'fusion of settled society and frontier ultimalely took 
place' (ibid.). 

Garrisons continued to be part of the Mughal Empire as well as of 
the Indian British Empire. In the contemporary period, garrison 
outposts and towns continue to be found in India and Pakistan. Their 
main function has been to keep centrifuga1 tendencies in the outlying 
provinces and regions in check-:-lnParllCufar, -to ciirb separatisrri. and 
S~cessionism. Such places represent urban paraphernalia, with its 
trappi~~-~odefnity and cen~rism· that_ dash with 1he power and 
iiiltuence of the lradi\ional tribal and clan chiefs. Pakistan inherited 
several garrison forts in Balochistan and the North-West Frontier 
P-rOvince from the British Raj. Their numbers have grown, as have some 
rieWOnes been established in Silldh as well. 

THE BRITISH INDIAN EMPIRE: A GARRISON STATE 

Unlike most historians and political scientists who emphasize the role 
of civilian institutions in the sustenance of the British Indian Empire, 
Tan Tai Yong has argued that British rule in India was mediated 
through a garrison state. The British were fully aware of the fact that 
they ruled India through force, and could hold on to it for the same 
reason (Yong 2005: 23). Therefore, they needed to maintain a strong 
and formidable British Indian Army. Recruited locally, but mainly 
under the command of British officers, the British Indian Army 
comprised select castes belonging to specific regions (ibid., 57-97). 
Moreover, from the second half of the nineteenth century, the fear of a 

-R.111saio.n 1dvo.nce into lndin•hegan •to, haunt ,British &1rategic planfling. 
BecatiseOTTISieOgriaJ)liicaJ lodtioil, the Punjab in north-western India 
became me· iiatural frontline province from which tnc· BritfSh pariook 
i,(thC-Greai · Game against perceived Russian threats (ibid., 69). 
Conseque·n:t1y, a strong bot dependent army, with a large Punjabi 
c'onij,onCnt. was raisecl7twas sent 1oserve in (ordg"n lands and look 
part in both the First alld SecondWOl"fc:fWarS. - -- .. 

-the polii!:~l]!~ o!.~~iiisli--r~le in tii-C Punjab were the Punjabi 
landfordi:tlie vast majority o( whom were Muslims. They were staunch 
sUppOrlers ottne-RiaJ." Pakislan inheriiC:d a·1arge portion of that army 
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and, indeed, the powerful Muslim landlord class of Punjab that had 
tiien foyal tOBiitisftrule until almost thC endofthe colOnial era (ibid., 
~at garrison state Degan to weaken as the two competing 
nationalist1fi0Veiiierits-Iedby_ tl:ie lndiaD NatiOnal Ci:,ngress and by 
ili'e}JWlim League-coufaflot agree on a power-shiring formula to 
keep llldia united. Not only did it culminate in the division of India, 
bufaJSO in a bloody partition of the Punjab. Participation of demobilized 
Punjabi soldiers in the communal rioting was a conspicuous feature of 
tlievi_Olence an_~ bloodshed that ~ook plac~_i_n the _Punjab. N~ve~eless, 
'the ruR\p o(the ciVI1:-military rtgiinC, tsJ)C(iallf fn Western Punjab, was 
quickly re~~ored to constitute the mainst~y of the neW stilte of Pakistan' 
(ibfcC308). ·fan Tai Yong went on to remark: · · 

1-- --- --- - --- -

· The story of the militarization of colonial Punjab can therefore be crucial in 
explaining the character of post-colonial state of Pakistan. While the 
'interplay of domestic, regional and international factors' in the post-1947 
period may have facilitated the dominance of the bureaucracy and the 
military in the evolving stnicture of tha"Pakistani state, it can_ be suggested 
that the rise of a Punjabi-controlltd mOitary-bureaucratic oligarchy which 
was organized and powerful enough to wrest control of, and dominate, the 
pos~-\nde_pendence stat! of Paki,tan ~temmed from developmi"nts in cOlonial 
~njab during the first half of the twentieth century. (Ibid., 308-309). 

C The bottom line of Tan's argument is 1ha1 the s~~~~ power that 
~evolved upon Pakistan was such that the colonial garrison state could 
continue in Pakistan, albeit in the context of regional and international 
COi:aditions. This is interesting because the idea of making Pakistan a 
garrison s1a1C{reiay to serve external patrons)predate_s t~~ ~_!_e~tion of 
Pakistan itself. Mohammad Ali Jinnah and his do~ associates b~gan to 
solicit Us interest in Pakistan, as a garrison state, before it ilctually came 
frifo_ being. V 

,, 
.HAROLD LASSWELL'S GARRISON STATE 

As a political science concept, the garrison state)w;u proeounde~ by the 
American political scientist Harold LassWeIITn 1937. 'toniiulate in the 
context of iliitsino.:Japanese war, ht was premised on the basic 

::tr:!~~P ~:::::~r~tt:~y c~:~:li:n~~n~~h~i!~;:r ~ti~il:!: 
societies/ln 1942, he further refmed it as the rise of Nazism and fascism 
posed a grtat -ilii'eii1 to Wesitrn a:C-mocracy. L&ssWeH fflade the .._ _______ _ 



controversial assertion that the garrison state would emerge in modern 
industrial societies where the specialists on violence would capture the 
leadership, thus establishing the supremacy of the military over the state 
and society (Stanley 1997: 22-23). Lasswell (1997: 59) wrote: 

( The mililary men who domina1e a modern technical society will he very 
different from the officers of history and tradition. It is prohahle that the 
specialists on ,·iolence will include in their training a large Jegrtt of 
expertness in many of the skills that we ha\'e traditionally accept.:d ai; part 
of modern ci\'ilian management.) 

Further, he argued that an officer corps, recruited from a broad social 
base rather than the traditional narrow social ba~ of ruling or 
aristocratic families, would dominate the g~tat\ The aim would 
be to create a large and competent military force dominated by a corps 
of office~ th. at could provide a broad range of societal sen·ices besides 
security/' he garrison state would strive to manage the economy and 
producllon m OfcfeflO-prO\.-ide employment and other sen·iccs, but the 

( :t=~:; ~:c~:~~:-~:1:~~~~~~iii\~:~r~~h~e:!:v:p~~e; 

i~e\·it3bility of w.iii ana thCrleea tO ffiaTn~T~ prriSOn !!~le. To carry 
Oilt cOncerteJ prop3ganda and indoctrination in the 'socialization of 
clanger: technology would he put to full use (ibid., 64-6).' As the 
garrison slale would grow stronger and more firmly entrenched:) 

', ( Decisions will be more dictatorial than Jemocratk, and in~litutionJI 
practic,·~ long conni:ckd with modem democracy will disappear. This mcam 
that inslrumental d•·mocracy will be in abeyance, although the srmboh of 
mrstk 0Jemocracy' will doubtless continue. Instrumental democracy is 
found ,,. h,·re1·cr authority anJ control arc widcl)' Jispcr~•·d among th(· 
member~ of a state. Mystic 'democracy' is not, strictly speaking, democracy 
.al' .ill, hc<!.a\l><• it rnlly hr found -..-here -aulhnrily :1nJ nmtml arc hishh· 
concentrat,·d yel where part of the established practict: is to speak-in the 
name of the people as a whole. Thus, any dictatorship may celebrate it~ 
'demucracr' and speak wirh cootempt of such 'medlanical' d,·vices such a~ 
majontr rule at elections or in legislatures (ihid .. lili-i). I ✓ 

J; The main h}'pothesis advanced was that 'societies which arc faced with 
a chronic threat of modern war are likely to become garrison states' 
(ibid., 22). Further, that 'the presence of continued crises radically alters 
the structure of societies' (ibid., 32). In short, 'A culture under constant 
threat of war would presumably develop a significant level offear, which 
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would, in turn, serve as a spur toward the consolidati 
enterprise' (ibid., 26). 

SECURITY, THREAT, AND THREAT PERCEPTION 

All states maintain armies and weapons to defend themselves ag;iinst 
aggression or to launch offensive actions on enemies. According to the 
Rea1ism paradi~. it is in the \'CT}' nature of the beast, so to say, because, 
i'irifie international arena, the Hobbesian state of nature still prevails 
and states and their governments have to be prepared for conflict 

p(Morgenthau 1948; Waltz 1979nMachiavelli had, !)f c~urse, used the 
rea1ism argument to justify all the acts of the Prince that made the State 
strong, including the use of lies, deceit, and force to crush internal 
opposition. He had advocated the influential thesis that nations 
preserved their freedom if they maintained strong and p~l 
armies-which has served as a cornerstone of state-building projects in 
ili'eiiiodern period. However, at what point does realism become 
perverted into cynicism, so that d«:eption and manipulation simply 
become instruments to preserve a regime rather than to advance the 
interests of the nation-this was not clearly identified by him. Suffice it 
to say, he was not an advocate of perpetual manipulation and force as 

guarantors of the well-being of the nation and state. He relativized the 
notion of power to suggest that, through education and reform, people 
can be groomed to become responsible citizens so that a republic based 
on the rule of law can be established.'His emphasis on a strong army, 
however, remained an essential part of his theory of the modern state 
(Machiavelli 1982,..,-Sometimes, the perceived threat to their existence 
from external and internal sources is acute and overwhelming, and 
security becomes a paramount concern of the state. 
( Security, it may be noted, is an aspect of threat perception. Scholars 

draw a d1suncuon between the terms 'threat' and 'threat perception· 
(Walt 1987). V{hereas the former simply means the possibility of trouble 
or danger, the latter refers to how trouble or danger is sensed or felL) 

, Pervaiz Iqbal Cheema has written, 'Perceptions can de\'iate from reality 
as a result of incorrect information or misinformation or factual 
distortion or because of the incumbent force of preconceived ideas and 
the professional bias of the perceiver' ( 1990: 68i[2ne can develop this 
argument further and say that the th_r_:!~~r:..c!pt~!!!.!l~!~l!ggerated 
~s~o~~~~rE..~fi!'~~qtl,il).git 
~ir vantage position to manipulate the ~els to serve their 



,. 
( vested interests. ~Thus, for example, an exaggeration of the thrtat to 

national security can be used to justify heavier spending oil-defence or 
On"tne maintenll.1'1ce Of a very large fighting force. At the bottom of all 
descriptions of threats to nationa1 security and survival, by the military, 
is the claim that the state has scarce resources at its disposal ' 

PAKISTAN AND US CONTAINMENT OF SOVIET 

COMMUNISM 

The garrison state that Lasswell feared could emerge in the United States 
never happened. Democratic institutions survived, notwithstanding the 
scourge of witch-hunting of suspected leftist intellectuals and public 
figures during the McCarthy era which lasted from the end of the 1940s 
to the end of the i 950s. In 1962, Lasswell re-examined the garrison state 
hypothesis, in light of the fact that total war through nuclear weapons 
was a distinct possibility. He recognized that while the world was not 
'moving soon into a world relalively free of the chronic threat of serious 
coercion, a policy that favoured enhancing human dignity and thus 
~civilianis " in opposition to Qmilitarism" could help in maintaining 
effective institutions of free society' (Lasswell 1997: 106-7). In other 
words, Lasswell wanted public pqlicy to strengthen civilian hold over 
the state to obviate the garrison state emerging in the US. 

However, the fear that the military could acquire excessive power 
and inOuence was even expressed by President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
a hero of the Second World War. He warned against the rise of the 
military-industrial complex in the US, which was linked to the 
obsession that the Soviet Union would launch a nuclear attack. On 17 
January 1961, Eisenhower succinctly observed: 

rhis conjunction of an immense mili1ary eslablishmenl and a large arms 
JnJuslrY ls'n.iw ln \ht Aml:rllarl. eipl:rll:ntc. Tlic lut11 lnnucm:c. ewnomk, 
political and even spiritual, is felt in every city, every State house, and every 
office of the Federal government. ... In the councils of government, we must 
guard against the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or 
unsought, by the military·industrial complex. The potenlial for the 
di5a5trous ri~ of misplaced power exists and wiU persist. We must never let 
the weight of this combination endanger our liberlics or democratic 
processes. We should take no1hing for granted. Only an alerl and 
knowledgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge 
industrial and military machinery of defence with our peaceful methods and 
goals, so that security and liberty may prosper together. 
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Significant in such a descriplion was the possibili1y that lhe arms 
industry could manipulate information and distort the lhreat scenarios 
to serve its own sectional inlerests. In olher words, Eisenhower feared 
it would '1urn the US into a garrison state, with an economy dominaled 
by military spending and civil liberlies eroded' (Schwartz 2005). 
Ironically, such a realization did not dissuade Eisenhower from actively 
pursuing a policy of containment of Soviet power through the 
establishment of military bases worldwide. In order to realize such an 
objective, he sought military alliances with other nations (Kux 2001: 
51). Thus, the Eisenhower adminislration followed an active policy of 
gaTTison-building all over lhe world. 

In the 1970s, such obsession reached new heights as authoritarian 
regimes headed by military strongmen and civilian dictators were co­
opted into the containment of communism strategy. As a result, the 
United States was constantly engaged in armed conflicts and wars in 
many regions of the world. Wars in lndo-China were the most 
gruesome manifestation of such a policy. Subverting democratically­
elected governments perceived to be inimical to US interesls became 
part of such a policy. The cilassic case was Chile, in 1973, when an 
elected government under the leftist president, Sa1vador Allende, was 
overthrown in a bloody military coup masterminded by the CIA. The 
system of military bases survived the end of the Cold War and the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, as other threats appeared on the horizon, 

especially from radical Islam and China. \ t 1 .., \ , l l \J~, 
.---'7 \J',i>- ~ ~ti, 11\"\t 

GARRISON STATES IN POST-COLONIAL CONTEXTS '.,,\-f,. 
'The leaders of Pakistan began to seek US help even before the state was 
founded, marketing it as afgeostrategic ally against Soviet communism/ 
That policy was pursued relentlessly when the country came into being./ 
Initially, 1hr Unitrd Slates wu not keen lo ,;o-opl P11kial1m since 
building NATO remained its main priority. However, by 1951, !here was 
a change in the US perception of Pakistan's usefulness(when Eisenhower 
became president, PaJtistan became one of the chiefbeneficiaries of the 

(worldwide garrison-building strategy1hat the new administration had 
adopted./garrison states em~rged in Asia and Africa in the 1950#and 
1960s 1{LaPorte 1969: 842).1 ~esides Pakistan, g~!i~~ _!tales were 
supported by the United States in Israel, Turkey, faiwan, South Korea, 
~d lriOonesia. The Soviet Union promoted gairison states in Eastern 
~rope, the Middle East, and in _Southeast and East Asia. After the Cold 



PAKISTAN-THE GARRISON STATE 

War, things began to 'change) Turkey, Taiwan, Indonesia, and South 
Korea made the gradual transition to democracy, but maintd a 11.rong 
military organizationJin the case of Israel, notwithstanding regu.]ar 
elections, Israel has behaved like a garrison state because of its wan with 
the Arab states, the Arab populations' hostility to its existence, and 
resistance towards it in the occupied territories (Stanley 1997: 35: 
Stanley and Segal 1997: 132). Israel's policy of occupation and illegal 
appropriation of Palestinian land has necessitated the establishment;,of 
border controls, entry and exit checkpoints, and high walls lo separate 
Jews from Arabs. Thus, Israel is a very visible garrison state, 
nohidthstanding its regular elections and democracy that dearly 
prh·ileges Jews over non-Jews . 

..,. More importantly, Pakistan and India attained independence.in mid­
Augustbl947 ~ugh a _partition of the British Indian Empire. H..2wever, 
India ecame a democracr that, over time, has only deepened 
(O~Uig}~I0)/1:_i~~e':'~i GCneral -~dip ~1_!1-~~-~~juria, Major 
GeneraTAfsir Karim, and Brigadier Vijai_ Ji;'.- Nair of the Indian Army, 
al"'ld Commodore C. Uday Bhaskar of the: l~~~-~ary, told me that the 
supremacy of the Indian Parliament and fh~ r\ght of the elected 
g"Overii.ffl'eiit to miike political decisions has never been challenged in 
India/Commodore Bhaskar has succinctly surmised his ideas in an 
article in the Pakistani weekly, The Friday Time$ (Bhaskar 2008). It i.s 
to be noted that India's woes, about external threats, are not confined 
to Pakistan-against whom it has fougbt sev~al wars-but also wilh 
the much stronger China. 

Brigadier (Retd.) A.R. Siddiqi, in the preface of his book, The 
Military in Paki$tan: lmagt and Reality, has described the Pakistani state 
in terms that are ~rikingly similar to Lasswcll's~_J:f_e_~~ v.:~tten: 

Since there is no other inslilution to rival the military in orsanization and 
dir.:ipli11e. ,ahiivr aJ.I, Jn,its,cqnq-ol,o~ tf\e l,nslnyJlfD~ qf yiole'lce, its 4Rage 
grows apace, and presently ref(hes a point of predominance and power 
where It becomes an object of mass reverence or fear. A sort of (sic) 
prunianism is born lo produce an anny with a nation in place of a nation 
with an army. The national identity and interest is pl'"OgRSSively subordiaated 
to the growing power or the mililary image (1996: 11).v 

The erstwhile Muslim League elite did e.x:press a commitment to 
democracy. For the most part, it was going to be Muslim democracy, 
also called spiritual democracy or Islamic democracy. What such 
rhetoric implied was that democracy was to be qualified by Islamic 
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prerequisites. In other words, Pakistan was not lo be the usual type of 
secular democracy. In my book, The Concept of an Islamic State: An 
Analysis of the Ideological Controversy in Pakistan ( I 987), I demonstrated 
that, notwithstanding an imagination that furnished an inexhaustible 
scope for playing with words and flirting with logic and common sense, 
Islamic qualifications to democracy defeated the purpose of democracy. 
Contemporary democracy assumes the equality of all citizens 
irrespective of differences based on birth, race, ethnicity, religion, and 
gender. The Pakistani modernist rulers, who held power from 1947 to 
1977. failed to provide an alternative to the Islamic state: on the 
contrary, more and more dogmatic features were added to the Pakistani 
national identity until, in 1977, General Muhammad Zia-ul-Haq set 
aside the charade of democracy and went about constructing Pakistan 
as the fortress of Islam, braced with not only military but also repressive 
legal and cultural measures. 

Consequently, contemporary Pakistan 1bears the hallmarks of not 
only a fortress state, but also a society with garrisons studded all over 
it to ward off various assaults: political, ideological, sectarian, military, 
and so on. In such circumstances, it is not surprising that the military 
has become the most powerful institution} It exercises de facto veto 
e:o~s oyer both ~t~nal ~_nd e_x_!_er!l?:_f"io~ci!_S, Accordil'lgto ~ne 
estim~ Pakistan h.ia: 650,000 active military personnel; 
528,000 active military reserv~; and 302,000 active paramilitary units 
(Global Fire Power, 2011). Aii'"earliel"estimate by Ayesha Siddiqa gave 
a breakdown of.550,000 military personnel; 45,000 air force personnel; 
25,000 na\y personnel (Siddiqa 2007: 59).)The Pakistan armed forces 
have been an attractive avenue for educated young men; those who join 
it become part of a fraternity that is powerful and privileged. Over the 
yean, recruitment has bem democratized so that representation from 
the middle and lower-middle classes has increased though, in ethnic 
terms, the Punjahis are .still prepnnderant (Nawaz 2008). Until the 
beginning of the 1990s, 75 per cent of the army continued to be 
recruited from the Punjab and the North- West Frontier Province 
(NWFP). ~oreover, recruitment continued to take place from the same 
narrow regional base: the districts of Rawalpindi, Jhelum, and 
Campbellpur {now known as Attock), now reconstituted to include 
Chakwal, Khushab, and Mianwali in Punjab; and, two districts from 
NWFP, Kohat and Mardan. Together, they represented only 9 per cent 
of the male population of Pakistan (Cohen 1998: 44). Shuja Nawaz., 



Bawd on ,cparate (!HQ (army hcad4udr\,:rs) data fur soldier, ,md offkl•rs 
PunJah shows an overall dc·clme in recruitment of soldit·rs from li3.116 )'l·I 
cent in 1991 In 43.H in 2005, with Central Pun1ah outpacing Northn1 
Punjab. thl· traditional recruitment ground, by 7,500 lo 500() recruit~ 11 

2{Kl5. Southern PunJah has 1,1100 recruits. Recruitment from thl· :,,,/\\'f P anc 
FAfA (Federally AdmmistereJ Trihal Areas) increawd from 209110 22.4: 
per cent, Sindh mse from R.R5 tu 23.02 per cent-with rural Sind~ 
accounting for the maJority of the recruits (5,095 lo 2,500 m 2005)-i~ 
Baloch1~lan. it m.,e from 0.49 l!l 1.52 per cc-nl in 2005 with 200 urha.n lo 3Ut 
rural recruits in 2005, and in A1.ad Ka~hrmr and the Northern Arl"d' 
rccruitmcntm,cfrom5.lllito970peru·nt 

I ookmg at thl· oflkcrs comm1~~ioncd mto scn·icc durmg 1hl· peno 
1970-IW m L<m1pari,on with l 'N0-200/i. 1n• .ib(> ~cc a Lhangt· in the rcla111t 
~hue of d1ffcn·n1 parb of the· country. I he l'unjah m.,e margm.illr trom 
lili "ff, tu M.9.1 pa cent, hut within !he l'unJdh there .ire notahk chdngcs 111 

tlw home d1qncl~ ut 1he officer<, ~h11tmg to the mun· populuu~ and 
l'lllLrgmi,: urhdn l"t'n!re~ ofc:cntral .ind c'1cn SouthL·rn l'umah l"h1~ 1., 111 lint 
with urha1111,1tion trend~ na!mnw1dc. fhc.w bigger cilic·, and lu\\ n, arc al,u 
the !r,1d11innal ~\rongholds n( tht· growing !slJ1111,1 parllt'., and ,:,111,L·n,111,111. 
a~~ociall' with the pt'lil hourgl1>i~ic (20011. 571) 

t\aw.az dcscnhcd them as 'Zia bhart1' or 'Zia rccru1tmcnt'. during tht· 

pa1od when Gmeral Muhammad Z1.a"ul-Ha4 was PakistJn's mihtar~ 
dict.itor ( 1977-1988) Hl· has ~uggestcd that the men n·cru1ted during 
this period would he in commandmg positions in the twcnty-fir,t 
century (1b1d., 572). Despite tht· changt•s that aTl' underway, the- largd~ 

PunJahi- Pukhtun m1litar> ha~ t>ccn nc-wed with suspicion ,md fear 111 
the pro\·inccs that an· poorly rcpresc-ntl·d 111 11-panicularl) so 111 

Balo..:h1~tan "·hcrt· tht· military, m rc-~ponsc to ha\'ing to crush sc1·t•rnl 
upn.,ing~ .md H-,.;,t.rnl"l.' mol't"llll'll1~.· h.,.., n,,p,-mJ,,,il by 1-.uildm~ 

~,::
1
~~

11
K:~'t\~::s a~~~!:a;~~- ;r~~~1. ~:~1n~t:~~e~r:7~~il:{:;;. ~~l:.::~::,1,~ 

of Ayuh Khan, garrisons began to he bu1l1 on a larger scale- ,1 trend 

that has continued. 
Howcvc-r, on the whole, the expansion of Pakistan's anm·d forces has 

been 111 re~pome to India constantly upgrading its armed iofl"es, thm 
aggra1·atmg Pakistan's sense of insecurity. For example, in 2008 India 

haJ 1,325,000 active military personnel; 1,155,000 a..:t1ve milit.arr 
rest•rvc; .ind 1,293,300 active- paramilitary umts (Glob.ii Fire Powt•r, 
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2011 ). India has currently surpassed even China i 
spending. 

~ \ International relations Kholars, such as Barry Buzan, have argued 
lhat as rival or enemy states improve their armed might, they compel 
each other into an arms race. As a result, better and more lelhaJ 
weapons are acquired, and consequently the destructive capacilies of 
such states increase. However, improvement in destructive capacity does 
not decrease the sense of insecurity; rather, it diminishes it so that the 
rival or enemy states strive to obtain even better and more destructive 
armament (Buzan 1991 ). Acquisition of weapons of mass destruction, 
such as nuclear weapons, is the ultimate heightener of insecurity. It is, 
therefore, a vicious circle that acquires a life of its own. 

FROM THE HORSE'S MOUTH 

The Pakistan military does not deny its power but asserts that Pakistan's 
integrity and survival is gravely threatened by its next-door neighbour, 
India (Khan 2006; Khan 1973: 1-4: Khan 1988: 8-17 and l35-40).1The 
former Head of the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISi), Lieutenant GeneraJ 

~~:td~;~ss~~:~~ :':sc:a~e P:~i:~:n ,:n:e~:~ :rx:~ s~;~ 

(COAS), General Mirza Aslam Beg, Lieutenant G~n_e!_31 (Retd.J Ashraf 
Qazi (also former HeacfOf the ISi), and Brigaci)er _IB,etc;I.) Yasub Ali 
Dogar, t~e ISi Director ~f Mg~an Affa!!s (199!.::-1.9.92). ~ 
--rheir st&n_dj,oint w~s that Pakistan ha~ to ensure its survival in the 

face ofa col1staRt threllt pOsed to lis sKurity by India. All three pointed 
outtlia~t~elaner-is 111.ucb bigge! 111 tei'~S-Of pofufa'tiOn and-krrTtory; 
irTriiiiate<l nucleaf-WeapOi,S testing ir1 1974; ii spends enormous 
aniountS oTnl.OneYOll"buyiDgilfms, afld- posseStts One oflhe largest 
fflUitaries in -tlie--WOrld; an(rha5beell ai-war with Pakistan on several 
oCcll,ion,, wi11i tli~-_1__971 _ W~ ri•ulting in the brc~~f o~ P-.kittan. 
Consequently, Pakistan mus1 mai!!_tai~ ~ ~di.ble d~~~llce ae:_inst Indian 
de~igns. ~th rep~d _t__~-~ dependenc~_c_,~ t_h~ Unii«f States, former 
COAS General Jehangir Karamat, Lieufenant General (Retd.) Asad 
burrani, Lieuten~t General (Retd.f'NiShat-Ahmed. M&jor General 
('iieid.) Mahmud Ali Durrani, Major G~~~ral (Retd.) Sarfraz Iqbal, 
Brigadier (Retd.1 Dogaf, &nd"Ccilonel (Retd.) Aslam Cbeema told me 
~~S_!an c~ore.:~~~~-~~ 1.§_ ~meric~s2_nly to the_ e:~,nt that its 
~I"! interests are serve4. tl.2~!r~~-r~ ~~I~ ~~~d . .Lieutenant 
General (Retd.) Hamid Gui (also former Head of the ISi) were of the 



view thal it has not been in Pakistan's interes1 to support the l_;S-led 
'war on terror: Referring to China as an all-weather friend is part of the 
mainstream military standp~nt; dependence on Saudi Arabia_ arouses 
le5s enthusiasm among the liberal and secular sections of the -higher 
Officers· cadre. Lieutenant General Javed Ashraf Qazi and Major ~ha 
Hu-mayun Amin frankly criticized General Muhammad Zia-ul-Haq for 
introducing fundamentalist ideas into the Pakistan Army and thus, 
negatively, affecting its professionalism. 

Most of them discounted the argument that the creation of a 
powerful military necessarily resulted in military domination over civil 
institutions. Rather, they blamed inept and corrupt politicians for 
creating dangerous law and order situations that have necessitated 
military intervention)Conspiracies hatched by regional nationalists and 
secessionists, hell-hent on breaking up the country, also figured in the 
interviews. Almost invariably, the officers said that they were not 
opposed to democracy, and readily conceded that military interventions 
were not good for the country and, more importantly, adversely affected 
the professionalism of the military. In short, they des!=ri~ed _1he1r 
praetorian r?le as not one of their choosing" bui or lli:cesSity. J:>a~!_ni 
columnist Shahid Siddiqii·i has succinctly captured this line of reas....m,jng 
in the first speech of the four coup-makers: Ayub Khan, Yahya Khan, 
Zia-ul-Haq, and Musharraf. According to Shahid Siddiqui, the ge~rals 
suggested: 

-. ~ lt]hal the country is on the V.£'&' of des1ruction, condemn the politicians 
'--. and the loppled government, pat the people on the back, lionize the army, 

> describing the takeover as somelhing 'unpleasant'. emph.isize publicly the 
, 'reluctance' 1,,•ith which they had to take the action, suggest lhat the action 

-.. is taken in the inlercst of the greater interes1 national interest, claim thal the 
country h~ hcrn saved hy lhi.s action and promise greener pa~tur~ for the 
.m~ss~s.,(qu~tc~ 1~ ~Va~e~m,2~9; 2?1). 

One can wonder whether Siddiqui was being sarcastic or simply stating 
the considered opinion of the generals who took over the reins of power. 
Both interpretations contain a grain of truth. It is to be noted, howe\'er, 
that there is an absence of any reference to the external threat posed by 
India in the legitimization of military takeovers. The takeovers have 
essentially been driven by internal developments, though the facl that 
the military had become more powerful facilitated the takeovers and, 
in the process, established a precedent that tempted the generals to 
assert tli1-mselves with greater confidence in relation to the politicians. 
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A DISSENTING VIEW FROM INSIDE 

Then: is a countervailing standpoint within the armed forces on the 
'lndiia-as•externa1-threat' thesis, as well as on the military taking charge 
of Pakistan to save it from predatory politicians or hostile secessionists . ...­
Air Marshal (Reid.) Asghar Khan, who is generally«ICbrated-aS the 
man who organized and trained the Pakistan Air Force, has taken the 
view that the four wars with India were the result of Pakistani 
adventurism; they lacked a dear objective ~ri,d, !he~fore, c:.au~fe 
h;·ih~ good t_o~(Khan 2005: 235~):-As-gh'a~-Kh3:" has 
also: aifputed that the military iri,~~rventions and dominant ro_le the 
l'iltistan Army acqiiifed were· the result ·of either lack of good political 
ieadCrship or vile plots to break-up Pakistan. He .has .identified 
polffidans whose activities have harmed the cause of civil rule and 
deniocracy bul has main1ained 1ha1 such things happened because 1he 
-llitary was willing 10 B? along with their negative polilics (Khan 2008: 
ff: 13). It may be added tha1 such views are not uncommon; privately 
and anonymously, mili1ary officers critique lhe generals for developing 
~tical-ambitions. 

THE POST-COLONIAL GARRISON STATE 

THEORY RECAPITULATED 

It can be argued 1hat if a state is besel by the fear of foreign aggression, 
it can acquire the characteristics of a g8!rison state. This is possible in 
an industrially-backward society, as it ~dustrially-advanced 
society, because a garrison state is essentially driven by the p~~m 
of thr!~h ~d ~ ability t~ arm it5!lf against ~!m. ~~~_!£_re-c~~iC?n, 
~:~~~~-~~.'!!_a pr!!_~-~ ~late, is ,amply fu~lled i~ _t~! ~~e of 

~'?I' fQr~i_&n ~!~n and ~ternal subversion, conco~ll_~t ~th 
a weak base for de!"~~r~cy and an opportunity for a sufficiendy large 
~ber~f"sp~~i_ i~~E:~".~~~e.~_ce ~6 ~quire arm~e_!lt ·;;;rt~aining. 

rnish t e basis 7or garrison building to post-coloni states. 
-rr such a St.ite Can 'Solicil 'the Support of a pOwerful patron state, or 
states, willing to strengthen its economic and military power, the 
problem of underdevelopment can be circumvented and it can acquire 
charactenslics of a garrison stale by building up its military capabilities. 
( However, foreign economic and military aid also means that the 
donor state gains influence over the post-colonial state/Carrot and stick 

1 



x_ tactics arc usually employed to extract compliance from the recipien1 
} post-colonial state. ✓ 
~ I Given the anarchical nature of international politics, room for 

.? :~n;;s~:ted:~~;s :r:::u~:r t~r!?s~"~~;1d~;;;;~;!:~:~ s~;t~~;ehned~a~:: 
~ · although the donors enjoy an advantage over the latter. ~ 

,__f: 1 l_onN_~t an~- ~-ee_p~~t dependence has b~en on the United St~na 
' alUl Saudi Arafiia are the two other mam d9gors . 

....__,___ \ · In addition to_ l~e f~~~ ()f foreign ~~re~s_ion, historical and cultural 
~factors can ne1p generate an ideotogy of the garrison state. 'i'liec'ore 

e1ernCrits of such an ideology will be a damning narrative ibout the 
cfif"tii)', a \'ictimhood self-identify, and an imperative to m~intain a 
Strong and powerful military .. 
~~. for an ideological state such as Pakistan, the question ot 

national identity contains dimensions that refer to higher purposes and 
the aims and objecli\"eS of such a state. Political Islam, in its \"anous 
incantations and manifestations, furnishes ideational and ideological 
inspiration from which state ideology can he derived. 

~ do::~i:;en ::i~~~=~~~~:\~i~: ~o:i·t~o:~:i;!::;;:~o::::1;c::,I:~~ ~t ;~~ 
convince or coerce its population that the struggle for survival 
nc..:essitates prioritization of the allocation of scarce resources to 
security and defence. 
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British, American, and Soviet Attitudes 
Towards the Pakistan Scheme 

GREAT BRITAIN 

The demand for Pakistan emerged in the aftermath of the I 937 
provincial elections in which the All-India ~uslim League suffered a 
heavy defeat despite its claim of representing the Muslim community 
of India. On the olher hand, the Indian S'ational Congress won 711 out 
of a total of 1,585 general seats. Congress formed ministries first in six, 
and later eight, provinces. In the strategic north-western zone of the 
subcontinent, it was the regional Mu51im-dominated parties that won 
most of the reserved seats for Muslims. There is some e\·idence that an 
agreement existed between the provindal Congress and Muslim League 
in the United Provinces of northern India to form a coalition 
government, but Congress reneged on this after the Muslim League was 
routed. In reaction, the Muslim League set out on a separatist course 
that culminated in the partition of India (!ala] 1985; Seervai 1989; 
Wolpert 1984). In 1939, the Second World War broke out and the 
British committed India to the war without consulting the Indian 
leaders. The Congress ordered its ministries to resign in protest, and 
began to agitate for immediate self.rule. The British interpreted 
Gongre~,• lock of ,uppe>rt• ;11 hf'lr.'l)'nl in lhf'ir hour of net-d. The Mmlim 
League, aher some hesitation. decided to support the war effon. 

MUSLIM LEAGUE DEMANDS SEPARATE MUSLIM STATES 

On 23 March 1940, the Muslim League formally demanded the creation 
of separate Muslim state/states in the !vluslim·majority zones of north­
western and north-eastern India. The Muslim League had been 
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prominent leader of the pro-British Ahmadiyya community. The idea 
was lo pressurize the assertive Congress leaders, who were refusing to 
cooperate in the war effort in spite of forming the government in eight 
provinces (Khan 1987: 29-30). However, the British were under 
pressure from the Americans to take measures to transfer power to 
Indian hands. Prime Minister Winston Churchill sent Sir Stafford 
Cripps to India, in March 1942, to p°robe the possibility of a transfer of 
power to the Indians but within the framework of a dominion. The 
Cripps Mission alluded obliquely to the establishment of a separate 
Muslim dominion, but did not guarantee it. Both the Congress and the 
Muslim League rejected its recommendations as it did not satisfy their 
bask demands: the former wanting independence in a united India, and 
the latter separate statehood (Mansergh and Lumby 1970: 745-51). 

In August 1942, M.K. Gandhi launched the Quit India movemenl. 
Gandhi calculated that the British were weak and beleaguered, and that 
a popular uprising would spontaneously break out which would force 
the British to leave. It proved to be a delusion. The Congress did not 
enjoy such overwhelming support and the regional leaders, especially 
in key provinces such as Punjab from where a substantial portion of 1he 
colonial Indian Army was recruited, were solidly behind the war effort. 
On the national level, the Muslim League was supporting the British. 
Viceroy Lord Linlithgow cracked down forcefully and. within weeks, 
the Congress leadership was behind bars. Volatile and Jefiant sections 
of the public were intimidated into submission through public floggings 
and other severe punishments. The Quit India movement earned the 
Congress Party the unmitigated contempt of the British while the 
Muslim League and its leader, Mohammad Ali Jinnah, began to be 
recognized as an important ally (French 1997: 149-72, 198; Sarila 2005: 
135-9; Talbot 19%: 134). \\ t\ 

l AwwvQII ,~'i'-\ · 
VICEROYLORDWAVBLL ':::---- '\,l \,,~ 
Field Marshal Lord WaveU became the viceroy of India on 20 October 
1943. Although his predecessor, Linlithgow, had successfully suppressed 
the movement launched by Gandhi, Wavell was convinced that India 
could not be ruled for very long. The Muslim League's popularity had 
increased dramatically while the Congress leaders remained in 
incarceration. Wavell organized a conference at Simla, in June 1945, to 
probe the terms for the transfer of power to Indian hands. Congress 
leaders were released from jail, a few days earlier, where they had been 



kept since their arrests at the time of the Quit India movement in 
August 1942. Jinnah insisted 1hat the Muslim League alone could 
nominate Muslim delegates to the conference; Wavcll conceded to this. 
The Simla Conference ended in failure but, in practical terms, Jinnah 
emerged as the sole spokesman of the Muslims (Jalal 1985). Pro\'incial 
elections were announced for early 1946. In December 1945, Wavell 
prepared a top secret document, the Breakdown Plan, for a quick 
withdrawal in case the law and order situation got out of hand. The plan 
recommended that if the Musli s insisted then India should be 
partitioned to create a Muslim-majority Pakistan. Howe\"er, large non­
Muslim populations could not be compelled to remain in Pakislan. 
Therefore, the provinces of Bengal and Punjab should be partitioned so 
that non-Muslim majority areas would he excluded from Pakistan and 
instead given to India. Wavell believed that such a radical division of 
India, which would result in a much smaller Pakistan, would dissuade 
Jinnah from insisting on the partition of India (Mansergh and Moon 
I 976: 700-70 I). He also proposed an international border between the 
two states (ibid., 912). The Radcliffe Award of 17 August 1947, which 
fixed the international India-Pakistan boundary, was almost a dino 
copy of the border demarcated by Wavell. Such recommendations 
remained top secret, shared only by a select number of officials in 
London and Delhi. 

\/ FEBRUARY 1946 PROVINCIAL ELECTIONS 

Meanwhile, Jinnah continued his relentless campaign to garner support 
for the Pakistan scheme. In order to muster support from the Muslim 
voters, Jinnah sought the support of the ulrmo. (clerics) as they already 
had access to existing networks-through the mosques and religious 
ceremonies and activities. From 1944 onwards, the ulem11 and pir5 
(spirltU'P.l·gui~5•11nd 1eer,chcr5)•wtre mobHiud ·10 support 1he demand 
for Pakistan. Pakistan was projected as an blamic utopia where social 
justice and piety would prevail in accordance with the lofty \'ision of 
true Islam. Consequently, the Muslim League exploited Islamic 
sentiments, slogans, and heroic themes to rouse the masses during their 
public meetings and mass contact campaigns. This has been staled 
clearly in the fortnightly confidential report, of 2 February 1946, sent 
to Viceroy Wavell by the Punjab Governor Sir Bertrand Glancy: 



The ML (Muslim League) oralors are becoming increasingly fanatical in 
their speeches. Mauhis (clerics] and Pirs (spiritual masters] and students 
travel all round the Province and preach that those who fail 10 vote for the 
League candidates will cease 10 he Muslims; their marriages will no longer 
he ,·alid and lhey will be entirely excommunicated .... It Is not easy to 
forestt what the results of the elections will be. But then: seems little doubt 
the Muslim League, thanks to the ruthless methods by which they have 
pursued their campaign of 'Islam in danger' wW considerably increase the 
number of their seats and unionist rq,resentatives will correspondingly 
decline (Carter 2006, 171). 

Similar practices were prevalent in the campaigns in the North-West 
Frontier Province (now Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa). Irland Jansson noted 
in his doctoral dissertation, India, Pakistan or Pakhttmistan?: 

The Pir of Manki Sharif. founded an organisation of his own, the 
Anjuman-us•asraa. The oqpnisalion promised to support the Muslim League 
on condition thal Shariat would he enforced in PakiSlan. To this Jinnah 
agreed. As a result the Pir of Manki Sharif declared jehad to achieve Pakistan 
and ordered the memhen of his anjuman to support the League in lhe 1946 
elections (p. 166). 

In this regard, Jinnah's letter of November 1945 to Pir Manki Sharif is 
quite revealing. He wrote: 

It is needless to emphasize that the Constituent Assembly which would he 
predominantly Muslim in its composition would be able to enact laws for 
Muslim~. nol inconsi.stenl with the Shariat laws and the Muslim will no 
longer he obliged to abide by the Un-Islamic laws (Constituent Assembly of 
Pakistan Debates. Volume 5, 1949, p. 46). 

The Muslim League swept the polls. It won 440 out of 495 seau reserved 
for Mualima. The Indian National Congreu won moat of the general 
seats, 905 out of 1585 seats. Earlier, in July 1945, the Labour Party had 
come to power in the UK. Prime Minister Cement Anltt wu not averw 
to a quick transfer of power to the Indians, but he wanted India to 
remain in the British Commonwealth, preferably undivided. 
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BRITISH MILITARY'S PERSPECTIVE ON INDIA AND 

PAKISTAN 

The position of the British military estabhshment, in May 1946, was 
that Britain should maintain effective control over India and that India 
should remain united, even 1f substantive self-government was granted 
to it. II would mean that, for many years to come, Britain would share 
responsibility with the Indian leadership for the defence and security of 
a united India. The key to the realization of such an objective would be 
a strong and united Indian Army. Thus, on 11 May 1946, Field Marshal 
Sir Claude Auchinleck prepared a top secret note on 'The Strategic 
Implications of the Inclusion ofMPakistanH in the British Commonwealth'. 
In a long and detailed study of the pros and cons of partilionmg India 
and thus creating Pakistan-either as one umt in the north-west of the 
subcontinent, or as two with the second part m the north-cast zone-he 
concluded that it would not serve Bnt1sh interests in the Indian Ocean 
because ii would be a weak state 1n military and economic terms 
whereas a stronger India, estranged from Bntam, could move closer to 

the Soviet Union. In the end of his report he summed up his position 

This view was not necessarily shared by his peers. General Mayne 
underlined the section 'which I consider essential . to the Bri11sh 
Commonwealth" and wrote 'I do not' in the margin (ibid.). General 
Officer Commander-in-Chief of the Eastern Command, Lieutenant 
General Sir Francis Tuker, took up cudgels on behalf of Pakistan. He 
""Id ..:odvihd:J th..11 l·hnJu1~tn W,b II !updstltibu~ Crct:d· ..11JJ that the 
caste system prevented the establishment of national solidarity among 
the Hindus. Therefore, unless a buffer was created, the oppressed Indian 
masses would find the communist ideology's strong emphasis on 
equality and social t·mancipation an alluremenl they would not be able 
to withstand (Tuker 1951: 537-54). Proceeding from such a pcssi isiic 
\"ICW of Hindu lnJ1a, Tukcr opined: 



produced and if we could orienl the Muslim slrip from North Africa through 
Islamia Desertia, Persia, Afghanistan lo the Himalayas, upon a Muslim 
power in Northern India, then ii had some chance of hailing the fiJtration 
of Russia towards the Persian Gulf. These Islamic countries, even including 
Turkey, were not a very great strength in themselves. But with a norlhern 
Indian Islamic state of several millions ii would be reasonable to expect that 
Russia would not care to provoke them too far (ibid., 26-27). 

THE CABINET MISSION PLAN 

The July 1945 British election proved a major upset as Winston 
Churchill's Conservative Party was comprehensively defeated, and 
Labour's Clement Attlee became prime minister. He despatched three 
cabinet ministers, in early 1946, to probe the preconditions for a transfer 
of power. As they conducted extensive discussions and negotiations for 
a transfer of power, preferably 10 a united India, they found Congress 
unwilling 10 make any concessions on its goal of a united India with a 
strong centre, while the Muslim League held fast to its demand for a 
separate Pakistan. Moreover, Jinnah demanded a 50:50 representation 
in government, even though the Muslims constituted roughly one­
fourth of the total Indian popu1ation (Moore I 983: 556-7). Consequently, 
on 16 May 1946, the Cabinet Mission announced its own scheme. It 
rejected Pakistan's demand as impractical but recognized Muslim 
concerns: 

This decision does nol however blind us to the very real Muslim 
apprehensions that their culture and political and social life might become 
submerged in a purely unitary India, in which the Hindus with their greatly 
superior numbers must be a dominating element (Mansergh and Moon 
1977: 586). 

The ,olution offered by the Cabinc:t Minion Pl11.r1 included, llfl\ung other 
things, the establishment of a union of India embracing British India 
and the princely states, which would deal with foreign affairs, defence, 
and communications. The federal government would have powers to 
raise finances for those three areas of government activity. Three 
sections or groups would be constituted by the provinces. Group A 
would include the Hindu-majority provinces of Madras, Bombay, 
United Provinces, Bihar, Central Provinces, and Orissa. Group B would 
include the Muslim-majority provinces of the north-west: Punjab, 
North-West Frontier Province (now Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa), and Sind 



(Sindh). Group C would include the Musli 
north-easl: Bengal and Assam. Moreover: 

The con~titutions of the Union and of lhl· Group~ ~hould contain a provision 
wherchy any Province could, by a majority ,·ote of its Legislative Assembly, 
call for rccoru.ideration of lhe terms of the constitution af1er an initial per1otl 
of 10 years and at 10 years intervals thereafter' (ibid.). 

In a resolution passed on 24 May I 946, Congress stated that ii was not 
agreeable to the proposals since it believed thal an independent India 
'must necessarily have a strong central authority capable of representmg 
the nation with power and dignity in the councils of the world' (ibid., 
679-80). For its part, the Muslim League passed a resolution on 6 June 
1946 in which ii regretted that the demand for Pakistan had not bC'en 
fully conceded but, nevertheless, accepted the Cabinet Mission's 
proposals because the idea of Pakistan was inherent in them 'by virtue 
of the compulsory grouping of the six Muslim Pro\'mces in Sections B 
and C' (ibid., 837). 

On 16 June 1946, the Cabinel Mission proposed 1he formation of an 
interim go\'ernment. On 25 June, the Congress Party's working 
committee rejected the proposal to form an interim government but 
accepted thC' constitutional proposals and suggested that 11 would put 
its own interpretation on the Cabinet Mission Plan. The same day, the 
Muslim League accepted the proposals for an interim government but 
rejected the idea that the Congress could place its own interpretation 
on the British plan (ibid., 1032-49). On 10 July, in a press conferen..:c 
10 Bombar, Nehru stated that Congress would not be bound by any 
agreements when it entered the Constituent Assembly (Mansergh and 
Moon 1979: 25). The Muslim League, in a statement on 29 July, declared 
itself grea1ly perturbed by ~ehru's remarks, on the grounds thal it made 
thr fut\Jrl,' status o( the mmoritie,s 1,n 1n~1a unceryain. Some days later. 
the Leo1gue to~k the de0ciS1on to withdraw !IS Support for the Cabinet 
Mission Plan and threatened to resort to direct action to achirve 
Pakistan (ibid., 135-9). It fixed 16 August as the date for the direct 
action. 

INTERIM GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNAL RIOTS 

To the great surprise of the Muslim League, Wavell invited Jawaharlal 
t-:ehru to form an interim government. On 13 August, Nehru wrott to 
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Jinnah inviting his co-operation in the formation of a provisional 
national government. However, the direct action all resulted in 
exceptionally barbuic communal rioting in the port city of Calcutta. 
While the initial attacks were carried out by Muslim hoodlums, there 
was a fierce retaliation by the Hindus a few days later which resuJted in 
a bloodbath that claimed 2000-4000 lives; some 100,000 were rendered 
homeless as shanty towns and other poor localities were torched and 
pillaged (;b;d., 2'39-40; 293-304). 

However, the interim government took office on 24 August; 
Jawaharlal Nehru was its vice president while the viceroy re-mained its 
chief executive. The government renewed its efforts to convince the 
Muslim League to join it. The League made its joining the cabind 
conditional on the recognition of its status as the sole representative of 
the Indian Muslims. This was agreed, and the League took the decision 
to join the cabinet on 15 October. However, mutual suspicion and 
animosity among the members of the interim government proved to 
be too s1rong. The Congrtss and Muslim League ministers worked at 
cross-purposes. In the absence of a power-sharing formula being agreed 
upon at 1he centre, the partition of India became a very distinct 
possibility. 

Also, the Calcutta killings proved to be a contagion; communal riots 
broke out in many parts of India. In Bombay, Muslims and Hindus 
dashed; the resulting deaths were in the hundreds on both sides. In 
Noakhali, East Bengal, Muslims attacked Hindus and killed about 400. 
The Hindus retaliated-on 27 September, and then again on 25 October 
which continued into the first week of November-with barbaric 
revenge attacks on the Muslims in Bihar. According to some observers, 
it was the Hindu workers who had escaped the Muslim fury in Calcutta, 
and returned to Bihar, who wreaked havoc on the Muslims. The 
governor of Bihar, Sir H. Dow, pointed out that the Congress 
eov-mment in Bihar did little to slop the carnage (Man,ergh and Moon 
1980: 38-9). As many as 5000 people were slaughtered in Bihar, a1most 
entirely Muslims (ibid., 188). Smaller riots followed in the northern 
Indian province of United Provinces~n December 1946, bloody rioting 
targeting the Hindu-Sikh minority took place in the North-West 
Frontier Province. In early March 1947, bloody rioting took place in a 
number of cities in Punjab. Some 2000 to 5000 people were killed 
(Ahmed 2012: 127-193}. 



20 FEBRUARY 1947 STATEMENT AND MOUNTBATTEN AS 

LAST VICEROY 

On 20 February 1947, Attlee announced the intention of His Majesty's 
Government to definitely transfer power to the Indians by June 1948 
Anlee chose a cousin of the King, Lord Louis Mountbatten, as the last 
viceroy to India-to oversee and manage the transfer of power. The 
bloodbath that had taken place in the Punjab had deeply antagonized 
the Sikhs (Mansergh and Moon 1980: 965-69). Since the passing of the 
Lahore Resolution in March 1940, the Sikhs had insisted that if India 
was di\·ided on a religious basis, the Punjab should also be so di,·ided 
so that areas whl·re the Hindus and Sikhs were m a ma1onty would he 
scparatl·d from the \1.ushm-majority parts of the Punjab. The Congrcs~ 
Party supported this Sikh demand in a resolutmn dated 8 March 194-:­
(Ahmed 201:!: IW). 

Mountbatten took over power on 24 March 1947, and started 
prolra..:ted parleys with Indian leaders of all communities over tht 
translcr ol power He had been specificall)" tasked to ensure that, umteJ 
or d1\'ided, India remained in the British Commonwealth. One ol 
Jinnah's confidant5, the nawab of Bhopal, sent a telegram to Mountbatten 
in which he suggested that, 1f Pakistan was granted, Jinnah could bt• 
persuaded ',o remain within the Commonwealth' (Mansergh and Moon 
1981: 36). Howe\'er, the viceroy 1ried to com·mce Jinnah not to demand 
the dinsion of India because a united India would bc a strong and 
powerful na1ion whereas Pakistan would be economically and militaril~ 
weak. Jmnah remained ummpressed. Rather, he insisted that a separate 
Pakistan would seek membership of the Commonwealth, wh1..:h should 
not he denied to it. In the Viceroy's Personal Report No. ; dated I Ma~ 
194i, Mountbatten noted that Jinnah told him: 



assured me lhat lhe British people would never stand for our being expelled. 
Sir Stafford Cripps informed me lhat he could not aruwer how lhe l~islation 
would be framed and whe1her we should be giwo the opportunity of 
deciding whc-thcr to stay in on our own (ibid., 541) 

The viceroy replied to Jinnah 1hat, ahhough he agreed wilh him 
emotionally, if only one part-Pakistan-remained in the 
Commonwealth, and on that basis retained British officers and received 
British help, II would create an odd situalion if it went to war with the 
other part that had opted out of the Commonwealth. Therefore, 
Mountbatten warned him to be prepared for Pakistan's request to join 
the Commonweahh to be refused if India did not join it. To this, Jinnah 
reportedly rclorted that he would rely on the power of appeal to the 
Commonwealth, over the heads of His Majesty's Government; he was 
confident lhat he would receive support from the British people (ibid.). 

On the other hand, Mountbanen noted that, within the Congress 
Party, 'noknt J1scuss1on is going on to this effect. As they now 
realise Jinnah's game and are beginning to be very frightened by its 
consequences on the rest of India' (ibid., 542). Yel, the viceroy believed 
that, in order lo convince the Congress leaders to remain m the 
Commonwealth, it was necessary to emphasize that Pakistan wanted to 
rtmain I it, and to remain outside would not be beneficial for India 
(ibid.). 

SUPPORT FOR PAKISTAN FROM HEADS OF THE BRITISH 

ARMED FORCES 

At this stage. there was a dramatic change in 1he altitude of the British 
military on partition and the creation of Pakistan. Thus, senior military 
and civil officers-RAF Marshal Lord Tedder (in the chair), Admiral 
Sir Jolm 11.D. Cu1111111gham, 1-idd Mo1r~hal Viscount Montgomery ol 
Alamein, Lieutenant General Sir Leslie C. Hollis, Minister of Defence, 
A.V. Alexander, Chief of the Viceroy Staff, Lord Ismay, and Major 
General R.E. Laycock-in a memorandum prepared at the meeting of 
the Chiefs of Staff Comminee in London on I 2 May 1947, strongly 
supported the assumption that it would be good for Britain 1f Pakistan 
nmained m the Commonwealth. Th'" committee discussed th(" final 
proposals for the partition oflndia, which was presumed to be the basis 
of th(" political senlement. It was expected that Pakistan would comprise 



PRESSURE ON CONGRESS TO AGREE TO INDIA 

REMAINING IN THE COMMONWEALTH 

Meanwhile, Mounlbatjen continued to work on keeping 1he whole of 
India in lhe Commonwealth. He exerled intense pressure on the 



Congress leaders; mosl came around lo the view 1hat membership 
would be beneficial 10 lhem. In lhe minules of lhe 1wenty-seven1h 
Viceroy Slaff Meet.ing daled 7 May 1947, ii was slated lhal Sardar Patel 
had been won over and that Nehru, too, would agree (ibid., 659). The 
Congress' left wing, led by Jawaharlal Nehru, had initially resisted India 
becoming a dominion in the Commonweallh as they wanted complete 
independence. 

In an undated report-presumably early May-of the minutes of the 
Viceroy's twenty-ninth Staff Meeting, it was recorded, 'HIS 
EXCELLENCY THE VICEROY said that he considered it most desirable 
1hat, if Dominion status was to be granted to India before June I 948, 
the grant should take place during 1947' (ibid., 702-3). He staled the 
real ad\·antage of keeping India in the Commonwealth in the following 
words: 

From the point of view of Empire defence an India within lhe Commonwealth 
filled in the whole framework of world slrategy; a neutral India would leave 
a gap which would complicate the problem enormously; a hostile India 
would mean that Australia and New Zealand were virtually cut off (ibid., 
704). 

Mountbatten appears 10 have calculated that if the Congress Party 
agreed to India remaining in the Commonwealth, it was in British 
interests to transfer power quickly so that it would become a fait 
accompli and thus obviate further wavering by the Indian leaders. It was 
dear, by the middle of May 1947, 1hat both India and Pakistan would 
remain in the Commonwealth. 

THE PARTITION PL.AN OF 3 JUNE 1947 

The announcement of a Partition Plan, on J June 1947. WH the mod 
important step towards the creation of Pakistan. It drastically expedited 
the transfer of power from June 1948, as had been announced on 20 
February 1947 by Anlee, to mid-August 1947-lhat is, in less than 
eleven weeks. It envisaged a Pakistan comprised of two separate 
geographical entities, East and West Pakistan, where the Muslims were 
in a majority. Moreover, the Partition Plan stipulated that the legislative 
assemblies of Bengal and Punjab would vote on partitioning their 
provinces; it prescribed a procedure that required the members of the 
Bengal and Punjab assemblies, elected in the 1946 provincial elections, 
to be divided into two blocs-East and West Bengal, and East and West 



PAKISTAN-THE GARRISON STATE 

Punja~on a notional basis of contiguous Muslim and non-Muslim 
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implemented (Mansergh and Moon 1982: 89-94). / ~ 
On 20 June, the Mwlim-majority eastern bloc wtedl,y 106-35 votes 

against the partitioning or Bengal, while the non-Muslim majority 
western bloc voted in favour or partition by a division of 58-21 
(Chatterji 1999: 168-194). The Punjab Assembly voted on 23 June: the 
Muslim-majority western bloc voted by 99-27 against partitioning 
Punjab, whereas the non-Muslim-majority eastern bloc voted by 50:22 
in favour or it. During 21-31 July, territorial claims by the conflicting 
parties were presented before the Bengal and Punjab boundary 
commissions. The fundamental principle identified, to determine the 
distribution or territory, was contiguous Muslim and non-Muslim 
majority areas. However, it was qualified by considerations or 'other 
factors' which were left undefined. The arguments put forth were based 
on zero-sum tactics that nullified any consensus on the distribution or 
territory. Even the judges nominaled by the two sides made partisan 
recommendations (Ahmed 1999: 149-53). Therefore, the Chairman or 
the Boundary Commission, Sir Cyril Radcliffe, prepared an award 
which, although ready on 13 August, was not made public until 17 
August-that is, after India and Pakistan had become independent! II 
created considerable bitterness on both sides. In Pakistan, particularly, 
it was assailed as a conspincy hatched by Nehru and Mountbatten to 
compel Radcliffe to award Muslim-majority areas to India. / 

THE UNITED STATES 

Prior to the S«ond World War, the United Slates took only cursory 

~n~e~st, i~ the F,li~cs, ot; ~e ~u'?<='?n~~n~. 'fh~ ~';'nee~ broke 
out. From i 940 onwards. it began to keenfy tallow developments in 
India and started adviaing Winston Churchill to grant self-rule to the 
Indians. When the Muslim League passed the Lahore Resolution, 
demanding the partition or India. it went largely unnoticed in the 
United States. 

THE ATLANTIC CR.ARTER 

On 12 August 194 l, US President Franklin D. Roosevelt and British 
Prime Mi ister Wmston Churchill, and their staffs. met in utmost 



secrecy on a warship in the Atlantic Ocean to discu" general strategy 
vis-a-vis the Axis Powers during the war. The meeting resulted in the ~ 
two leaders signing the Atlantic Charter, the precursor to the United ~I.,; 
Nations Charter. The Atlantic Charter publicly denounced Nazi (• 
Germany and the use of force and aggression. Furthermore, it stated 
that sovereignty should be rtstor«i to people who had been deprived 
of it. Churchill interpreted the reference to the restoration of sovereign 
rights to people in a limited sense, to those countries that had been 
forcibly annexed during the Second World War. Roosnelt considered 
it a general principle for decolonization. In order to mislead the 
American president, Churchill lied to Roosevelt and told him that 75 
per cent of the Indian Army comprised of Muslim soldiers (French 
1997: 136-9). He portrayed the Congress Party as a cover for Brahmink 
priesthood and its beastly caste system, as well as Japanese sympathizers. 
in a secret alliance with the Naz.is (ibid., 139-64). Although such 
information dampened US pressure for a while, the United States kept 
the pressure on. Towards the end of the Second World War, thousands 
of American soldiers were stationed in north-eastern India but, on the 
whole, much of Roosevelt's contemporaneous information was derived 
from some diplomats and visiting US media reporters. 

A VISION OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

The British had been engaged in the Great Game with, first, Czarist 
Russia and, later, the Soviet Union for more than a century. In that long 
period, the British establishment had acquired deep suspicions about 
Russian intentions which, following the Bolshevik Revolution, had 
lran$formed into veritable anathema. 

'YALTA CONFER.ENCE 

Such a pessi istic viewpoint was not shared by Roosevelt. Thus, for 
example on 11-14 February 1945, when Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin 
met at Ya1ta to discuss the post-war reorganiz.ation of Europe, Roosevelt 
was convinced that if Stalin was conceded a legitimate role in Eastern 
Europe, the latter would be amenable to working with the West in the 
interest of world peace and democracy. The Soviet Union accepted 
Roosevelt's invitation to join the United Nations (Ray 2004: 10). The 
Soviet Union also committed itself to entering the war against Japan, 90 
days after the defeat of Nni Germany, and to the holding of elections 



PAKISTAN-THE GARRISON STATE 

in Poland which, at that time, was under a pro-Soviet regime. On that 
occasion, while speaking in the House of Commons, Churchill 
remarked: 

The impression I broughl back from Crimea, and from all other contacls, is 
thal Marshal Stalin and 1he So\'iet leaders, wish to live in honourable 
friendship and equity with lhe weslern democracies. I also feel that their 
word is their bond. I know of no government which stands 10 its obliga1ions, 
even in ils own despile, more sh:adily 1han the Russian Sovie! government 
(ibid.,35). 

However, in July 1945, Churchill dramatically altered his stand when 
he made the famous 'Iron Curtain' speech in which he denounced the 
Soviet Union as the greatest peril to post-war peace. In the British 
security paradigm, the containment of the Soviet Union was paramount 
to its position on South Asia. Therefore, the Pakistani scheme began to 
receive British support towards the end of their rule, when ii was 
realized that the Indian Army could not be kept united and that the 
Muslim League and Muslim officers in the armed forces wanted a 
separate state. Such a slate was considered to be more amenable to being 
co-opted mto a military alliance than an India under the leadership of 
Nehru. 

REALISM REPLACES LIBERAL IDEALISM IN US FOREIGN 

POLICY 

Roosevelt died on 12 April 1945, soon after being elected president for 
the third time. His successor, Vice President Harry Truman, was d«ply 
sceptical about Stalin's peaceful intentions. Powerful right-wing 
Republicans ensured that the president took a hard-line against lhe 
~oviel Unior. A~wini Ray calls it an intellectl;Jal coup !hat replaced 
liberal idealism based on inlernational cooperation with hard-core 
realism rooted in the inevitability of war and connict between states 
(2004: 3-5). Such a significant change was manifest in the unfriendly 
and rude attitude Truman adopted when he recei\'ed SO\iet Foreign 
Minister Molotov in Washington on 23 April 1945, and was supported 
by Republic.inSenator Arthur H. Vandenberg, who was opposed 10 the 
concord that was announced at Yalta (Horowitz 1967: 37). The hawks 
were hoping 1hat the Soviet Union would reacl by boycotting the San 
Francisco Conference-which had been called for by Roosevelt, before 



his death, to formally launch the United Nations. The Soviet Union 
attended the conference in a constructive manner, and accepted the 
essentially liberal framework for world peace that the United States had 
proposed (ibid., 38; Ray 2004: 16). 

The Truman administration continued to provoke the Soviet Union. 
Moreover, in accordance with the pledge given at Yalta to Roosevelt by 
Stalin, the Soviets began to prepare to enter the war against Japan in the 
Far East, 90 days after the defeat of Germany. Before that could happen, 
in August, the United States dropped atom bombs on Japan. These two 
blasts claimed 400,000 Japanese lives; the Japanese surrendered. The 
explosion of the atom bombs greatly aggravated the Soviet sense of 
insecurity. The Soviets had paid a staggering price in lives during the 
war-at least 20 million Soviet citizens were killed and its villages and 
towns had been ravaged in a manner hitherto unknown; her industries 
were in ruins, and food production was greatly reduced. At that point 
in time, it hardly had the means to embark upon an arms race with the 
United States. On the other hand. the latter had gready increased its 
national wealth through the production of armament. In any event, 
notwithstanding transformative change in US perceptions about the 
Soviet Union under Truman, tht"re was no change in policy towards the 
freedom struggle in South Asia. Consequently, pressure on the British 
govt"rnment for an t"arly transft"r of power in a unitt"d India remained 
undi ished. 

MUSLIM LEAGUE LEADERS Woo AMERICANS 

Jinnah and other Muslim League leaders were acutely aware of the 
United States' rise as the leader of the Western world. Consequently, the 
lack o( US interest in, and support for, Pakistan was a cause for concern 

~~i~~~.~~~;erl:p:rr~ ~~~~;~r::a~e:~~1:v::~:s:!:, 1;!: 
to Jinnah emphasiZlng the Importance of cultivating the Amerl~. He 
said, 'I have learnt that sweet words and first impressions count a lot 
with Americans' (Kw: 2001: 260). Earlier, Jinnah had appeared on the 
cover of Time magazine; his rist" in politics had been described as 'a 
story of lust for power, a story that twists and turns like a bullock-cart 
track in the hills' (ibid.). Such negative profiling by the US 
administration and media did not deter the Muslim League. On 21 
December 1946, Liaquat Ali Khan wrote to the US Charge di\ffaires to 
India. George Merell, that the massacre of Muslims in Bihar could result 



PAKISTAN-THE GARRISON STAT~ /~ r 

in chaos and tempt the USSR to move into the subcontinellt (Sar~la 
2005: 259). Such a tactic failed to make an impact. On 4 April 1947, 1he 
US Undersecretary of State, Dean Acheson, sent a telegram lo the 
American embassy in London, in which he wrote, 'Our political and 
economic interest in thal part of the world would best be served by the 
continued integrity of India' (quoted in Sarila 2005: 263). 

On I May 1947, Jinnah told Raymond Hare of the US State 
Departmenl that the 'establishment of Pakistan is essential to prevent 
~Hindu Imperialism" from spreading into Middle East; Muslim 
countries would stand together against possible Russian aggression and 
would look to us for assistance' (quoted in Kux 2001: 13)./Still, the 
United States remained unenthusiastic about gaining Pakistan as an ally 
at the expense of India (Sarila 2005: 311). Unlike the British whose 
obsession with a perceived Russian thrust for warm waters southwards 
had resulted in the Great Game between them for more than a century, 
the American concerns in Asia were driven largely by concerns of a 
communist takeover in China where their nationalist allies, the 
Kuomintang, had for quite some time been facing defeat. A united India 
with a large army was considered important to contain the Chinese in 
Asia (Kux 2001: 15-16). Nevertheless, once India and Pakistan emerged 
as separate states, the United States exchanged messages of goodwill 
with both (ibid., 7-16). 

THE SOVIET UNION 

The Soviet Union's policy on the colonial question was premised in 
Vladi ir Lenin's famous tract, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of 
Capitalism (1917). In it, he argued that Karl Marx's dialectical 
understanding of the role of British colonialism in India, as bo1h the 
destroyer of the old order and the harbinger of the new, modern, 
c;apit<?,li~t ~me, h~d b,;ccm,e pb.solet!!. ,Et:,rQpt;al') colpn,ial powers were 
exploiting tht cheap labour and raw materials of the colonies through 
direct innstment in the colonies, while obstructing indigenous 
enterprise and investment. Consequently, the Soviet Union became a 
supporter of decolonization. However, Soviet support before the end of 
the Second World War, against various European colonialisms, was 
more in terms of spreading Marxist lilerature and encouraging the 
formation of communist parties in the colonies. The exception was 
China where it originally advised the communists to subsume 1htir 



struggle under the nationalists, but later supported them when the 
communists and nationalists clashed. 

THE INDIAN FREEDOM STRUGGLE 

Some Indians-Hindus, Muslims, and Sikhs-visited the Soviet Union 
shortly after the Russian Revolution and came back greatly impressed. 
Among the early arrivals from India were a large number of Muslims 
who left India during the Hijrat movement of 1920 (Reitz 1995) that 
evolved when the Khilafat movement (1919-1924) failed to convince 
the British not to dismember the Onoman Empire (Qureshi 1999). 
Some returned to India, commined to an overthrow of colonial rule and 
feudalism. No1withs1anding severe repression, some sections of the 
population were radicalized; the communists organized a number of 
strikes among industrial workers and peasant agitations. The British 
response was to initiate conspiracy cases against them (Antono\'a, 
Bongard-Levin, and Kotovsky 1979: 176-93) and to mete out harsh 
punishments including the death sentence and long prison terms; some 
were sent to the Andaman Islands for life. 

The Soviet Union encouraged 1he Indian communists to join the 
freedom movement against colonial rule. However, conflict between 
the communist and Congress leaders, over the aims of the freedom 
movement and the stralegy needed to realize freedom from colonial 
rule, made them difficult partners. Moreover, in the late 1930s, 1he 
Soviet politburo took a radical leftist line on India and supported a 
militant class struggle as against Gandhi's non-violent movement. Stalin 
believed that the aim of the Gandhian strategy was 'to keep the people 
disarmed and to retard progress' (Sarila 2005: 309- 10). The Soviet 
leader was worried about a united India becoming a vast base for the 
British military after independence. Further complications arose when 
the Indian communists joined hands with the British once the Soviet 
Union was attacked by Germany. Suddenly, Indian communist 
propaganda which, hitherto, had described the war as an imperialist 
conflict began to portray it as a people's war. Many communists took 
up jobs in the colonial administration and be-came- allie-s of the­
govemment. That create-d furthe-r tension between the Congress and 
the- Communist Party of India (CPI), because- the former remained 
opposed to the- war effort (Antonova, Bongard-Levin, and Kotovsky 
1979: 224-9). 



THE PAKISTAN SCHEME 

The attitude of the Soviet leaders towards the Pakistan scheme was 
confused and ambivalent. On the one hand, they considered it a 
reflection of British divide-and-rule policy. On the other hand, the CPI 
began to portray the demand for Pakistan as a progressive movement 
of the oppressed Muslim minority for liberation from the stranglehold 
of Hindu moneylenders and capitalists. It was a contradiction of the 
Soviet state's official position on nations that rejected religion as a basis 
for claiming the status of a nation. Anyhow, the CPI stand-that the 
Muslims of India were a nation-was formulated in 1944 by a leading 
theorist of the party, Dr G. Adhikari (1944). The CPI enjoined its 
Muslim cadres to join the Muslim League and help it acquire a more 
class-based political approach instead of only a religious one. Muslim 
communists took a leading part in the 1945-46 Muslim League election 
campaign. In the key province of Punjab, communist orators such as 
C.R. Aslam and Abdullah Malik addressed public gatherings along with 
Muslim clerics, projecting Pakistan as a socialist paradise where Islamic 
socialist justice would prevail (interviews with Pakistani communists). 
Such overtures, however, did not receive a friendly response from the 
Muslim League leaders who looked upon them with great suspicion. 
Nevertheless, the Soviet academician, Yuri Zhukov, who visited India 
in March 1947, returned with the belief that the creation of Pakistan 
would not harm Soviet interests in the subcontinent. 
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3 
The Colonial Roots of the Pakistan Army 

1857 MUTINY OR WAR OF INDEPENDENCE 

In the late eighteenth century, the English East India Company started 
recruiting soldiers of Indian stock into their army. As a result, the 
Bengal. Bombay, and Madras armies came into being. Recruitment of 
Punjabis into the Bengal Army, especially Sikhs, had begun hut their 
numbers were small until 1857 (Yong 2005: 38). The lorahy of the 
Bengal Arm} (consisting not only of Bengalis but also Northern Indians 
from Bihar and the United Provinces or UP) was subverted in 1857 
when a mutiny erupted amongst the Indian srpahis (soldiers, hence 
sepoys). The mutiny has been hallowed as the First War of Independence 
in nationalist Indian and Pakistani writings. It was triggered by a 
combination of accumulated grievances against the racist attitude of the 
British officers as well as an immediate reaction to the introduction of 
a newly introduced cartridge, reportedly laced with cow and pig fat, to 
be used in the new Enfield rifle. II had to be chewed open before the 
gunpowder could be poured into the rifle. High-caste Hindu, as well as 
Muslim, sepoys found such a procedure revolting since the rules of 
purity, as prescribed by their religions, were being violated. Most of the 
sepoys who took part in the uprising had been recruited from Bengal, 
the United Pro\'inces (Uttar Pradesh), and Bihar. Such units were also 
pu:olcJ ill lhc Punjo1.b, ,111,J !here we1c IIIUllmc~ Ill ~omc pl,1,.c:, 111 tl1o1.t 
province too (Yong 2005: 44-49). 

The rebels proclaimed the Mughal Emperor, Bahadur Shah Zafar, 
their sovereign. Some Hindu princes and princesses, who had previously 
accepted the Company's paramountcy, also joined the uprising because 
they were adversely affected by the Doctrine of Lapse-which gave the 
East India Company's government the right to annex princely states if 
there was no nalural heir and one was not adopted in good time. Other 
disgruntled forces that joined the movement were the warlords and 
religious figures. The descendants of Shah Waliullah issued a fatwa, 



calling it a jihad. The followers of Syed Ahmed Shaheed Barelvi, know 
as Wahabis, also participated in the battles that ensued against th 
British (Allen 2006). Howe\"er, most princes, both Hindu and Muslirr 
kept away or ewn sided with the British while the participation of th 
common people was isolated, sporadic, and spontaneous. 

To defeat the rebels, the British mobiliud former Sikh soldiers ofth, 
deceased Maharaja Ranjit Singh, as well as Sikh princes and larg, 
contingents of Muslim soldiers from north-western India provided b: 
Muslim tribal and clan leaders from the Punjab and the Trans-Frontie 
Areas. Taking part in warfare as mercenaries, was an establishe1 
tradition in these regions. Ironically, just a few years earlier, the Britisl 
had used soldiers from Bengal, Bihar, and UP to defeat the Sikh armies 
which had resulted in the Punjab being annexed in 1849. Afterwards 
those Punjabi notables who had sided with the British were rewarde< 
with titles and land grants in the Punjab and the settled areas known a: 
the Trans-FrontierAreas-which, in 1905, were named the l\onh-Wes 
Frontier Province. Thus, a structure of loyal landlords was consolidated 

In any case, the 1857 uprising lacked effective leadership and dea1 
ohjecti,·es. Initially, the rebels killed many Englishmen including thci1 
families; hut. the counterattack by the British was even bloodier am: 
vengeance was wreaked without any sense of proportion or mercy. Th< 
British ,,..,ere later to allege that a grand conspiracy had been hatched b} 
the Muslims, with Bahadur Shah Zafar at the centre of the plot, tc 
establish an Islamic state in India. The facts, howe,·er, suggested that 
such a role was thrust upon him by the mutineers and he himse\l 
wanted to avoid confrontation with the East India Company (Dalrympl< 
2006: 439-43). The British were particularly repressive towards tht 
Muslim rebels and inflicted extreme punishments on them. while tht 
collaborators from among them were rewarded. Jawaharlal Nehru 
observed succinctly: '. the heavy hand of the British fell more on th~ 
Moslems tho1.n on tht H1nJus' ( 1955: 460). 

Indian soldiers from miscellaneous regional backgrounds continued 
lo serve in the army. There were also purely British units, which were 
not part of the Indian Army but were part of the British Army. With 
regard to 1he Indian Army, the colonial government's mosl significant 
policy decision was to exclude the rebellious castes and tribes of 
northern India and Bengal, who had been at the helm of the mutiny, 
from recruitmenl opporlUnities. Instead. emphasis was shifted to the 
Punjab. Gi\'cn the geographical contiguity of the Punjab to the Pushto­
speaking regions in the north-west, beyond which lay Central Asia, it 



became the nodal point from which the British launched activities 
purporting to expand British influence in Afghanistan and the khanates 
in Central Asia. Consequently, in the Great Game that had already 
begun in the early nineteenth century between Britain and Czarist 
Russia to dominate and bring the peoples of Central Asia under their 
spheres of influence, Punjab's key role was keenly appreciated by the 
British (Yong 2005: 67-69). 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE INDIAN ARMY 

In 1895, the existing military structures were reorganized into the 
Indian Army. It absorbed the armies of the Bengal, Bombay, and Madras 
presidencies, as well as the growing body of soldiers from north-western 
India. Thenceforth, preference was gi\'en lo Punjabis in the Indian 
Army. The Indian Army ser\'ed as the linchpin upon which Brnish 
power anJ authority rested (Haq 1993: 1-22; Riza 1989: 75; Yong 2005: 
68). A so•called 'martial races theorv' was adopted, which justified 
restrictive selection o~, Hind~s. and Sikhs from specific castes 
and regions in the Punjab-which meant developing a firm structure 
of dependence, among the Punjabis, on the Raj as well as bonds of 
loyalty among the upper-crust of Punjabi society. While Rajputs from 
all the three religious communities were recruited from across the 
province, special emphasis was given to three regional caste groups: the 
Khalsa Sikhs of the Jal (Jan in Punjab,) caste from central Punjab, 
especially those of the Majha region around Amritsar; Muslim tribes of 
northern Punjab, such as the Awans, Ghakkars, Janjuas, and Tiwanas 
(the latter two being Rajputs), especially those from the Salt Range tract 
comprising the districts of Rawalpindi, Jhelum, and Shahpur; and 
smaller numbers of Hindu Jats of Rothak and Hissar from south-eastern 
Punjab (present-day Haryana), and some Dogras from Kangra (Yong 
2005: 70-8). 

The~ three major groups faced acute economic hardship in their 
districh-overpopulation and land fragmentation in the Majha, scarce 
and poor-quality land in the rain-fed broken hills of the Salt Range, and 
recurring famines in the south-eastern districts. Moreover, historical 
enmity existed between 1he Sikhs and the Muslims of the Salt Range 
becaust the Sikh ruler of the kingdom of Lahore in central Punjab, 
Maharaja Ranjit Singh, had inflicled defeat on the elders of the latter 
and cunailed their powers. These three groups did not share strong 
fraternal bonds and were recruited in different companies and 



regiments, but under the overall unified command of British officer 
(ibid., 78-90). 

Besides such careful selection, based on 'class' anJ 'military d1slnct! 
the British evolved a sophisticated system of rewarding those connecte, 
to the army. Regular pay and allowances, pensions, and other econom1 
benefits were available to the soldiers as well as those who helpe( 
recruit them. The development, in the late nineteenth century, of on, 
of the largest irrigat10n systems in the world, in western Punjab, ha, 
resulted in a network of irrigalion canals, barrages, and dams bein1 
built lo pronde irrigation water to 1he agricuhural areas known a 
'canal colonies'. The beneficiaries of the land allotments were thi 
peasantry, mainly from the overpopulated, land-fragmented Eas 
Pun1ab, as well as personnel from the Indian Army (Ah 1989). Otheri 
to benefit were tribal and clan leaders, village headmen, zaildars 
sufedpo.sh.1, and so on who helped recruit men for the army. Title-'> sud 
as Khan Bahadur, Ra1 Bahadur, Sawdb, and e\'en Sir were conferred or 
them. Simultaneously, the government maintained the thrt·at ol 
canct.'llation dnJ confiscation of titles and land grants if their bearen 
did not coopaate m supplying soldiers to the Indian Army and in 
containing trouble in their areas. 

Moreover, through the Land Alienatwn Act of 1901, the Bnt1sh made 
sure that its rural support base in the Puniab was safeguarded against 
moneylenders and the nsmg urban cntreprt•neurs. The extent of Pun1ab1 
involvcmrnt m the Indian Army can be gauged from the fact that out 
of a total of 683,149 combatant troops recruited in India hetwern 
August 1914 and !'\o,·cmber 1918, about 60 per cent were PunJab1~ 
(Yong 2005: 70-98). It 1~ no wonder that, al the beginning of the 
twentieth century, Pun Jab was cek·hrall·d as the 'sword arm of the Raj 
The Indian Ar y was drploycd m war theatres in Europe dnJ the 
Middll' East during the first ,,·orld War. Initially, the Indian Army was 
cxt.lus1\"dy ,un1pri$cJ of Dnt1~h oHkcts but, 111 1917, 11 wa~ Jc-.1Jcd th..il 
Indians should also be included in the officer corps. Thr first lnd1am 
were commissioned in 1919. 

MUSLIMS IN THE INDIAN ARMY 

\lotwithstanding a large Muslim presence in the Indian Army, suspicion 
and wariness existed in the military establishment about them (Khan 
2006: 49). As mentioned earlier, prejudice had persisted since 1857 that 
Muslims played the major role in the mutiny of 1857. Before the First 



World War, there were purely Muslim batta1ions-that was to change 
later. Indian Muslims were extremely worried about Turkey joining the 
war, in alliance with Germany and against Britain. When that happened, 
it became clear that Indian Muslims would be fighting fellow Muslims. 
At the time, the Ottoman Sultan was considered the leader of the 
worldwide Sunni Muslim communities. However, the British were able 
to procure fatwas (religious decrtts) from mainstream Barelvi-Sunni 
ulema (clerics) and pirs (spiritual divines) to the effect that since the 
Ottomans were not from the Prophet's Quraish tribe they could not be 
the caliphs of the Muslims and claim the Sunni Muslims' allegiance. 
Therefore, according to the clerics and spiritual divines, Turkey's 
participation in the war was not an Islamic war (Alavi 2002; Qureshi 
1999: 76). Such a fatwa was important as the Barelvi school had a 
stronghold in Punjab and the North-West Frontier Province from where 
a very large number of soldiers were recruited into the Indian Army. 

Classic Sunni political theory restricted the right to the caliphate to 
the Qura1sh tribe, while Shia th~rl'. narrowed down the leadership 
exclusively to the Imam: with Ali 1~ffifirst Imam, and then his direct p / 
desce~t_n1ts through his marriage to the daughter of the Prophet, 1 I? U 'J.) 

Fatima. 'tt=.e centrality of the caliphate, to Islamic power, dimi ished 
over the centuries after the later caliphs lost control over their vast 
empire that had come into being through conquest during AD 632-750. 
In 1258, the Mongols laid waste to Baghdad and, with it, ended the line 
of caliphs in the Arab heartland that traced their descent from the 
Quraish. In the thirteenth century, the Syrian, lbn Taymiyyah, began to 
argue that the spiritual leadership of the Muslim community resided in 
the custodians of the lsJamic faith, the ulema, and therefore rejected the 
centra1ity of the caliph to Islamic power. Ibn Khu Idun went even further 
and made the Quraish descent to the caliphate a purely historical fact 
and not a religious one. However, in 1774, the caliphate theory was 
rrvived, albeit in II modified manner. The precondition of Qurai,h 
descent was waived to enable the Ottoman Sultan to claim equal status 
in his negotiations with Czarina Katherine, who claimed to represent 
the Orthodox Christians (Ahmed 1987; 56-60; Faruki 1971: 142-51). 
In the twentieth century, the Ottoman Sultan symbolized the fa'rade of 
Islamic power and suzerainty in a world increasingly dominated by the 
Christian powers of the West. 

Despite the fatwa5, some minor mutinies occurred among Muslim 
soldiers reluctant to fight fellow Turks-the Ottoman Sultan had 
entered the war on Germany's side-the most notable took place in 



Singapore in February 1915, when some Muslim soldiers killed som 
British officers (Qureshi 1999: 78-79). At the same time, ironicall1 
resentment towards Ottoman rule over the Middle East had bee1 
growing among 1he Arabs-something the British made full use of ti 
instigale the Arab revolt of 1916. In any event, at the start of the Firs 
World War, the British had obtained a fatwa against the Ottomans 
clearing the way for the Indian MusJims to fight against the Turk 
during the First World War. 

When the War ended, British policy changed: purely Muslim unit 
were not established because Muslim soldiers were deemed susceptibl1 
to pan-Islamic appeals. Besides the religious factor, which particularlJ 
affected the loyalties of the Muslim troops, a general feeling of alienatior 
was prevalent among the Indian personnel. The future founder o 
Pakistan, Mohammad Ali Jinnah, who was already a leading voice ir 
Indian politics, began to advocate the 'lndianization of the army'. B) 
that, he meant that there was a need for a greater representation 01 

Indians in the officer corps. He also demanded that a military academy 
on the model of Sandhurst, should be established in India. His argument 
was that such inclusive measures would generate loyalty to the King 
Emperor and enhance the Indian sense of participation in th, 
functioning of the Indian Empire. In this connection, he delivered four 
speeches between March 1924 and March 1928, reiterating the need for 
more Indian officers (ibid., 240-77). In 1931, he pointed out that ou1 
of 3000 officers, only 70 to 71 were Indians (Jafar, Rehman and Jafar 
1977: 240). His efforts, and that of other members of the Indian 
Legislative Council, resulted in more Indians being granted the King's 
Commission. The Debra Dun Military Academy was established in 
1932. At the start of the Second World War, there were 333 Indian 
officers, as against 3031 British officers (Amin 1999: 61). 

THE PUNJAB UNIONIST iJARTY AND ARMY 

RECRUITMENT 

The Punjab Unionist Party was founded in 1923. Although 
predominantly Muslim in composition, its first leader, S~l-i­
Hussain (d. 1936), managed to mobilize landowning interests across the 
religious divides and establish a stable inter-communal political order. 
His successor, Sir Sikander Hayat Khan (d. 1942), and Sir Chhottu Ram 
(d. 1945), the leader of the Hindu Jats of eastern Punjab. continued to 
work in alliance with the Sikh Khalsa Nationalist Party led by Sir Sunder 



IAL ROOTS OF THE PAKISTAN ARMY 

Singh Majithia and Sir Joginder Singh. The Unionists and their Sikh 
allies were British loyalists who provided political stability and, 
notwithstanding some radical influence on sections of the Sikhs, the 
Punjab remained the most loyal as well as the most favoured province 
of the British. When the Second World War broke ou.t, Sir Sikander 
declared that half a million men from the Punjab would be recruited 
into the army (Ahmed 2012: 61). Altogether, 2.5 million men served in 
the Indian Army during the War (Marston 2009: 471), resulting in a 
further increase of Indian officers, but few were promoted to senior 
positions. Thus, for example, as late as 19-46 only one Indian, K.M. 
Cariappa, had been promoted to the rank of full Brigadier and four to 
temporary brigadiers (Riza 1989: 100). Some became colonels, but most 
retired as majors and captains. 

It is noteworthy, 36 per cent of the men in the Indian Army were 
recruited from the Punjab. The actual number of combatants from the 
Punjab increased though, in absolute numbers, the share of the Punjab 
went down to one-third of the Indian Army. The martial race theory 
was practically abandoned and the doors were opened to a wider pool 
of people from all over India, as well as from castes and tribes in the 
Punjab that hitherto had not been included among the martial races 
(Haq 1993: 80). In spite of such significant changes, the martial castes 
and tribes continued to be the major component of the Punjabis in the 
armed forces. During the Second World War, the Indian Army fought 
not only in Europe, Africa, and the Middle East, but also in Southeast 
Aaia. 

No Muslim state was involved in the Second World War, but 
misgivings against the Muslims remained steadfast among the policy 
makers. Even as late as 1947, there were no e:r.clwively Muslim units 
whereas there were purely Hindu and Sikh ones (Mansergh and Moon 
1981: 35). According to Noor-ul-Haq, before 1939, the Muslim and 
Hindu campanents a( 1he Indian Army were ahout 38 l"'r cenl each. 
After 1942, the Muslim percentage declined to about 32 per cent while, 
by the end of 1945, the Hindu percentage had increased to about 47 per 
cent (Haq 1993: 83). The figures that Haq has given apply to India as a 
whole. He does not mention the situation in the Punjab, where it wu 
reversed. The Sikh intake declined because of the spread of communist 
influence in central Punjab. while that of the Muslims quadrupled. The 
percentage of the total male population enrolled. in the Indian Army, 
especially from the western districts of Rawalpindi, Attack, and Jhelwn, 
rcachtd 15 per cent (Yong 2005: 290-91). The regional emphasis on 



recruitment assumed a pronounced western provin« complexion. 'By 
1943, Punjabi Muslims and Pathans ac:counted ror 25 per cent of the 
annual intake into the army, while lhe Sikhs and Hindu Jats ac:counted 
for roughly 7 and 5 per cent resp«tively' (ibid., 291). 

With regard to the command structure, there was a signifkant 
increase in the number or Indian offkers during the Second World 
War, but as noted already, they held middle level and lower positions. 
By 1946-47, almost 80 per «nt of the offken were Indians, mostly 
Hindu (Cohen 1998: 6). Except for the establishment of the Indian 
National Army (INA) by the Japanese, from among the Indian soldien 
and officers that they had captured, the Indian Army as a whole 
remained loyal to the King-Emperor (Hamid 1986: 15-22). There was, 
however, an abortive uprising of Indian naval ntings in February 1946 
(Haq 1993, 132-37). 

DIVIDING THE ARMED FORCES 

As mentioned earlier, the British establishment believed, almost until 
the time of the partition, that the Indian Army should not be divided 
even if India was partitioned (Nath 2009: 514). However, as soon as 
Mountbatten became viceroy on 24 March 1947, he began to coruider 
the possibility of the division of the Indian armed forces ir India was 
partitioned. He probed this with the commander-in-chi,,(, Field Manha.I 
Auchinleck, on 28 March during one of his earliest meetings with top 
British civil and military officials. Auchinleclc. expressed the view that 
it would take 'from five to ten years satisfactorily to divide the Indian 
Army' (Mansergh and Moon 1981: 35). However, the Muslim League 
refused and insisted that Pakistan would need its separate military. 
When Mountbatten again took up this issue, conveying the Mwlim 
League's complaint to Auchinleck, that Muslims were underrepresented 
ih tht' ltr,d.la,1 Army: tl!ie 'lattct di,tniued 'il u •i.m:orrur aftd• •t•ted that 
the proportion or Muslims in the army was 29 per cent-though it had 
dropped from 37 per cent before the War because the number of 
Madrasis had risen from a mere 3 to 20 per cent. He reiterated that 
dividing the army would be a very difficuh task and would take a long 
time to complete (ibid., 223-5). 

However, Mountbatten had become increasingly convinced that 
India would be partitionN as the chances of agreement between the 
Congress and Muslim League, or between the Muslim L~e and the 
Sikhs in the Punjab, had begun to fade away as they assumed 



uncompromising positions. Moreover, as, from the second half of May, 
rioting in the Punjab was again on the rise, Auchinleck was compelled 
to consider the division of the armed forces once more. On 27 May, he 
submitted a detailed note in which he elaborated the very serious 
practical difficulties in managing such a division. He wrote that there 
were no 'Muslim' units or 'Hindu' units in the navy and air force. All 
units were religiously mixed. However, in the army, there were certain 
fighting units (battalions and regiments) that consisted of, 'as far as rank 
and file are concerned, wholly of Hindus or wholly of Muslims, but this 
does not apply to their officers. British, Muslim, and all other classes of 
Indian Officers are completely mixed throughout the Army without any 
regard to their race or religion' (ibid., 1005). He strongly emphasized 
that till such time that the process of di\·iding them was not completed, 
ii must be 'centrally controlled until it is completed, unless there is to 
be a complete administrative breakdown and a consequent disintegration 
of the Armed Forces' (ibid., 1005-6). 

3 JUNE 1947 PARTITION PLAN 

The long-standing arguments to effect a smooth partition of the armed 
forces became irrelevant after the British government announced the 
Partition Plan on 3 June 1947-which dramatically moved forward the 
date for the transfer of power from June 1948 to mid-August 1947. A 
day before the public announcement of the Partition Plan, a conference 
paper entitled, 'The Adm1 istrative Consequences of Partition', 
redrafted on Mountbatten's instructions and detailing different 
aspects for effecting the colonial state's division of assets, was 
discussed. A Partition Committee, headed by the viceroy and 
comprising senior civil and military officers and representatives of the 
main political parties, was to oversee the partition process. With 
rt"S"rd tn the military, it ,tirulated that a Defence Committee for the 

division of the Indian armed forces would be set up by the commander­
in-chief, who would also establish sub-committees as deemed 
necessary. The Defence Committee was to report directly to the 
Partition Committet" (Mansergh and Moon 1982: 56). From 12-26 
June 1947, its members, besides the viceroy, were Liaqual Ali Khan and 
Abdur Rab Nishtar of the Muslim League, and Sardar Vallabhbhai 
Patel and Dr Rajendra Prashad of the Congress Party. On 27 June, its 
name was changed to 1he Partition Council, and Mohammad Ali 
Jinnah replaced Abdur Rab Nishtar. 



COMMITTEE POR THE RECONSTITUTION OF THE 

INDIAN ARMED FORCES 

On 15 June, Field Marshal Auchinleck elaborated the committee he hac 
set up for the reconstitution of the Indian armed forc:es and the sub• 
c:ommittees. The Armed Forces Reconstitution Committee was to ~ 
assisted by the Navy Sub-Committee, Anny Sub-Committee, and Ai1 
Forc:e Sub-Committee. Senior British and Indian officers were inc:ludec 
in the main committee and sub-committees (ibid., 410-13). The Indiari 
personnel of the three branches were to be given a c:hoic:e to opt fo1 
either India or Pakistan, subject to ac:ceptanc:e by the government, ol 
the two dominions (ibid., 412). 

On 16 June, Mountbatten met with some of his senior advisers 
including V.P. Meaon, and informed them that 'Auchinleck was ROY. 

satisfied that the division of the Indian Armed Forc:es c:ould be carried 
out without vitally impairing their efficienc:y, provided that there w~ 
goodwill and trust, and provided that politkal pressure was not applied 
to hurry the process unduly' (ibid., 419-20). So. a fundamental c:hangt 
had taken plac:e in the commander-in-chiefs views on the division ol 
the armed forc:es; he now argued that instead of 5-10 years, as he had 
previously argued, the task could be ac:complished in a few weeks. 

On 20 June, Mountbatten met Liaquat Ali Khan who, among other 
things pertaining to the armed forces, informed him that 'he and Mr 
Jinnah were resolved that they would not take over the reins oJ 
Government in Pakistan unless they had an Anny on the spot. and 
under their control' (ibid., 534). Moreover, Liaquat expressed the view 
that, 'it would help to steady matters if British troops were to remain 
while the Indian Army was under process of transition' (ibid.). A twist 
to the division of the armed forces occ:urrc:d when Jinnah told 
Mountbatten, on 23 June, that 'the Muslims no longer had faith in Field 

, Mar.shal .Audainlc:ck,and .I hey, wouJd,m,uc,h prder 10 .see someone else 
in his place' (ibid., 582). Mountbatten disagreed strongly and replied 
that 'there was no more reliable or respected offker in India than field 
Marshal Auc:hinleck' (ibid.). Apparendy, Mountbatten did not convey 
Jinnah's opinion to Auc:hinledc because we will learn that, in the days 
ahead. Auchinleck's position turned out to be sympathetic to Pakistan­
on the grounds that a proper and fair distribution of the joint assets of 
the armed forca wu not allowed by India. 

Also. on 23 June, the field Marshal submitted a note to Mountbatten 
in which he argued that while the original date of transfer of power was 



June 1948, but as the date had been drastically brought forward, a 
complete nationalization of the armies of India and Pakistan would not 
be possible and that British officers would be needed by both for some 
time (ibid., 583-4). On 24 June, Field Marshal Viscount Montgomery 
met Jinnah and Nehru separately in Delhi. Jinnah wanted the 
withdrawal of British troops only after 15 August, as trouble was 
exp«ted; both wanted some Brilish officers 10 serve in the armed forces 
of their respective countries (ibid., 607-8). 

In a meeting of the Partition Committee on 26 June, which Liaquat 
Ali Khan, Sardar Patel, Dr Rajendra Prashad, Abdur Rab Nishtar, Lord 
Ismay, Sir E. Mieville, Mohamad Ali (Chaudhri Muhammad Ali), A.H. 
Patel, and Osman Ali {Secretariat) attended, non-members such as 
Sardar Baldev Singh and Field Marshal Auchinleck were also present. 
Auchinleck informed them that while the division of the armed forces 
would take place before partition, nationalization would have to wait 
and that British officers would be needed during the transition (ibid., 
652-3). Moreover, until the division was completed, administrative 
control for the whole army would remain with a joint headquarters 
under the commander-in-chief (ibid., 654). He also informed them that 
a reasonable principle for the di\•ision 'would be to move units 
composed predominantly of Musli s to Pakistan and the rest to India 
respectively' (ibid.). 

Auchinleck only learnt about Montgomery's meeting with Jinnah and 
Nehru informally and hoped to receive formal confirmation. On 26 
June, he made it clear, in a brief note, that Jinnah should not expect 
British troops to be used to curb communal disturbances. They were to 
be used strictly in 'protecting British life' (ibid., 660-61). Meanwhile, in 
a meeting of the chiefs of staff in London on the same day, the opinion 
was expressed that both India and Pakistan would be well-advised to 
retain British troops for at least 2 to 3 years, during which period both 
1tate1 could orgimizc them1elvu better to wo.rd off foreign aggrenion 

(ibid., 665-71 ). 
A detailed note, dated 27 June, prepared by H.M. Patel-a bureaucrat 

nominated to the Partition Council by the Congress Party-on the 
instruction of Mountbatten took up different problems relating to the 
division of the armed forces, and also discussed the terms of reference 
of the Armed Forces Reconstitution Committee. Most centrally, it was 
to make proposals for the division of the Royal Indian Navy, Royal 
Indian Army, and the Royal Indian Air Force. It stated, 'For the 



successful division of the Armed Forces, the services of a number o 
British officers now serving will be required' (ibid., 699). 

TROOP COMPOSITION IN EARLY JULY 1947 

On I July 1947, the Indian Army comprised 373,570 Indians: IS4,78( 
or 41.4 per cent Hindus; 135,268 or 36.2 per cent Muslims; 35,390 01 

9.5 per cent Sikhs; 16,382 or 4.4 per cent Christians and others; anc 
31,750 or 8.5 per cent Gurkhas (Husain 1999). Thus, of the 2.5 millior 
who had been mobilized during the Second World War, most had been 
demobilized and sent home while some were sill stationed abroad. Iii 
addition, much smaller numbers were also ser\"ing in the navy and ai1 
force in July 1947. British troops in India, at that time, consisted of on!) 
six battalions (Mansergh and Moon 1982: 976). 

On 8 July, Nehru informed Mountbatten that 'a British Commander­
in-Chief and a number of British semor commanders are being asked 
to stay on' (Mansergh and Moon 1983: 14). With regard to Pakistan, 
Jinnah told Mountbatten that 'the C-m-C of Pakistan and several of the 
senior officers retained will similarly tie Bnt1sh' (ibid., 21 ). On 9 July, 
Mountbatten informed 1he Go\"ernor of the Punjab, Sir Evan Jenkins, 
that: 

The Commander·m·Chidhas asLcd me urgently tu 1mpres.~ on all governors 
that, 1n order to carry uul the propos.•d reconstitution of the Armed Forces. 
1t is m·cessary that as man~· lmops a~ po,~il:ilc should l:ic released from their 
duties in aid of the civil power so 1h.il lhcr can be conccntratt·d in their 
normal locations (ihid., 34-S) 

At a meeting on 10 July, it was decided that, on 15 August 1947, the 
Army Headquarters of each Dominion would become responsible for 
operational control of 'all Indian formations and units within their 
respective terntones. The present Armed 1-'orces Headquarters will 
continue to exist and w,11 become Supreme Headquarters' (ibid., 75). 
Moreover, with effect from I 5 August, 'British formations will come 
under command of the Major General British Troops in lnd,a, who will 
be responsible dirc-ctly to the Supreme Commandtr' (ibid.). In a 
meeting between Mountbatten and Auchinleck on 15 July, the latter 
noted that Sardar Baldev Singh, who was defence member of the 
interim government at that time, had spoken ill of British officers and 
'had become quite intolerable recently and was dictated by his inane 



desire to do down Pakistan at a11 costs during the partition of the Anned 
Forces; whereas the British officers were anxious to see ordinar}' fair 
play' (ibid., 165-6). 

The India Independence Act of 18 July 1947 referred, only briefly, to 
provisions being made for the 'division of the Indian armed forces of 
His Majesty between the new Dominions, and for the command and 
governance of those forces until the division is completed' (ibid., 242). 
While such moves were underway in India, opinion in London 
continued to be that the two dominions, as members of the British 
Commonweahh, should continue to be linked to Britain through 
defence and security arrangements. On 24 July, secretary of state for 
India and Burma, the Earl of Listowel, conveyed these ideas to Prime 
Minister Attlee. While, on the one hand, Britain would ensure that 
British troops remained in the subcontinent to thwart the invasion of 
these two dominions, on the other hand, India and Pakistan would 
provide access to strategic airfields, as well as the cooperation of their 
armed forces, in case of British interests being threatened in a war. 

However, mutua1 help was to be freely decided by the two dominions; 
even if they did not join the war, they were to provide bases and other 
facilities (ibid., 314-21). The Earl ofListowel did not dwell on another 
possibility-what would happen if India and Pakistan went to war 
against each other. Since both would be members of the Commonwealth, 
the role of the former paramount power would become very difficult to 
define. Therefore, he did not express an opinion on such a situation. 
Earlier, Mountbatten had exerted great pressure on both to join the 
Commonwealth and had succeeded. 

In a letter dated 26 July to Mountbatten, Jawaharlal Nehru opposed 
the appointment of Chaudhri Muhammad Ali as financial adviser for 
military finance to the commander-in-chief because he had opted for 
Pakistan. Nehru wanted someone else as the financia1 adviser on India 
to the commander-in-chief, cir possibly a joint Military Finance and 
Accounting Organi tion under Chaudhri Muhammad Ali or a British 
officer. Nehru complained that the commander-in-chief's altitude was 
not in line with the position that Congress had developed. As supreme 
commander, for a short transitional period, he would not 'be free to 
carry out administration in accordance with his own ideas' (ibid., 366). 

The point Nehru was making was that Auchinleck would have to 
abide by the policies the Indian gonrnment would make during that 
period. Mountbatten reported a1 the 65th Staff Meeting, on 28 July, that 
the Indian position had been explained to the commander-in-chief-



that Chaudhri Muhammad Ali was not acceptable to India-and lhat 
he understood it and would make the required changes. More 
importantly, it was clarified that, apart from some minor clashes 
between the two dominions in which British offken in the employ of 
the two dominions may play a role, they would not do so if it escalated 
into a war betwttn them (ibid, 374). 

The chief of genenl staff in India, Lieutenant-General Arthur Smith 
prepared a top secret doaunent dated 29 July that was 'not to be 
divulged to Indians' (ibid., 394), and which was only to be shared by 
the highest level of British officers that were going to serve with India 
and Pakistan; when they left, all copies of it were to be destroyed. It 
stated that, after 14 August. British troops could not be u.aed to save 
Indian lives in communal disturbances in either India or Pakistan. They 
could, however, be used in a communal disturbance to protect British 
lives (ibid., 395). 

A personal report of the viceroy dated I August mentioned, among 
other things, the fonnula upon which the division of the armed forces 
would take place: 

I should ex.plain that we have bun working on the buis of communal 
proportions in dividing tbe fighting services, the smaUer partner by far 
being. of course, Paki&1an. In lhe case of the Army this was lhe obvio111 
method of dividing the actual wldiers since !here was no shor&ase of 
equipmenl, and it worked oul al a rough proportion of 70:30. In lhe cue of 
lhe Navy it worked out al about 60:40, but as India (sk) have a far biger 
coastline wilh more harbours and a far greater proportion of the tradt to 
guard, lhe actual ships were divided in lhe proportion of 70:30. When II 
came to the Air the communal proportions worked oul al 80:20. As !here 
were ten squadrons to divide (2 transports and 8 fighters) the India 
representalives claimed 8. The Armed Forces Recons1i1u1ion Commhtee 
recommended !hat on 1be (ski analogy of the naval par1i1ion the 
,Pry,Wrt,ioi;as ~hf?ul,d ~ ,70;30:, s,in~e r~sian had. the J:,lorth-West Fronlier 
to guard (Ibid., 446). 

Such a decision did not please the Indian representatives in the Armed 
Forces Reconstitution Committee, noted Mountbatten. Previously, they 
had turned down Mountbatten's suggestion that India should send air 
squadrons to help Pakistan if there was trouble with the tribes in the 
North-West Frontier Provinu. However, lhey agreed that if Pakistan 
was invaded by Afghanistan or any other foreign power they would 
consider lending their squadrons to Pakistan. However, 'They now took. 



the line that even to give Pakistan one of the squadrons to which they 
[India] would be entitled would be equivalent to giving them India's 
facilities to use them against the tribes' (ibid .. 44i). Moreover, Sardar 
Patel infuriated Jinnah and Liaquat by referring to the tribes of the 
~orth-\\'est Frontier Province as 'our people'; more significantly, he 
suggested that Auchinleck and his senior commanders 'are becommJ?; 
pro-Pakistan, whereas in fact they arc, of course, merely trying to be 
fair' asserted Mountbatten (ibid.). 

With specific regard to the Pakistan Army. Mountbatten v. rote on 8 
August thal General Messervy-who was gomg to be the commander­
in-chief of the Pakistan Army-had informed him that after Pakistan 
became independent, there would be only 35 battalions left at the 
disposal of Pakistan, instead of the current 6i, including 5 British 
banahons. This would create a dangerous situation on the ~orth-\Vcst 
Frontier border. Therefore, 'up to I 0,000 demobilized Punjabi 
Mussalmen and Pathan infantrymen should he re-enlisted for the 
Regular Army as soon as possible: wrote Messen·y (ibid., 600). He also 
suggested that Pakistan should declare that there was no question of 
altenng thr: border with Afghamstan, now or m the future. 
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4 
The First Kashmir War, 1947-1948 

Pakistan and India became independent on 14 and 15 August 1947, 
respectively. However, the Radcliffe Award, which fixed the 
international border between them, was publicly announced afterwards 
on 17 August 1947. The Pakistan that emerged was 'moth-eaten', as its 
founder, Mohammad Ali )mnah, had famously exclaimed, in 
exasperation. when he realized after the announcement of the 3 June 
1947 Partition Plan that the Muslim-maJonty provinces of Bengal and 
Punjab may nc>t be awarded to Pakistan as a whole. By the last week of 
that month, it was certain that Bengal and PunJab would be divided. In 
Bengal. Radcliffe gave away some Muslim majority districts or portions 
to India but, simultaneously, placed the Chittagong Hill Tracts-whJCh 
was predonunantly comprised of Buddhist and Animist tnhes-m 
Pakistan, n·cn when they and their lt·aders wanted to be in India (Banu 
1991:240)/ 

The award on PunJab was even mor1: .:ontroversial. It was ready b) 
13 Augu~t but madt· publi.: on l 7 August, i.e. after Pakistan ,md India 
had bt"comt· independent. It pl1:ased neither India nor Pakistan, though 
both accepled 11 as legally binding (Ahmed 2012: 273-76). Pakistan 
developed an acute sense of injustice because Gurdaspur distm:t, which 
had a very slight Muslim majonty (51 per cent), was split. Thr1:e of the 
four talisils-a revenue and administrative unit smaller than a district­
which were nrnmly localed on !he castcrn hank of thc rivcr Ravi. wcrc 

given to India. Such a decision was attributed to a purported conspiracy, 
hatched by Mountbatten and Nehru, to provide India with a dirt road 
to the Kashmir Valley na the Pathankot tahsil of the Gurdaspur district 
Moreo\"cr, some portions of Lahore district. that had Sikh majorities, 
were taken away and given to East PunJab to make the border between 
Lahore on the Pakistani side and Amritsar on the Indian side morl· or 
less equidistant. The final border was almost a ditto copy of Viceroy 
Lord Wavell's top secret Demarcation Plan of February 1946, which was 
an auxiliary to the Demarcation Plan of February 1946; the latter had 
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been prepared by Viceroy Wavell as part of the Breakdown Plan ol 
December 1945. Wavell had argued that Amritsar, a non-Muslim 
majority district of the Lahore division and a saaed city for the Sikhs, 
would remain in India. Therefore, the adjoining Muslim-majorit) 
tahsils to the left of Amritsar-Batala and Gurdaspur-and the whole 
of the non-Muslim majority Feroze:pore district on the right of Amritsar, 
including its abutting Mwlim-majority tahsils of Ferozeporc and Zira, 
would remain in India. Thus, Amritsar would not protrude into 
Pakistani territory and so face permanent insecurity and an existentiaUS1 
risk (Mansergh and Moon 1976: 912). 

On the other hand, the Sikhs were denied Nankana Sahib, the 
birthplace of the founder of their religion, Guru Nanak. Additionally, 
Sikh and Hindu claims on Lahore, Lyallpur, Montgomery, and many 
other districts of Lahore division, on the basis of overwhelming 
property ownership, were also rejected (Ahmed 1999: 153-4). 
Wrangling about the division of territory was greatly exacerbated by the 
fact that the partition process proved to be a very bloody affair. It 
resulted in the biggest forced migration of people in modem history: 
an estimated 14-18 million crossed the India-Pakistan border. It was 
also the first experiment in ethnic, or rather religious, cleansing in the 
Punjab-almost no Hindu or Sikh was left in the Pakistani West Punjab. 
Equally, in East PWljab, the Muslims were nearly wiped out except for 
in the tiny princely state of Malerkotla. Anywhere between a million 
and two million people perished in the partition of India, of which 
500,000 to 1,000,000 were the Hindus, Muslims, and Sikhs of the 
PWljab. At least 90,000 women were abducted, many were raped. and 
some were never recovered (Ahmed 2012: xxxvi-xxxviii). 

The international border in the Punjab was drawn frightfully dose 
to Lahore, the designated capital of the Pakistani West Punjab and 
arguably the most important city of Pakistan in 1947. Other major 
towns, .su.ch u Sialkot. :were. al.so. not far from the border. In case of a 
successful advance by the Indian Anny in the Pakistani Punjab. West 
Pakistan could euily be split into two. On the opposite side, in East 
Punjab, Amritsar and Ferozepore were equally close to the border, and 
Jullundhar and Hoshiarpur were not very far. However, India had vast 
space at its disposal, to furnish it with strategic depth. Its key cities of 
Delhi, Bombay, and Madras were safely removed &om the border. 

Moreover, there was I 000 miles of Indian territory between East and 
West Pakistan. Pakistan's worries did not stop at its border with India. 
On the western border, Pakistan inherited the Durand Line which 
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divided the Pakhtun tribes of India and Afghanistan. Pakistan wanted 
the status quo to be maintained; something the Afghans were opposed 
to. Therefore, Afghanistan expressed its displeasure by opposing 
Pakistan's membership of the UN. Afghanistan, however, had amicable 
relations with India. From a military and defence point of view, Pakistan 
was in an exceptionally vulnerable situation at the time of its birth. 
Earlier, during the 1946 provincial elections, the Frontier Congress, 
which was supported by the Khudai Khidmatgars of Abdul Ghaffar 
Khan, won 30 seats including 19 Muslim seats, while the Mus1im League 
secured 17 seats (Ahmed 1998: 184). Yet, after a referendum that 
allowed only two options: the province could either join India or 
Pakistan, the province was alloued 10 Pakistan. The Frontier Congress 
wanted a third option, namely the creation of an independent state of 
Pakhtunistan. As this demand was overruled by the British, the Frontier 
Congress boycoued the referendum. Thus, out of a total electorate of 
572,798 only 292,118 cast their votes. Votes cast for Pakistan were 
289,244 and for India 2874. This meant lhat 5E2.,f_er cent votes were 
cast for Pakistan (Jansson 1981: 222). 

Balochistan, the largest area in West Pakistan in ter s of area bul 
the most sparsely populated, became part of Pakistan in a different 
manner. British Balochistan acceded to Pakistan in 1947 through the 
decision of 1he Shahi Jirga-a consultative assembly whose members 
were nominated by the government. The ~alat. however, 

~~~:~:~ ~ii~;::~ ~:~i:~~~::n~t;; oV K~~r::~c!:!~:-;~~t~~s~::e:i :~; 
end of March 1948. On I April 1948, the Pakistan Army was sent inlo 
I<alat. The Khan had already signed the accession bill on 27 March, but 
his younger brother, Prince Abdul Karim, declared a revolt against 
Pakistan. Although some skirmishes took place, the rebels were finally 
defeated (Harrison 1981: 22-23). Sindh, in southern West Pakistan, was 
the- nnly rmvincf' th111t wiu awarded tn Paki~tan withnut any changf' in 
its boundaries. 

Under the circumstances, while being a South Asian state, Pakistan 
could claim geographical and cultural linkages beyond South Asia. West 
Pakistan was geographically and culturally linked to centraJ and west Asia. 
East Pakistan was located on the border with Southeast Asia. Communist 
movements were prevalent in many parts of Southeast Asia; in China, the 
communists were emerging as powerful competitors for power against 
the nationalists. Given such a sui grnef'U location, Pakistan was in a 
position to serve as an outpost for military action to other regions. 
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WEAK AND POORLY~EQUIPPED ARMED FORCES\\~\'- ~t' 

However, such potential for worldwide military assignments was on!· 
hypothetical in 1947. Pakistan was to receive assets from the Britisl 
Indian Army in the proportion of 64:36: India was to receive the greate 
share since it was larger in terms of territory and population-i, 
roughly the same proportion. Consequently, Pakistan received sii 
armoured divisions while India received fourteen. Pakistan was giver 
eight artillery regiments while forty were given to India; eight infantq 
regiments were awarded to Pakistan, and twenty-one to India. Moreover 
there was an acute dearth of officers and technically trained personne 
in Pakistan (Cohen 1998: 7). Viceroy Mountbatten had established th, 
Joint Defence Council (JDC) comprising himself, the defence minister! 
of India and Pakistan, and Field Marshal Claude Auchinleck-who, or 
15 August 1947, was appointed Supreme Commander of both the 
Indian and Pakistani armies. The JDC had been tasked to complete it! 
work of dh•1ding the armed forces and military assets by the end ol 
March 1948 (Cheema 2003: 18). However, according to Perva1z Iqbal 
Cheema, the JDC could not work properly because the Indians did not 
cooperate and exerted immense pressure on Governor-General 
Mountbatten-Mountbatten ser\'ed as Governor-General of India after 
independence-to abolish the JDC. which he did. Cheema has 
remarked· 

Auchmleck had predicted that Pakistan would not get its share of militarr 
assets, and thal prowJ to he the case. Paki~tan's foreign Minister later 
informed the UN Securily Council that the Indians as well as l.nrd 
Mounthallen had failed to honour their plcdg~ to deliver Pakistan its prupn 
share, and 'out of 165000 tons of ordnance stores Jue In Pakistan only 4703 
tons Wt"re delivered hy 31st March 194R'. That meant that only 3 per cent nl 
the total allocated sturf.:"s were delivered. Not a single one out of 249 allocated 
tanks wa, delivered and l'l'h~ll'Vl"r Pakistan recei\"Cd in terms of ammunition 
or other items of military stones was either damaged or unserviceable or 
uhsulcte. Moreover, India inherited all the ordnance factories, as these were 
situated in areas that formed part of India, and Pakistan was deprived of thr 
compensation that would cnahle ii to build its own (ihid.) 



This ambition could not be sustained because of many reasons. Since 
Jinnah had ldt Ddh1, he could not inlluence what was happening in 

India any longer. This problem was compounded by the fact that 
:vfountbatten was out the governor-general ofhoth India and Pakistan­
which further weakened Pakistan's ability to be represented in Delhi. 
Auchinleck had found Jmnah's abrupl dt·p,uture to Karachi especially 
dangerous as Pakistan no longer had a lcadrr ol stature present 111 

Dclhi-whrre the Supreme Comm.mder had his office-to reprt""sent 11 

while nq~ot1Jtmns v.ere laking place. The Field :vfarshal expressed tbis 
in the followmg words: 

1',1k1,l.u1 r,·pn·,l·ntatmn ha, unJ.,uhh"JI) .,uflen·J from the fact that hl'r 
l,m·nnrm·nl i~ m Kar,1.ch1 anJ 11<11 111 Ddhi anJ this h.i~ r,·~uh,·J on mor,· 
th.in Dill" "''.i~ion in nl)" havmg to ~ugge~I or pre,,•nl thl· ,a~c for Pakistan. 
which" unJ,·~nahle d~ it h.i~ unJouht,·Jh· incr,·.iM·J th,· dlrraJy ,1rong anJ 
(,lrdulh lu.,1.-r,·J wn\'kllon or m,·mher, uf th,· lnJi,m Cahml'I anJ th,·1r 
,ut> .. rJmak otfkiah that I dnJ th,· "lfi,,·r~ ol ~upr,·mr Commander"~ 
He.idquarta, ,lTl' tiia~,•J m fa\'nur or 1',1k1,t,111 ( quoted m ( htiurn 1994: 17 3 ). 

Nt""Vcrthdt·~s. Auchin]cck continu,•J to insist on a fair div1s1on of the 
colonial lnJ1an Arm>·'s joint assets, only to face increasingly hostility 
from lnd1J. Th,· Indian governm,·nt hcgan a concerted campaign to 
demand that he he removed from the position of Supreme Commander 
By 26 51.'ptember 1947, Mountbatten gave in to such pressure and wrote 
to the field marshal that the Indian government wanted his remo\'al. He 
told him that the Pakistan government would oppose that, but only to 
draw capital out of the situation He informed Auchinleck that, 'It is 
only a while ago that they were prcs~ing for your removal on the 
grounds of your an11-Mnslcm sentiments' (ibid., 186). Mountbatten was 
referring to wh.il Jinnah had st.1ted some months earlier about the 
Muslim league having no faith in the field marshal. It 1s clear that 
Mountbatten was no longer interested in defending the field marshal. 
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Jinnah had rebuffed Mountbatten by denying him the position o 
governor-general of Pakistan as well. Such a rebuff, in all probability 
prejudiced Mountbatten against Pakistan though the truth is that, a1 
least until l August, he tried to get Pakistan its fair shut. 

Auchinleck informed Mountbatten and other British officials. ir 
early October, that he bad decided to leave Dtlhi by 30 November anc 
to close his office on 31 December 1947. He also informed Jinnah. Or 
16 October, when the Joint Defence Council (JDC) met, Jinnah object« 
to the decision, asserting tha1 the task of dividing the assets had no1 
been completed and, therefore, sum a decision was unacceptable 
Mountbatten countered by stating that most of the assets had beer, 
divided and whatever was left to be sorted out could be done by thE 
commanders-in-chief of the two armies (both were Englishmen). 011 
21 October, the Indian government publicly endorsed the early closurt 
of the Supreme Commander Headquarters. Thereafter, some legal 
quibbling followed about whether the Joint Defence Council could also 
be dissolved before April 1948 (ibid., 187-98). The British govemmenl 
had already been won over by Mountbatten's, argument, to the idea ol 
winding up the Supreme Commander Headquarters. -The JDC also lost 
its relevance in the subsequent months. In any case, by 7 November 
1947, movement of all armoured and artillery regiments had b«ri 
completed in both directions. Similarly, all infantry units from India to 
Pakistan, and all except one from Pakistan to India, had also bttri 
completed (Amin 1999: 78). However, with regard to equipment and 

ilitary hardware, Pakistan did not receive its due share of the militaf) 
sets, as Cheema has noted. 

GETTING STARTED 

::;:~:t :;~:s::'i~~:=n~k~:::~~•:!n 1!"~:~l~~~~ 
remained in lndiL The level of education in Pakistan was extremely 
low, and overall social development poor. Pakistani society comprised 
of rich landlords, a small intelligentsia, and millions of peasants, 
artisans, and other poor. A substantial middle-class was conspicuous by 
its absence. Pakistan's exchequer was nearly empty when it began it! 
journey as an independent state. In the regard, it is important to 
mention the famow fast-unto-death that Mahatma Gandhi undertoo~ 
to force the Indian government to give Pakistan its due share of Rs 55(] 

illion from a common kitty bequeathed by the colonial slate. ThE 



argument that Nehru and Home Minister Patel pleaded, for withholding 
the cash, was that Pakistan would buy arms to sustain its ongoing covert 
military activities in Kashmir. However, they had 10 give in to Gandhi's 
pressure (Ahmed 2010). 

In any case, lack of capital and infrastructure created a basis for 
soliciting foreign help and aid-to finance Pakistan's modernization and 
development (Burki 1991: 111). However, attention to modernization 
and development was eclipsed by security concerns immediately after 
Pakistan came into being. The India Independence Act of 15 June 1947 
had leh the status of the princely states contentious. On the one hand, 
they were free to decide their future and could, in principle, remain 
independent but were expected to negotiate their relationships with the 
two successor states of India and Pakistan. Most of the princely states 
that were surrounded hy Indian territory sought merger with India. The 
same happened 1n Pakistan. The princely states of Bahawalpur, 
Khairpur, Makran, Lasbela, Chitral, Dir, Swat, Amb, and Phulra sought 
merger with Pakistan (Gankovsky and Gordon•Polonskaya 1972: 97-
98). On the other hand, there were some cases where annexation by 
India and Pakistan was controversial, and in some cases involved 
military action. Thus, for example, Kalat State in Baluchistan declared 
independence on 11 August 1947 but was coerced into acceding to 
Pakistan at the end of March 1948. Hyderabad State, ruled by a Muslim 
but with a population that was 89 per cent Hindu and totally surrounded 
by Indian temtory. declared itself independent but was militarily 
annexed by India in September 1948. Junagarh and Manavadar, two 
small states on the Kathiawar Peninsula, were ruled by Muslims but 
their populations were overwhel ingly Hindu. Their rulers decided to 
join Pakistan even though their states lay well within Indian territory. 
Pakistan accepted such a procedure: India did not (Fyzee 1991: 331). 
Uprisings took place in the two states and, in October-November 1947, 
lndinn troor, movt"d in. In January J94R, Palddan rai~ed 1ht- qnt'~tion 

of the annexation of these states by India at the UN Security Council. 
A plebiscite, arranged by India, indicated that the people of these states 
wanted to join India. The government of Pakistan, however, refused to 
recognize the validity of the plebiscite (Gankovsky and Gordon­
Polonskaya 1972: 165). But, none of these issues embittered relations 
between India and Pakistan more than the dispute over the princely 
state of Jammu and Kashmir-more on that below. 

The most pressing problem that Pakistan faced immediately upon 
anaining independence was the influx of millions of refugees, es~cially 
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in West Pakistan and spccificaUy in West Punjab. Uprooted, devastated, 
and traumatized, the refugees needed food, shelter, and medical 
attention. The relief camps that were established proved woefull~ 
inadequate and it took a long time for the refugees to be rehabilitated. 
Amid such egregious difficulties, the Kashmir conflict erupted and, for 
more than a year, military hostilities continued between Pakistan and 
India over the possession of Kashmir. 

THE FIRST KASHMIR WAR 

The princely state of Jammu and Kashmir was purchased from the 
British by Guiab Singh Dogra, a Rajput Hindu ruler of Jammu, who 
paid Rs 7.5 million for the annexation of the Kashmir Valley and other 
adjoining territories-previously a part of the Sikh kingdom of Punjab 
under Ranjit Singh. The total area of the undivided pre-Partition Jammu 
and Kashmir state, in 1947, was 85,783.096 sq miles. There was an 
overall Muslim majority of 78 per cent. Technically, the lapse of 
paramountcy on British withdrawal meant that the princely states could 
declare themselves independent. However, they were expected to join 
either India or Pakistan. On the other hand, the legal right 10 sign the 
Accession BiU was vested in the ruler, who was expected to take the 
wishes of his people into consideration. The Maharaja wan1ed to retain 
his princely state's independence and therefore did not seek merger with 
either India or Pakistan. He even negotiated a standstill agreement with 
Pakistan, from where much of the food items and other essential 
supplies were traditionally acquired by his government. He had also 
offered a standstill agreement to India, but no response had been 
received from it (Teng 1990: 33). As mentioned earlier, the Radcliffe 
award had provided a dirt road. to India, to Kashmir via Pathankot in 
the Punjab. Such vague guidelines left it entirely to the discretion of the 
rulers-to ohooae -thei11 rdationahips, with lnilia wad Pakistan. Both 
Congress and the Muslim League had begun to vie with each other over 
Kashmir. The National Conference, led by Sheikh Abdullah from the 
Kashmir Valley, was allied to the Congress while the Mwlim Conference 
of Chowdhary Ghulam Abbas from Jammu was pro-Pakistan. However, 
the influx of tribesmen from Pakistan made the Mahanja change his 
mind. 

Major General (Retd.) Shahid Hamid, Private Secretary to 
Auchinleck, has asserted that Ram Chandra Kak. a Kashmiri Brahmin 
and the premier of Kashmir, advised Maharaja Hari Singh to join 



Pakistan, warning him that the Muslims of Kashmir would rebel if he 
acceded to India; he. however, starled encash1ng his assets in Kashmir 
and transferring the money to India and the United Kingdom. 
Moreover, he secretly began negotiating the terms of accession to India, 
which would maintain the independence of his princely state. But then, 
his Muslim subjects of Poonch rebelled, and the Kashmir army sent to 
quell the rebels joined them instead (Hamid 1986: 272-5). Hamid made 
this obser\'ation: 

As long as there was hope that wise counsel would pn.'\·ail anJ the Maharajah 
would respect the wishes of his people Ito 1oin Pakistan], the 1rihe~men were 
held hack from entering Kashmir. Once it was known that Hari Singh was 
likely to .icccJe to India, they could not be held hack an)' more anJ started 
infiltrating Ka~hmir (ihid., 275) 

Hamid does not pro\'ide conclusive proof that the Maharaja was indeed 
thinking of acceding to India. To say that it was 'known that Hari Singh 
was likely to accede to India' is, at most, a strong suspicion. Meanwhile, 
the communal riots that were raging in Punjab quickly spread to 
Kashmir. In the Poonch region, on 24 August, an uprising started in 
reaction to firing on a political meeting being held in a \'illage in that 
district by the Kashmir State Force. The rebels massacred many Hindus 
and Sikhs. !'\early 60,000 demobilized ex-servicemen joined the 
rebellion; they l-cgan to harass the Kashmir forces and disrupted traffic 
on the roads and bridges. Most of the Muslim members of the Kashmir 
army deserted and joined the rebels (Amin 1999: 88). Anti-!-..foslim 
riots, in turn, broke out on a large scale in Jammu. Jammu·s Muslims 
were killed in the thousands, and more than half a million fled to 
Pakistan. 

The key figure in the raid on Kashmir, Akbar Khan, has provided 
detailed information on the whole Kashmir project in his book, Raiders 
i" Kashmir (l'Jn). He has argued that, without Kashmir, Pakistan 
would always be vulnerable to Indian attack if India placed its troops 
on the western border of Kashmir from where it could easily threaten 
Pakistan's security between Lahore and Rawalpindi. Moreover, West 
Pakistan's agricultural economy was dependent on the rivers entering 
its territory from Kashmir. Mian Iftikharuddin, Rehabilitation and 
Refugee Minister in the Pakistani Punjab government, was tasked, by 
the Muslim League leaders, to contact the Kashmiri leaders with a view 
to convincing them to accede to Pakistan. While some money would be 



made available to them, the action had to be unofficial and no Pakistan 
troops or officers were to take an active part in it. N Direaor o 
Weaporu and Equipment at GHQ, Akbar Khan knew that there wu 1 

serious shortage of arms and ammunition as most of it still lay in India 
Weapons of the Pakistan Army could not be used without lht 
permission of the Commander-in-Chief, General Messuvy. So 
exploiting a previous precedent, Akbar Khan had 4000 riflct iuucd tc 

the Punjab police (ibid., 20). 
Akbar developed an overall plan lhat included a number of entr} 

points into Kashmir, and other details aboul bow to launch anc 
coordinate the whole operation. He gave it lo Iftikharuddin who tool! 
it to Lahore where a conference was held in the office of Sardar Shaukal 
Hayat-who was also a mi ister in the Punjab government. Akblll 
Khan has complained that his plan was not considered and the one b) 
Shaukat Hayat adopted instead (ibid., 18-22). Besidct, Prime Ministe1 
Liaquat Ali Khan, the others present were Finance Minister Ghulam 
Mohammad, Mian Iftikharuddin, Zaman Kiyani (formerly an office1 
in Subhash Chandra Bose's Indian National Army), Khurshid Anwa1 
(a commander of the Muslim League National Guards), Sardar Shauka1 
Hayat, and Akbar Khan himself. He has described the attitude of the 
~pie present as enthusiastic but 'there was no serious discussion ol 
the problems involved' (ibid., 23). The whole operation lacked effectivi 
central control. 

Shaukat Hayal and Khurshid Anwar mistrusted each other and were 
not going to cooperative with each other. At that stage, although Akbar 
Khan had no responsibility for the Kashmir project, he took Brigadier 
Sher Khan, who was head of intelligence, into confidence; the latter 
provided him with information and assistance. A number of other 
officers from the army and air force also helped with clothing, 
ammunition, and some weapons and ammunition. Meanwhile, India 
had begun to complain, thal Jlakistaa WM violati■g the standttill 
agreement with Kaahmir by applying economic pressure on it to accede 
to Pakislan. The economic pressure included an economic blockade on 
essential supplies of kerosene, petrol, foodstuffs, and salt Moreover, 
India complained that Pakistan had tampered with the railway service 
between Jammu and Sialkot. Meanwhile, even the pro-India Sheikh 
Abdullah had bttn criticizing the Maharaja for not doing anything to 
assuage the fears of the Kashmiri Muslims who were afraid thal the 
violence against Muslims in East Punjab could also spread to Kashmir. 
Akbar Khan then made a startling remark: 



As t'\'en Sheikh Abdullah was putting the blame on the Maharajah, it seems 
that the latler could not bring himself lo accede to India, and he was unable 
to lind any excuse for inviting Indian assistance, But, then, suddenly at this 
stage. the whole situalion was radically altered by the entry of Frontier 
tribesmen into Kashmir on the 23rd of October. This event was of such 
significance that it led to the accession of the State to India within four days 
(ibiJ .• 27). 

Apparently, Akbar Khan was not informed about the entry of the 
tribesmen; Khurshid Anwar was the person who gathered the loshkar 
(army). A telegram was sent from the Pakistan GHQ to thecommander­
in-chief of India informing him that 5000 tribesmen had attacked and 
captured Muzaffarabad and Dome!. The triba1 attack was a roaring 
success, according to Akbar Khan, but it meant that India was bound 
to respond to it. He has written, 'In Delhi, on the third day of the attack, 
the Indian Sen-ice Chiefs were ordered, in expectation of the 
Maharajah's appeal for help, to prepare troops to Kashmir. Next 
morning when the tribesmen captured Baramula, 35 miles from 
Srinagar, the Maharajah decided he was going to have no more 
nonsense· (1hid., 28-9). The Maharaja fled, tota1ly traumatized, to 
Jammu. He reportedly instructed his ADC that 'if in the morning Mr 
V.P. Menon did not return from India with help, it would mean that 
everything was lost and in that case the ADC was to shoot him in his 
sleep!' (ibid., 29). 

Hari Singh requested help from India on 24 October. India 
dispatched V.P. Menon to Srinagar. who told the Maharaja that Indian 
troops would be sent only if he acceded to India. The Maharaja, 
according to India, signed the accession bill on 26 October 1947. On 27 
October. as Commander-in-Chief General Messervy was on leave, 
Governor-General Mohammad Ali Jinnah ordered the acting 
Commander-in-Chief, General Gracey, to attack Kashmir. However, the 
Supreme Commander of both thr 11rmil"1, Field Manhal Auchinleck, 
overruled ii and threatened to withdraw a11 British officers-which 
made Jinnah change his mind (Amin 1999: 91). Akbar Khan has 
claimed that, many )'Cars later, he learnt that Jinnah had ordered an 
attack upon Jammu on the 27th but Gracey refused to comply without 
first seeking permission from Auchinleck, who refused it (Akbar 1992: 
33-34). He explains other reasons that Gracey may have given: 

More likely, that General Gracey had persuaded the Quaid-e-Azam to 
wi1hdraw hi~ orders after giving him his reasons which might have been, for 



instance, 1ha1 lhe Pakistan army was slill being organised, that a neutra 
Boundary Force under another General still a.isled in the Punjab, and thi 
British Government would most probably wilhdraw all Brilish officen frorr 
the army in case of a war betwun 1wo Dominions (Khan 1992: 34). 

About e ti 
Khan wrote: 

ian troops entered Kashmir territory, Akbai 

The tribesmen had reached here (Baramula which was only 35 miles from 
Srinagar] on the 26th. Until 1hcn Kashmir had not acceded to India and 
Indian troops had not been nown in. The Slale troops thoroughly 
demoralized, had retrealed in disorder. Only 35 miles remained of lew:l 
road and vir1ually no resistance. The tribesmen had barely lwo hour 
journey left-and before them lay Srinagar, trembling, seemingly at their 
mercy. But the tribesmen had not moved forward Iha! day, nor the nexl 
day. When at last they had advanced on the 28th, they had encountered the 
Indian lroops thal a hundred aircraft had been bringing in since the 
previous day{ibid .. 39). 

The tribesmen indulged in looting, plundering, and rape (Cloughley 
2000: 14). Akbar Khan has not mentioned these incidents. In a moment 
of exuberance, he claimed that the Indian armed forces were only twice 
the strength of the Pakistan ones and that, in the past. smaller armies 
have successfully defeated larger ones. Moreover, he boasted that: 'Had 
they (the Indians] gone into East Pakistan, they would have exposed 
East Punjab against which, they feared, we could open the flood gates 
of 200,000 armed tribesmen and this was a paralysing thought' (Khan 
1992: JS). Presumably, he was assuming that the tribesmen's notoriety 
for cruelty and barbarism would deter India from attempting to gain 
the upper hand against Pakistan. He does not consider an Indian 
counter-move into West Punjab, in the event that its troops were on the 
verge of losing Kashmir to the Pakistani tribesmen and irregular and 
tcgu1ar fol'cis. 'carrylllg 'ol'I w'i1li the narratiVe, hC slated !hat a liberation 
comminee was fonned; Liaquat Ali Khan informed the committee !hat 
the fighting had to go on for the next three months so that Pakistan's 
political objective could be achieved through negotiations and other 
means. Akbar did not explain the political objective. In any event, he 
saw the tribal /ashkar for the first time on 29 October at Muz.affarabad 
(later capital of Pakistani Azad Kashmir) and was ecstatic. He has 
noted: 



Thereafter, the au1hor goes inlo !he details of what followed-more 
tribesmen poured into Kashmir. However, they soon began 10 fall back, 
inste.id of .idvancmg, as the Indians struck back. The tribesmen's skills 
at sniper shooting and other guerrilla tactics did not prove useful in the 
plains of the valley. Sor did Pakistan fully support them by trying to 
capture lammu, asserts Akbar Khan. By 5 November, the major portion 
of the tribal /ashkar had withdrawn from Kashmir. Meanwhile, the 
Indians 1-.t·pt bringing in more forces and skirmishes continued through 
the winter. In the middle of February I 948, Akbar Khan was relieved, 
on his requl·~t (1b1d., 53-80) 

Sir George Cunningham, an old S\\'FP-hand who served as 
governor of the S\\"FP till the bcginnmg of 1946 and then returned to 
Britain, was mn1ed, on 4 July 1947, to return and assume that office 
again by the ...:olonial government. Jinnah had requested his services but 
Cunningham was reluctant; he obliged when Mountbatten supported 
Jinnah"s rcyue~l. and took the oath of office on 15 August. At that time, 
there was some unease about the S\\'FP government being headed by 
the pro-Congrcs~ Dr Khan Sahib. On 23 August 1947, Jinnah amended 
the I 9.'15 Governmt·nt of India Act to legalize the dismissal of the 
government of [)r Khan Sahib and, instead, a Muslim League-led 
government under Abdul Qayyum Khan was appointed. Cunningham 
was uneasy about the conslitutional propriety of such a decision but 
went along (!\'.orval 1968: DO). The change of government resulted in 
attacks on the Hindu and Sikh mmoritil's who were forced to flee to 
India. Sews of the atrocities against Muslims in East Punjab had 
in<..cmcJ lhc l'.&l..htun lribc~mcu .111J lhcy w,1nt,:J to klll or Jrlve the 
non-Muslims out of NWFP. Cunningham was opposed lo the invasion 
of Kashmir by tribesmen but they had already entered Kashmir through 
Punjab. On 25 October, Colonel lskandar Mirza (laler president of 
Pakistan) arriwd from Lahore and gave hi the following background 
to the im-asion: 

He tolJ me all the underground history of the pn~ent campaign against 
Kashmir, anJ hrought apologks from L1a'-luat Ah for not leuing me know 
an)1hing ahout ii sooner. l.iJ'-IUal haJ mi.-ant to come hi.-re last week and 1dl 



me about it personally but was prevented by hi, illnea. which seems lo l,. 
fairly serious heart trouble. Apparently Jinnah himself heard of wha1 wa 
going on about fiftttn days ago. bul said 'Don'I tell me anything about ii 
My conscience must be dear'. lskandar is positive that Harl Singh means 11 

join India as soon as his new road from Pathankot is made. which mighl ~ 
within three months. He has got a lot of Sikhs and Dogras into Poonch anc 
Jammu, and has been trying to shove Muslims into Pakistan in accordane1 
with the general Indian strategy. It was decided app1m1dy a month ago lha 
the Poonchis &hould revolt and should be helped. Abdul Qayywn was in i 
from the beginning. British Officers wen kept out simply not to emhamw 
them (ibid., 140-41). 

Cunningham goes on to say that more and more tribesmen were 
pouring into Kashmir, but Indians troops began to land in Srinagar o~ 
27 October. He flew to Lahore the next day to attend a conference where 
senior generals such as Gracey and Auchinledr. were also present, as 
well as Jinnah, Liaquat, and other Muslim League leaders. Jinnah made 
a case for the right of intervention, asserting that Hari Singh's accessiol'l 
to India was fraudulent-Cunningham daimed he could not understand 
how it was fraudulent (ibid., 142-3). Jinnah wanted to send regular 
Pakistani troops into Kashmir but let himself be persuaded, by Gracey, 
that since Pakistan was weak it was not in its interest to send in soldiers 
and risk an escalating war with India. Jinnah then talked to Gracey and 
Mudie (Governor of Punjab), urging them to actively support the 
struggle to save the lives of Kashmiri Muslims. 

In any case, by November, the tribesmen had begun to mum from 
Kashmir, laden with loot. In an interview in Noida, outside Delhi, 
granted to me on JO November 2010, Lieutenant General (Reid.) Kudip 
Singh Khajuria told me that he was then a young lad living in Srinagar. 
Not only did the tribal whkan loot and pillage property, but they also 
carried away young Sikh girls in large numben who were later sold off i" t~e. ~b.al. ~~ ,or. tc:, ~"?~el~. C1:1n~inpam regretted that the 
Pakistan govemmenl was permitting this and wu so demoralized that 
he wrole, 'I c:ould have found half a dozen e,:«llent grounds for 
resigning in the last two weeks or so, but I fed that we may be able to 
get the thing gradually under control again and that one must try to see 
it through' (ibid., 147). According to an estimate he made on 7 
November, some 7000 tribesmen were in Kuhmir at that time, not far 
from Srinagar. However, they then made contac:I with the Indian troops 
outside Srinagar and suffered heavy casualties. He noted that, because 
of the acesses of the tribesmen, 'many Muslims of Kashmir would have 



voted to adhere to India and not to Pakistan if a plebiscite had bttn 
held then' (ibid., 148). Moreover, Cunningham thought that 'the time 
for obtaining India's agreement to a plebiscite ended when the tribes 
were in ascendant in the vale of Kashmir; even the Chief Minister 
(Qayyum Khan) told him that those who were organising the Kashmir 
operations 'were fed up with our tribesmen' (ibid.). 

Major (Retd.) Agha Humayun Amin has referred to three principal 
parties that were involved in the whole invasion affair. Of the three, 
'One side was the Muslim League leaders like Shaukat Harat (an ex­
major), Iftikharuddin and Khurshid Anwar who had been ordered by 
Mr Jinnah to do something to help the Kashmiri Muslims ' (Amin 
1999: 89), Amin also noted, 'II may be noted that Mr Jinnah had 
ordered General Gracey the British Acting Commander-in-Chief . to 
auack Kashmir' (ibid., 91 ). 

Ayesha Jalal has observed: 

One has perforce to concluJr that the guvernrm:nt of Pakistan 1-,•ith the 
connivance of the Frontkr mim~try was actively promoting the sentiments 
1ha1 had encouraged the trihe~men to invade Kashmir. Admittedly, the 
Pakistani leadership refrained from officially cumm111ing the arm>· in 
Kashmir. But they did so hccause of the severe shortage of urns and 
ammunition, not hccause thir. was thc preferred cour~c of aClion. lfth,•y had 
been in a position to do so, the Muslim League leaders, with Jinnah's 
blessings. would have 1hrown in the army tiehinJ the tribal effort. The 
Commander-in-Chief of the A1.ad forces was a Pakistani army officer, 
Colonel Mohammad Aktiar, whu went under the pseudonym nf 'General 
Tariq' I legendary conqueror of Spain in the eighth century] and was known 
10 he in dosr c(Jntacl with Qan'llm Khan and through him with Jinnah and 
the League leaders in Karachi. (1990: Sfl-9) 

OFFICIAL WAR BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN 

Governor-General Jinnah promoted Gracey to Commander•m-Lh1et m 
February, as General Messervy retired. By then, Pakislan had procured 
some armaments from Brilain. This time, Jinnah was able to convince 
Gracey to commit Pakistani regular 1roops 10 lhe war. Officially, the 
firsl Pakistani formation entered the figh1ing in 1he latter half of April 
1948. The two sides fought each other in appalling condi1ions and in 
difficult terrain. However, by May, the Indians had slarted to gain the 
upper hand (Cloughley 2000: 20). The Indians did not hesitate to use 
air power and artillery, and drove the Pakistani forces oul of some major 



locations that they had captured earlier. On the other hand, Pakistan 
was successful in capturing the northern attas-Gilgit and its adjoining 
areas-but, as 1948 progressed, the Indians started winning back some 
of the locations. the Pakistanis a1so achieved success in some theatres. 
Given the vast area of the state, the war remained a collection of several 
battles while the political leaderships negotiated the terms for a 
ceasefire. Shaukat Riza has observed, 'On 30 December (1948) both 
sides saw the wisdom of ceasefire' (Ri:z.a. 1989: 297). 

THE UN SECURITY COUNCIL 

While hostilities were underway, political moves had also been going 
on. On I January 1948, the Indian government took the Kashmir 
dispute to the United Nations. It alleged that regular Pakistani troops 
were fighting in Kashmir and that they should be expelled. That, o{ 

course, was true, though Pakistan initially denied any direcl 
involvement. On 25 March 1948, Sheikh Abdullah became the prime 
minister of Jammu and Kashmir. Such formalities apart, it was not 
certain that, following the communal rioting that had taken place in 
different parts of the State, Sheikh Abdullah commanded the support 
of the Kashmiri Muslims. He needed express guarantees from the Indian 
government to convince his essenlially Muslim constituency that 
joining India was bener for them than becoming a part of Muslim 
Pakistan. These guarantees, principally, required recognition of 
Kashmir's autonomy (Navlakha 1991: 2953). 

India assured the UN 1hat the accession of Kashmir was only 
provisional and that the ultimate status of Kashmir was to be determined 
through a free and universal plebiscite. However, both India and 
Pakistan took the position that the Kashmiris could choose to join 
either India or Pakistan. The idea of a separate Kashmiri state was 
overruled by both. The SeGurity C:ounciJ. Re10lution on the Ka1hmir 
problem, which laid down the terms for the settlement, was passed on 
21 April 1948. It prescribed that a plebiscite would be held under UN 
supervision once peace had been established. Pakistan was to see to ii 
that the tribesmen and Pakistani nationals vacated the territories ofthc 
state before the plebiscite was held. Thereafter, the Indian govemmenl 
was to withdraw its own troops gradually, in stages, until only a 
minimum number required for the maidtenance of law and order 
remained (Jain 2007a: 7-8; Haque 1992: 74; Subrahmanyam 1990: 
142-46). 



Article 8.7 of the resolution stated: The Government of India should 
undertake that there will he established in Jammu and Kashmir a 
Plebiscite Administration to hold a plebiscite as soon as possible on the 
question of accession of the State 10 India or Pakistan.' A L;:,.J Com• 
mission composed of Czechoslovakia, Argentina, Belgium, Colombia, 
and the United Stales was set up to look into the Kashmir problem. The 
resolution recognized India's legal presence in Kashmir, resulting from 
the signing of the Accession Bill. However. armed clashes between India 
and Pakistan continued and their troops remained in the slate 

Finally, a ceasefire was arrangL'd by the L·nited Sations whJCh came 
into effect on I January 1949. By that time, less than one-third of the 
Kashmir state had come under Pak1st.1.ni control. In July 19-19, 

agreement was reached on the cea~e-fire lmc (later known as the I.me 
of Control) and l'nited Sat ions oh.~er\'as were stationed on b<•th sides 
of it to monitor it. In subsequent wars. P.1.kistan w,1s w reiterate its 
demand for a plebiscite while lnd1.i wa~ to overruk it on the pka th,11 
P.ikh.tani forces were occupying parts of the State and. thL·rclore, the 
holding ,1f .in impartial plchisCLtc was r>Ut of the <.jUl'~twn (Choudh.ir~ 
199\· -10-,12) 

It ~eerns that th<· Pak1sta111 object in.' of pushmg the mternation.i.l 
border .i, for 11110 K.1.shmir as po~s1hk su..:..:n·dl·d 111 th,1t we,tan 
K,1-.hrnir ..:ame 11110 Pak1sta111 possession. Pak1~tan wa~. of course. 
hoping to .l(cju1rc the rest through the auspin·s of the L'nitl·d Sations; 
India, 1mtc.id. ,kmandcJ th.it Pakistan must w1thJraw from those .ircas 
under ih ..:ontn,I. P.1.J..1~tan-adm1m,1ned Kashmir wa~ naml·J Azad 
Kashmir. !'iuch posturing wa, to ..:h.irJdnill' the two ..:ountric 
standpoints in the years .ihe.id. India lata a,,ertl·J that the accessinn 
had been ..::onfirmcd by a volt ot the J.;:.1~h111ir A,~emhlv in 19:>4 .in,I, 
therefore, it h.id become pt·rmanent ,md irrn·t>..:ahk. An Article J/0 v.,1, 
incorporated into the Indian constitution rcc,,gni,.ing Kashmir's ,pl·<.:ial 
<1'1111< wilhin 1h,• Indian union P.,k1~1.1n ,l's1·rt1•d that ~inn· 1h,· 
Ka~hmin subJect~ living in Azad K,,-.h1111r h;1d no1 \'Oll'd lor accc~sion 
it was not valid (Ahmed 1998: IH-6) 

MILITARY IMAGE 8UILDISG 

In terms of the garmon sta1c's image building, the most important 
aspect of the Kashnm \\'ar of 1947-48 was the legend of a brave 
Pakistani fighting force that m11it.1rily annexed one-third of Kashmir. 
Valiant Muslim fightrrs fought a much bigger enemy and won many a 
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laurel on the battlefield. Such claims were accepted by the people as 
there was a long tradition of singing praises to the warriors of Islam. 
The poet Iqbal had portrayed such sentiments in his inimitable style 
many years earlier when he wrote about the past glory of Muslim 
soldiers: 

Yeh ghazi yt terr:, pur i5nir banday 
Th'5e warriors. these mysterious creatures of thine. Oh, God 

Jinhtn lw nt balchsha hal ZOIUf~-lchudai 
Whom thou hast blessed with the passion oflordlna: it ova. 

Shahadal Ml rruaqsood-o-matloob-i-momin 
The aim of the true Muslim is martyrdom 

Na mal-ghanimat no kishwor kushai 
neither war booty nor conquest 

(Siddiqi 1996: 2) 

This was not exactly true of the tribal elements who looted, plundertd, 
and raped their way into the Kashmir Valley. It is also quite 
extraordinary that just when millions of people were moving across the 
India-Pakistan border with the gigantic attendant problems of 
relocation and resettlement on the one hand, and at the same time the 
Pakistani establishment had to consolidate the authority of the etate 
over a vast region, they were willing on the other hand, to risk a conflict 
with India that, in the worst of circumstances. would have meant a war 
that may not have b«n confined to the disputed state of Jammu and 
Kashmir. It was such risk-taking that Air Marshal Asghar Khan must 
have had in mind when he describtd the Kashmir war as a misadventure. 
In any case, a romance between the Pakistan military and the Pakistani 
nation, especially the Punjabis, took root by design as the military, 

,deliliera~ly, H111ded,such a belief, which,-•• hilly 1upported by the 
government and media. 

The blame for the failure to capture the whole of Kashmir was laid 
at the door of the British officers. on both sides, who allegedly conspired 
with Mountbatten to deprive Pakistan of its rightful claim to thE 
Muslim-majority state ofJammu and Kashmir. In particular, the ire W8! 

reserved for Auchinleck and Gracey (Amin 1999: 91). Considering thal 
Jinnah promoted Gracey to Commander-in-Chief of the Paltlatu 
Armed Forces in February, a good three months after he alleged]) 
refused to attack India, the accusation makes no sense; it seems to be 



an afterthought. Within the army, the hawks, with Akbar Khan as their 
spokesman, began a whispering campaign against Prime Minister 
Liaquat Ali Khan for having agreed 10 the ceasefire. In any case, the 
Kashmir dispute became the focal point of Pakistan's fordgn policy. 
That it was built into the vagaries of the transfer of power, and had 
caused a war between India and Pakistan, meant that it helped the 
military build a strong case for not only a formidable defence capability 
but also the belief that it alone could force India to resolve the Kashmir 
dispute. India and Pakistan both suffered some 1500 fatalities each, 
while those injured were even more (US Library of Congress). 

UN INITIATIVES 

In any event, the Indian government had begun to doubt the wisdom 
of taking the Kashmir dispute to the Security Council. Intelligence 
reports were warning that Sheikh Abdullah's popularity was declining 
and, therefore, the support of the Muslim majority in a plebiscite could 
no longer be taken for granted. A number of experts were appointed, 
by the Security Council, to advise on the steps needed to resolve the 
Kashmir dispute. The first was Gcm:ral McNaughton of Canada who 
prescribed dcm1htanzation on both sides of Kashmir-which the 
Indians rejected out of hand, and Pakistan accepted with minor changes 
(Schaffer 2009: 28). He was followed by Sir Owen Dixon of Australia 
who realized that Indian intransigence made it impossible to hold a free 
and fair plebiscite covering the entire state. He then suggested that the 
plebiscite should be held only in the Kashmir Valley, while other parts 
should be divided on an ethnic basis between the two rivals. US policy 
on Kashmir was formulated by Assistant Secretaries George McGhee 
and John Hickerson. Both concluded that 1he resolution of the Kashmir 
dispute was vital for the establishment of peace in South Asia. They held 
lm.lJa·~ lntram,lgcnr..e 1npon~ible fo1 the lar..k of progress on sell ling the 
dispute. They also noted that India was determined not lo hold an 
overall plebiscite (ibid., 29). On 30 March 1951, the UN Security 
Council adopted Resolution 91, which called upon India and Pakistan 
to accept arbitration to be carried 'out by an arbitrator, or a panel of 
arbitrators, to be appointed by the President of the International Court 
of Justice after consultation with the parties'. 



PAKISTAN-THE G 

JULY 1951 INDIAN MILlTARY EXERCISES 

India had carried out military exercises in I 950, which Pakistan 
perceived as threatening. However, it was not until July 1951 that large­
scale Indian military exercises along the border with Pakistan began to 
be interpreted, by Pakistan's leaders, as demonslrations of Indian 
designs against Pakistan. Suddenly, some 200,000 Indian troops faced 
about 70,000 Pakistani soldiers along the Punjab border. There were 
two Indian destroyers in the Gulf of Kutch, south of Pakistan's first 
capital. Karachi. India also deployed three brigades near the border of 
East Pakistan (Cloughley 2000; 31). Both sides began to move their 
troops closer to the border. These movements were observed and 
reported by foreign correspondents, including those of the Mmrchester 
Guardian, th..: Daily Telegraph, and the 7imc5. These British newspapers, 
along with the US newspapers the New York Obserwr and the New York 
Herald Tribune, condemned India's actions (ibid., 31). 

During this period, Nehru and Liaquat were engaged in brisk 
correspondence. Liaquat offered a peace plan that Nehru rejected. Brian 
Cloughley summed up India's attitude in !he following words: 'II seemed 
that India simply did not want to withdraw its troops, did not want to 
hold a plebiscite in Kashmir (to which it had agreed), and was not 
prepared to renounce the use of force or declare it would not attack 
Pakistan' (ibid.) As India began to gain international recognition as a 
leader in the developing world, ii became increasingly averse to offers 
by other statesmen to proffer their good offices to resolve the Kashmir 
dispute (ibid., 32). 

Both sides now assumed quite different positions in internalional 
politics. While Pakistan embarked on a concerted effort to win 
economic and military aid from the US, India evolved a strategy that 
projected it as a neutral power. After 1954, Pakistan enlered into a lreaty 
of cooperation with the US on military mailers, and joined SEATO and 
CENTO, while lndla asSur'ncd 'a ieildlng role tn tht Non-Aligntd 
Movement. Both states became adversaries in the international tug of 
war between the US and the Soviel Union. 
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5 
Wooing the Americans, and 

Civil-Military Relations 

Mountbatten had noted that Pakistan would always feel insecure v1s-a­

vis India; and, the moth-eaten Pakistan that emerged on 14 August 1947 
greatly accentuated that sense of vulnerability because of the ultimate 
division of Bengal and PunJab. As noted already, offers to rent out 
Pakistan's services and facilities to the West pre-dated the crt'alion of 
Pak.istan. ~argaret Bourke-White of Lift: magazine covered the partition 
of India and published photographs and comments on what happened 
during those days. She interviewed Jinnah m September 1947. He told 
her that Islam was democratic and Pakistan would be a democracy, but 
she doubted the reasonableness of such a claim given the remnants of 
feudalism in Pakistan as well as the totalitarianism and extremism m 
the Islamic heritage (Bourke-White 1949: 92). More 1mportanli}', Jinnah 
had offered to make Pakistan a frontlinc stale in the \\'es1's strategy to 

contain Sov1t·t communism. He told her: 

ite made the following remarks: 

In the Wl·eks to come I was to hear the Qoaid-i-Aum's thesis echoed hy 
gtwernmcnl offidah throughoul Pakistan. 'Surely Amenca will hu1ld our 
army' they would \ay to me. 'Surely Anll·nca will give us loans to kct·p Russia 
from w,1Jking m'. But when I asked whether there were any signs of Ru.man 
infiltration, thfy would reply almost sadly, as though sorry not lo l,f able to 
make more of the argument 'No, Russia has shown nu signs of being 
inlfrcstcdmPakistan'. 



This hope of tapping the US Treasury was voked so persistently that one 
wonders whether lM purpose was to bolster the world against Bolshmsm 
or to bolster Pakistan's own uncertain position as a new political entity. 
Actually, I think it was more nearly related to the even more significant 
bankruptcy of ideas in the new Muslim state-a nation drawing its spurious 
warmth from the emben of an antique religious fanaticism, fanned into a 
~blaze. 

Jinnah's most frequently used technique, during the struggle for his new 
nation, had been the playing of opponent against opponent. Evidently, this 
technique was now to be extended into foreign policy (ibid., 93). 

Bourke-White's observations are amply corroborated by the minutes 
of a cabinet meeting on 7 September 1947. Jinnah told the mi.nisten, 
'Pakistan !is] a democracy and communism (does] not flourish in the 
soil of Islam. It (is] dear therefore that our interests (lie) more with the 
two great democratic countries, namely the United Kingdom and the 
US, rather than with Russia' (Kw: 2001: 20). Jinnah also alluded to the 
Great Game logic when he asserted, 'The safety of the North Western 
Frontier (is] of world concern and not merely an internal matter for 
Pakistan alone' (ibid.). He asserted that the Russians were behind 
Afghanistan's demand for Pakhtunistan. Such tactics were meant to 
make the Americans appreciate Pakistan's geostrategic importance in 
any strategy purporting to contain Soviet influence, not only in South 
Asia but also in the Middle East and Southeast Mia. 

The United States remained uninterested. The US policy of 
containment, at that time, was focused on Europe where the Soviet 
Union had begun flexing its mwcles to assert its sphere of influence in 
eastern and central Europe. The United States combated it through the 
Marshall Plan, which provided much-needed economic aid, not only to 
war-ravaged Britain and Franc:e but also to the main enemy during the 
Sec:ond World War, Germany. Truman announced the Truman 
Dootrine, which wa. the beginning of• cru,ade again,t totalitarionilm 
(Horowitz 1967: 67-8). The Soviet Union and its allies were practical() 
excluded from benefiting from it because the plan was perceived u one 
that was aimed at preventing the industrialization of Eastern Europe 
and, instead, of rendering them merely as producers of agricultural 
goods (ibid., 70-4). A1so, a Soviet request for a US loan of US$6 billion 
was rejected. As the Cold War gained momentum, the United States 
consummated its diplomatic and economic offensive by consolidatin@ 
its sphere of influenc:e in Europe through a military pact, the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), in 1949. 



'OOJ~G THE AMF.RICANS. AND Cl\'I!.-. 

However, the orbit of the Cold War could not have been confined to 
Europe. Events in eastern Asia dragged the emerging superpowers 
towards that region. The bloody civil war between Chinese communists 
and nationalists entered a decis1w phase. The former were winmng and 
the nationaJists, who had received help from the United States, were fas! 
losing. On 21 September 1949, Mao Zedong declared the Chinese 
People's Republic; the nationalist leader, Chiang Kai-shek, was forced to 
flee to Taiwan (Young 1993: 107-P.). In Korea, the communists were 
being drawn into a conflict with the pro-Western forces in the south of 
the peninsula. Both the United States and the SO\·iet Lnion were being 
forced to supply weapons to their allies far beyond Europe (ibid .. 
I 12-3). Amid all this. South Asia was, by comparison, still peaceful and 
without any serious 1deolog1cal conflict. 

As far as Pakistan was concerned, South Asia, m 194i, was pt:nphcral 
to the L"S foreign polic~· ob.fective of containing Soviet intluence and 
power. Thus, when Pakistan requested military material and assistance 
to the tunt' 0f some LSS2 billion for ftvt' years-$170,000,000 for the 
army, $75,000.000 for tht' air for..:r:, and S60,000.000 for the navy-it 
was reJected nut of hand Instead, on 17 December 1947. Pakistan 
received a mere SI O million rehef grant. which was O 5 per cent of what 
it had requt'~ted. [)ejected, the Pakistani Foreign Minister. Sir 
Muhammad Zafrulla Khan, c:,.,pre~sed his disappointment in the 
following words: 'well-known frit"ndship of Pakistan toward 1h1: CS ,md 
Pakistan's obnous antipathy to the Russian ideology \\Ould seem to 

juslify ~r:nnus ..:ons1derat1on by !ht' L'S gowrnment of the dt"frnce 
requiremt"nts of Pakistan· (Kux 2.001: 21 ). / 

Such utterances did not make much of an impact on the L"S. It 
continued to look upon India as th~· rightful product of a prolonged 
freedom stru~le, while Pakistan was dt>emed a product of negative 
politics based on communal differences and atavistic passions. The US 
imp05<'d :m mformnl arm~ <>mhnrgo on India and Pakidan whl'n war 

broke oul between them in 1948 (lam 2.007a: 297-8). Pres1dt"nt Harry 
Truman urged the two governments to work together in the interest of 
peact" and to nlO\'C forward with their so..:ial and political progress (Kux 
2001: 30) 

Pak1~\an, however, pers1~ted m II~ 1:fforts to culti\'ate tht" Amt:ricans, 
inviting even lower-ranking officials to 11nportant functions and parties. 
Jinnah and his sister, Fatima, t·vcn trit·d to com·ince the Americans to 
rent his house m Karachi but, to tht-.r disappointment, the Americans 
rented a smaller and cheaper place as Pakistan was not an important 
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station for them at that time (ibid., 25). Thus. for the first year and 
half after Pakistan came into being, its leaden kept up their charn 
offensive on the Americans. A dip in that relationship occurrtd in mid 
1949 when Truman invited the Indian Prime Minister, Jawaharla 
Nehru, to visit the US but a similar invitation was not extended to hi. 
Pakistani counterpart, Liaquat Ali Khan. 

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union exploded nuclear devices in Augus 
l 949; the self-fulfilling prophecy of a communist threat had becom1 
real. The emerging communist superpower was no longer seekinE 
cooperation and help from the US. Both began to confront each othe1 
in ideological and political propaganda and were involved in ongoinE 
violent conflicts, as in East Asia. Such posturing from both sidei 
accentuated tensions worldwide. For the Pakistanis, nothing would havE 
made a greater impact on the Americans than to make them believ, 
that the Soviet Union was seeking good relations with Pakistan. Thi! 
was achieved by Pakistani diplomats when they got the Soviet Union to 
invite the Pakistani prime minister on a friendJy visit. It is to be noted 
that the two countries had not as yet established embassies in each 
other's capitals. The Pakistani ambassador to the US.~i, described 
such a move as 'a masterpiece in strategy' (Kux 2001':"1'!'f."" 

It certainly had the anticipated effect on the United States, which 
became aware of the need to balance the invitalion to Nehru with a 
similar gesture to Pakistan. US Assistant Secretary of State McGhee 
travelled to Karachi in December 1949 to personally extend an 
invitation to Liaquat to visit the United States. Liaquat did not visit the 
Soviet Union-the reasons for that are not very dear but apparently 
both sides lost terest when it became known that the Pakistani prime 
minister was prioritizing the visit to the United Stales. 

Liaquat's visit was scheduled for May 1950. In the meanwhile, US­
Soviet relations had worsened and a military conflict between their 
ideoloa;ical prolei(s in Korea was imminent. The US Staae Department 
proffered a brief to Truman highlighting US-Pakistan relations and 
policy implications. It was observed that Uaquat was pro-West, but 
could not openly profess such a preference bea.use of misgivings about 
western imperialism in Pakistan. It wu pointed out that Pakistan had 
received very little economic or military aid. It was also noted thal US 
policy on Palestine had been seen as pro-Israel in Pakistan and resulted 
in demonstrations. Most importantly, it was stated: 
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Liaquat visited the CS in May 1950. In response to a question from a 
reporler about how large a standing army Pakistan wanted to have, he 
said it depended on \Vashington's intentions: 'If your country will 
guaranlee our terntorial integrity, I will not kcep any army at all' (1b1d .. 
35). During the same trip, Pakistan supported the US position on Korea, 
but when a tangible request to send troops as part of the liN contingent 
was made, L1aqua1 found a way out by saying that 'as long as Pakistan 
felt threatened by India, he could not commit his country's limited 
security resources for other causes' (ibid., 38). During his three-week 
long tnp, Liaquat made a pos11ive impression on the Americans. McGee 
found him to be 'a man we could do business with'. In contrast, he had 
found Sehru, who had visited earlier m October 1949, 'vague .i.nd 

shifty'. The Americans also disapproved of his neutralist foreign pol1q 
(ibid., 35-6). 

In any event, m spite of the positive impressions, L1aquat was unable 
10 make any bn·akthrough in getting the US to provide Pakistan with 
!he economic and military aid 11 wanted. lJS foreign policy continued 
to g1,·e greater priority to India, while at:knowledgmg the importance 
of Pakistan ,1s well. Thus, on 25 January 195 I, President Truman 
approved a study whit:h stressed that: 

l"h\· loss of lnJia In the Communi~1 orh11 would mean that for all practical 
purpoH-s all of Asia will hJ.ve hecn losl; lhis would constitute a serious threat 
lo lhl' security position of the United Slates. The loss of China, the 
imm,·,\i~i,- !hr,•~1 to Indochina and ha lance of Southl'ast A~ia. 1he im•asion 
ofTibet, and th._. rev ... rscs in Korn have greatly increased the significance to 
the United States of the political strategic manpower and resource potential 
of the countnes of South Asia and made 11 more important that this potential 
be mushall ... d on the side of the United Statt-s. India. cSpl·cially, and Pakistan 
as well, possess leaders having great prestige throughout the whole of Asia; 
the future ~upport of thesi: countries diplomatically and in the United 
Nations is of great importance; India in particular ha.s certam slrategic 
materials of importance to our nalional defense .. .' (lain 2007b: 15) 



A former governor of the North-West Frontier Province, Sir Olaf Caroe, 
who was generally considered to be hostile to the Congress Party during 
the freedom struggle, took up cudgels on behalf of Pakistan in 1951-as 
a state central to Western interests in the Middle East. He wrote, 'India 
is no longer an obvious base for MiddJe East defence: it stands on lhe 
fringe of the defence periphery. Pakistan on the other hand lies weU 
within the grouping of South-Western AsiL' (Caroe 1951: 180) Caroe 
was particularly con\'inced about the role of air power in future 
struggles, and of Pakistan being vital for providing air bases to the West. 
Olaf's view, however, was not the official policy of Britain. 

A tilt, apparently towards Pakistan and away from India, took place 
at a conference of US ambassadors in Sri Lanka during 26 February-2 
March 1951. In it, Nehru's neutral line in international politics was seen, 
with dismay, as a hegemonic move and it was suggested that the United 
States should actively oppose Nehru's efforts and expose the fallacious 
basis of Indian foreign policy because it ignored the dangers posed by 
international communism. It was agreed, at that confermce, that the US 
should deal firmly with Nehru but cultivate Pakistan as a friendly 
country. Pakistan's geostrategic location, close to the Gulf oil fields, was 
also recognized as significant for the Western allies to take advantage 
of. It was also observed that the Persian-Iraq sector could not be 
defended without help from Pakistan. It was urged that Pakistan should 
be given territorial guarantees against aggression. Consequently, it was 
recommended that the US and Britain should quickly build up its armed 
forces. This, however, did not receive support from the British foreign 
office as it was feared that both India and Afghanistan would be 
alienated (Jalal 1990: 125-6). 

GENERAL AYUB KHAN CULTIVATES THE AMERICANS 

,Pakiltan'a Gnt Mudim Comman~er-in-Chief, General Mohammad 
Ayub Khan, an unabashed pro-American, embarked upon a relentless 
effort to try to convince the US to co-opt Pakistan in its strategy to 
contain the Soviet Union (Cheema 1990: 146-8). In the autumn of 1951, 
a Pakistan mission arrived in Washington to 5eek arms but, since 
Pakistan had not sent troops to Korea, the Americana were not 
forthcoming with any major commitment. The foiling of a pro--Soviet 
military coup in Pakistan by Ayub Khan, earlier in March 1951, had 
gained him admirers in the US administration; his personal charm also 
seemed to have had a contagious influence on the US administration. 
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In late 1951, Henry Byroade, who was more sympathetic lo the 
Pakistani overtures, became the US regional assistant secretary. He 
began to believe that a 'defense arrangement extending from Turkey to 
Pakistan-a geographical arch of Muslim. but mainly non-Arab states­
bolslered by small amounts of military assistance from the L'S, would 
help stabilize the region and make it less vulnerable to Soviet inroads' 
(Kux 2001: 4i). 

Within CS domestic politics. the McCarthy era saw a major 
onslaught on political freedom. An arch right-wing politician, Senator 
Joseph McCarthy of the Republican Party embarked upon a vicious 
campaign, with the connivance of the intelligence and security 
communilies, to purge America of people who were allegedly engaged 
in 'un-American acti\·ities'. His witch-hunt searched for real and 
imaginary communists and leftisls in all walks of life. and particularly 
targeted entertainment professionals in Hollywood. Hundreds of 
scn:enwriters, actors, direclors, musicians, and olhers were blacklisted 
and denied employment in the field because of 1heir political beliefs or 
associations, real or suspected (Buhlc and Wagner, 2003). As the Cold 
War began lo gather slorm with menacing intensity, the newly­
independent countries were pressured to take sides. The polarization 
that followed led more and more governments to fear war. A burgeoning 
arms industry, in collaboralion with other sections of big business, 
began to set the agenda for \JS foreign poliq-through a power elite 
that existed in the State Departmcnl as well as in the CS Congres~ and 
the Pentagon (Ray 2004: 18-34) 

THE EISENHOWER PRESIDENCY 

Dwight D. Eisenhower, supreme commander of the Allied forces during 
the Second World War and an American war hero, was elected president 
of !he United Sh1IN in 1Q51 on the 1idce1 of the Reruhlinn P:1rty 
Eisenhower was very mindful of preserving liberty at home, but 
advocated building securi1y pacts worldwide to contain the Soviet bloc 
(Cheema 1990: 145). As noted already, while he was wary about the 
growing power of the arms industry and warned about its adverse 
impact on the liberal freedoms of the American nation, Eisenhower 
backed a policy of establishing military bases all over the world lo 
contain the So\'iet Union. His secretarr of state, John Fosler Dulles, was 
also convinced about 1he need to contain 'Godless Communis 
Looking at the Asian continent, they were anracted to Pakistan's 



geostrategic significance as the arenas of tension and future conflicti 
had expanded well beyond Europe. Both Eisenhower and Dulles founc 
Pakistan amenable to their worldview. In May 1953, Dulles visited Jndi, 
and Pakistan. In their meetings with him, the Pakistani leaders 'stresse, 
their allegiance to the anticommunist cause and emphasized Pakistan'! 

rhe to join the free world's d~fence team' (Kux 20~1: 55). 
General Ayub gave a strategic assessment of Pakistan's situation le 

\.. , / !he US secretary of stale, fa_s~ioned on the classic Great Game doctrine 
/ and highlighted 'the possib1hty of a massm: Soviet invasion through tht 

warm waters of the Arabian Sea. The proposed reform was an expandec 
Pakistani army properly equipped for the task of blocking the Soviets 
(ibid., 55). He spoke enthusiastically of the Pakistan government's 
willingness to cooperate with the supply of manpower and bases (ibid. 
55). In order lo allay US concerns about the impact on India, Ayuh 
Khan argued, 'If Pakistan were strengthened by US economic and 
military aid, 11 would result in India dropping its present in1ransigcn1 
altitude [on Kashmir]' (ibid., 55). lipon his return to Washington, 
Dulles gave a very favourable impression of Pakistan. He claimed to 
have been impressed by the 'martial and religious qualities of the 
Pakistanis' (ibid., 56). In conlrast, he found India's Pnme Minister 
Nehru to be an 'unerly impractical statesman' (ibid., 56). Thereafter, a 
process was set in motion which cul inated in Pakistan being described 
as the United States' 'most allied ally in Asia' (ibid., 70). 

In his autobiography, Unlikely Bcgmnings: A Soldier's Life (2003), 
MaJor General (Rctd.) Abu Bakr Osman Mitha wrote that all officers ol 
the rank of Lieutenant Colonel, and the General Headquarters (GHQ), 
were asked to give their opinion as to whether Pakistan should accept 
military aid. Ahoul his response he wrote: 

I rcrnmmenJs·J thac we )houlJ not heatUM' a,cepting aid would prevenl us 
from Jt•wloping our own urns industq· and then we would he al the mercy 
o1 the American~. As a country we would develop a heggar mentality. 
However, the authorities decided otherwise and a Unilcd Stales Mililary Aid 
and Advisory Group (USMAAG) commanded by a boor lied Col. Brown 
arrived and was located al the GHQ {Mitha 2003: 165). 

DEFENCE AGREEMENT AND MILITARY PACTS 

The cumulative effect of such interactions and overtures was that a 
US- Pakistan Mutual Defense Agreement was eventually signed ~ 

"(,~~ ,}!' 1:, ~ t / 



!CANS. AN[) Cl\'lL-MILlTARY RELATIO 

May 1954. It was laid down that the L'S would provide Pakistan with 
'equipmenl, materials and services or other assistance' consistent with 
the Charter of the United Nations. In this regard, Clause 2 of Article I 
is particularly interesting. It reads: 

Th~· Government of Paki~tan will use this assista1icc exclusively to mainlJ111 
its mternal security, its legitimate self-defence. or to permit it to part1C1pJt, 
in the defcnc(' of the area, or in Unitl·d Nations collecti\·e ~ecuntr 
arrangements and measures. and Pakistan will not undertake any act of 
a ression against any other nation. The Government of Pakistan wLII not. 
without prior agreement of the Government of the US, devote such 
assistance to purposl·S other than those for which it was furnished (Jam 
2(Ml7a: JOJ) 

Nevertheless, Pakistan conlinued with its relentless lobbying 1ha1 
Pakistan was willing to play an important role in containing Soviet 
influence not only in South Asia but also in the Middle East as well as 
in South East Asia. In the autumn of 1954, a high-powered Pakistani 
team consisting of Prime Minister Mohammad Ali Bogra, General Ayub 
Khan, and Chaudhri Muhammad Ah visited the United States. Ther 
persisted that Pakistan needed more than just $30 million in assis1ance. 
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On that occasion, Dulles retorted that he 'thought Pakistan had 
undertaken its anti-communism stand because it was right, not just to 
make itself eligible for certain sums of dollar aid' (ibid., 68). To the 
Pakistanis, such sermonizing did not mean much and they kept 
insisting on a sharp increase in economic and military aid, until their 
strategy finally prevailed when Bogra met Eisenhower. The net gain for 
Pakistan was a secret aide-mcmoirt that provided a steep increase in 
economic aid as well as a totaJ defence programme costing, aJtogether, 
USSl7I million. It was to equip four army infantry and 1.5 armoured 
divisions, provide aircraft for six air force squadrons. and supply twelve 
vessels for the navy (ibid., 69). 

This breakthrough was celebrated by the Pakistani establishment 
with great gusto. They upressed their gratitude by Pakistan joining the 
South East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) in September 1954-
their claim to membership deri\'ing from the fact that East Pakistan was 
in proximity to South East Asia even though Pakistan had a rather poor 
military presence in that part of the country. Pakistan followed up on 
the policy of participating in US-sponsored military pacts by joinins 
the Baghdad Pact in 1955, and its successor, the Central Treaty 
Organization, in 1959. Washington only became a formal member of 
the SEATO. From the Pakistani point of view, such membership was 
incontrovertible evidence of its willingness to play the role of a frontline 
state against the Soviet Union. As a Muslim nation with declared 
commitment to containing the spread of communism in three 
geographical regions-South Asia, South East Asia, and the Middle 
East-Pakistan gained a ra1her unique reputation as America's 'most 
allied ally in Asia: noted Ayub Khan (2006: IS I). That meant that 
processes were set in motion to establish routine connections and 
networks between the Pakistani and US military and security 
establishments. 

Howner, the US remained mindful of• the need to cultivate the 
Indians as well. By 1955, the US had provided seventeen C-l 19G aircraft 
to India under a programme of some S33 million in military aid, and 
also approved the sale of British radar equipment The US hopN that 
these moves would help dissuade India from buying sixty Soviet light 
bombers (Nawu 2008: 131 ). While this did not please Pakistan, the US 
remained steadfast in cultivating India u well in its larger policy ol 
bracing India as a democratic alternative to both Soviet and Chinese 
communism. 



It is worth noting that these crucial foreign policy decisions, to align 
with the West, were taken by the Pakistan government without proper 
debate in Parliament. When there was a debate in 1954, the opposition, 
mainly from East Pakistan, strongly opposed such moves (Ray 2004: 
81). Thus from the very beginning, such matters were determined by a 
narrow power elite; the politicians \\'ere reduced to second fiddle while 
the civil servants and military formed the 'bureaucratic-military 
oligarchy' -a description made famous hy Hamza Alavi ( 1972). 

INTER-SERVICES INTELLIGENCE us1> 1 s17Lfc, 
The ISi was established in 1948 with a view to representing all three 
services-the army, na,-y, and air force-in a single organization. It was 
the brainchild of !-.1:ajor General R. Cawthorne, an Australian who was 
then deputy chief of staff in the Pakistan Army. Apparently, there had 
been a lack of coordination between the imelligcnce agencies of the 
three services during the Kashnm War. The ISi was lo prevent the 
recurrence of ,uch lapses in mformatmn and intdhgence. It was tasked 
10 collect. analyse, and assess external mtdhgt•ncc, both military and 
non-military. Initially, it had no role in the collection of internal 
intelligenn-. except in S\-\'FP and Pak1stan-adm111istcrcd Azad Kashmir. 
Later, it Wds to acquire a greatt·r role in the domestic arena, hut gained 
international re.:ognition during the so-called Afghan jihad-which it 
conducted m dose cooperation with the American spy agency, the CIA 
(Ahmed ::!010). \ 

<_,\, ,,l /71 - I/,,, 
THE SPECIAL SERVICES GROUP (SSG) 

The US helped Pakistan build a very special elite commando force, the 
SSG. Lieutenant Colonel Ghulam Jilani Khan has presented an 
t'•h:111stivr account of lht" history. evolution. cnmpositim,. and ta~ks 

undertaken by the SSG in a 479-page SSG: Tarikh key Aycney Mein [The 
SSG in the Mirror of History) (2004). While it has been written with 
great passion, the aulhor has had to essentially rely on interviews with 
people who had served in it because its charter remains classified. The 
SSG was initiated as an elite group in 19~ with the support of the 
US military, but became fully operational in 19S6-with its headquarters 
at Cherat, near Peshawar, and another facility'"aiA.ttock Fort. Essentially, 
it came into being to facilitate the US war strategy against the Sovie! 
Union. In case of a Soviet advance into Pakistan or neighbouring 
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Afghanistan and other territories, the SSG was to assist in launching a 
guerrilla resistance. Its first commanding officer was Mitha. He has 
presented some fascinating details of the interaction between US and 
Pakistani military personnel; Americans were sent to Cherat and Attack 
fort, while Pakistanis were sent to the US for training. 

The selection process was very rigorous and few Pakistanis managed 
to quaHfy to be admitted to the SSG. In those days. there was no 
relaxation during Ramazan and food was served to those who chose not 
to fast. Also. the prevailing traditions among the senior officers were 
very much those that characterized the British military, trained at 
Sandhurst and at similar institutions in the colonies. Interaction 
between the Americans and Pakistanis resulted in some friendships and 
bonding, but Brigadier Mitha was wary or the close relations because 
he suspected that most of the Americans worked for the CIA (Mitha 
2003: 209). Moreover, the Americans tended to act in a superior way 
and looked down on their Pakistani counterparts. It appeared as though 
they felt that they deserved to be treated specially, which was resented 
by the Pakistani officers (ibid., 209-214). In other words, while both 
sides lived together and intermixed, they also maintained their separate 
identities and were suspicious of each other. 

THE EISENHOWER-DULLES DOCTRINE 

The Eisenhower-Dulles Doctrine was propounded in 1957 to conlain 
Soviet influence in the Middle East. It was formulated in the background 
to the Suez crisis of 1956. A tripartite force, consisting of French, 
British, and Israeli troops, committing aggression on Egypt did not 
receive US support. On the contrary, the US forced Israel out of the 
Sinai. However, that policy was not consolidated in seeking a closer 
understanding with Nasser, whose radical nationalism became suspect 
in,thc •ye, of lh• ant►communi,1 cru,aden John Fo•ter Dullea. lndead, 
the Americans decided to co-opt Saudi Arabia as their main ally in the 
region. The latter was a major producer of oil; US policy, since the time 
of Franklin Roosevelt, had been lo protect it, and thus US interest in its 
oil. Moreover, the Americans believed that Saudi Arabia enjoyed a 
special status among Muslims because Islam originated there and the 
holiest Muslim sites were located on its soil. CIA Director Allen Dulles, 
and his brother, John Foster Dulles, sought to build an alliance with the 
Saudi Wahabis against Nasser. The measures taken included the secret 
strengthening of the Egyptian fundamentalist Muslim Brotherhood 



against Nasser (Dreyfuss 2005: 120-25). Moreover, in 1962, the Muslim 
World League was founded with US connivance. Centred on the holy 
city of Makkah, it included well-known figures of the radical-right 
political Islam, including the chief ideologue of lslamism in Pakistan, 
Abul Ala Maududi. It established a network that sought lo ad,·ance the 
lslamist agenda all over the Muslim world (ibid., 131-35). However, a 
1956 VS study on the Middle Easl cast doubts about Pakistan's 
usefulness in the Middle East. By 1957. Eisenhower and Dulles had 
come around to the view that India's neutralism was not against 
American interests. On the contrary, doubts began to be expressed 
about dose alignment with Pakistan. Eisenhower called the military 
agrttment with Pakistan 'perhaps the worst kind of a plan and decision 
we could ha,•c made. It was a terrible c-rror, but we now St"em hopelessly 
involved in it' (Kux 1992: 84). The Americans were not convinced that 
Pakistan's anti-communism commilment was the prime reason for ii 
seeking an alliance with them. A L'.'S intelligence report made the 
following remark: 

THE MILITARY AND INTERNAL POLITICS 

The two external concerns of Pakistan-conflict with India and help 
from the United Stales-proceeded more or less on the basis of 
consensus between the politicians and 1he ci\•il and military 
bureaucracies. Pakistan also valued its membership of the British 
Commonwealth, am.J continued coopcrauon un the 111llllc1ry level a:. wdl 
(Sohail 1991). 

THE RAWALPINDI CONSPIRACY CASE OF 1951 

from the outscl, some ultra-nalionalisl Muslim officers resented the 
British officers holding superior positions in the military. Such 
resentment, coupled with a belief that Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan 
had not risen to the occasion and backed the Kashmir war whole­
heanedly, began to give shape to a plot to overthrow the government 



and establish a patriotic regime. However, intelligence about the 
conspiracy reached the gonrnment. In early March 1951, Prime 
Minister Liaquat Ali Khan announced that his government had 
uncovered a plot to overthrow the government invoh'ing some officers 
of the armed forces and some leading members of the Pakistan 
Communist Party. It was alleged that the conspirators intended to 'create 
commotion in the country by violent means and to subvert the loyalty 
of the Pakistan defence forces' (quoted in Gankovsky and Gordon­
Polonskaya 1972: 175). 

The central character of the case was Major General Akbar Khan, 
, ( who had played a prominent role in the Kas~48. 

According to Asghar Khan, a large reception had been arranged on 14 
, '<.August 1947 on the lawns of the Governor-General's House in Karachi. 
l ,,~fome of the officers had been invited to take part. When Akbar Khan . 

.:_~ t:.t,eportcdly, complained to Jinnah about the British holding senior posts 
/, ~ in the country's armed forces, Jinnah retorted: 'Never forget that you 

~ ;::;~e~s ::~::;:t:;i::s: ;t;:ede:~~e ~:;~~e::~:t~;
1:;i~ ~ei;u:\;~; 

Job is only to obey the decisions of your civilian masters' (2005: 3). 
Ayesha Jalal has drawn attention to the fact that the very strong urge, 
among Pakistani officers, for quick promotions served as a 'cold sore 
for Britain's post-war strategic designs. It was not only a main factor 
hastening the departure of some 400 to 435 British officers in the 
Pakistan army, but a major barrier to pulling it firmly behind Britain's 
policing efforts in the Near and Far East' (Jalal I 990: I 17). The British 
tried, unsuccessfully, to delay that from happening; they, instead, tried 

\ to secure promotions to key positions of officers with reliable pro­
-,c •; Western sympathies. Ayub Khan's promotion, in January 1951. as 
'--._' Pakistan's first Pakistani commander-in-chief was based on his pro-

~ Western orientatio·n' Apparently, such officers were amenable to a 
, partition. of Kashmir, along the ceasefire hne (ibid., 118-19). 
"'\ In contrast, Akbar Khan, the 'hero' of the Kashmir war, was 

frustrated by Pakistan's acceptance of the ceasefire, which he believed 
had benefited India. Akbar was known to express his feelings against 
the government, including the prime minister, in very strong language. 
Having collected a number of like-minded army and air force officers, 
and some le:iders of the Communist Party, he entered into a conspiracy 
to plan the overthrow of the government. The plan, allegedly, was that 
Liaquat Ali Khan and Governor-General Khawaja Nazimuddin would 
be arrested. Then, the governor-general would be forced to dismiss the 



go\'ernment. Akbar Khan would form the government and order 
general elect10ns, which had not been held in Pakistan since 
independence. The new government would allow the Communist Party 
to participate in the political process; the communists' activities had 
been se\"ercly restricted as Prime Mi iMer Liaquat dealt with them with 
a hea,-y hand. 

Appo1ren!ly, the central government was aware of the disgruntled 
Young Tu1ks for ho1lf a p:o1r. It was a time when 'British, American and 
Pakistani mtclligcnce began their joint operations against pro-Soviet 
propaganda, both within o1nd outside the armed force' (ibid., 120). 
Anyhow, the conspiracy, if it was at all serious, was exposed and the 
plotters am:-~ted. The courts senlenH·d the civilians to four years in 
prison and a fine of Rs 500 each. The military officers received various 
sentences, ranging from three to Sl'\'C'll years. General Akbar Khan was 
sentenced to twclVt· years of exile from public life (Ganl-.o\"sky and 
Gordon-fiolonskaya 19i2: li5-6). -----

ASSASSINATION OF PRIME MINISTER 

LIAQUAT ALI KHAN 

On 16 October 1951, L1aquat Ali Khan was assassinated by an Afghan, 
Said~bar, who shot the prime mumtcr dead durmg a public meeting 
in Rawalpindi. The assassin was shot Jcad by a poh..::e officer. \-\'as 11 the 
misdeed of a single person or a conspiracy mvolnng others? As the 
assassin was shot al the scene, the casl· was not satisfactorily mvestigated 
and details remained inconclusive. At any rate, with LJJquat gone, no 
other leader of national statun.· was around to lead the nation. 
Thenceforth, ~cnior civil servants began to dominat(· the poht1..::al scene. 
As a first ind1ution, the rather weak but affable Bengali leader, Khawaja 
:,.Jazimuddm, who was serving as the governor-general .it the time, was 
made prune m11uster: a sl'nlor bureau..::rat, Mahk Ghulam Mohammad, 
who was SC"rving as the finance minister became the governor-general. 
As Pakistan had not adopted a new const11ution, the government 
machinery was still largely based on the 1935 Act whkh reposed real 
powers in the go\'ernor-ge~era1 (Ahmed 1998: 172). 

'(,,• Q ,oh 
THE ANTI-AHMADIYYA R~TS OF 1953 ~ 
\-vhile the Rawalpindi conspiracy case was an example of military 
officers aspirmg to take over power, an entirely different situation arose 



PAKISTAN-THE GARRISON STATE 

in 1953 when they were ordered to intervene and establish law and 
order-when the ulema launched the Khatam-e-Nabuwat (finality of 
the prophethood of Muhammad [PBUH]) movement in 1953. The roots 
of the conflict went back to the early twentieth centu7y" wijen~ 
Ghulam~-1908), born at Qadian in the Punjab, began to 
claim that he was a prophet who received revelations from God. Mirza 
also claimed to be carrying the attributes of Jesus and of the Hindu god, 
Krishna. He rejected jihad against the British. Such claims were 
unacceptable to the Sunni and Shia ulema, who denounced him as an 
imposter. After his death, the Ahmadiyya movement went through a 
period of interna1 rift. A minority, called the Lahori party, broke away 
asserting that Mirza was not a prophet but a mujadid (reviver of Islam), 
while the majority, known as the Ra~arty, dung to the belief that 
he was a prophet (Court of 111quiry 1954: 187-200). 

In 1912, his son, Mirza Bashiruddin Mahmud Ahmad, made a 
// statement to the effect that those Muslims who had not converted to 
~/ Ahmadiyyat were outside the p~am (Jones 1989: 200; Court of 

Inquiry 1954: 1999). In reaction, the ulema denounced the Ahmadis as 
rnlC heretics. During the colonial period, the Ahmadis received government 
f / protection and patronage. Although opposed to jihad, they were serving 

in large numbers in the Indian Army. In some of the Ahmadiyya 
writings, ii was suggested that if British rule ended they would succeed 
as the new power in India ( Court of Inquiry J 954; 196). Moreover, their 

V ( literature was full of syc~cy towards the colonial authorities. In any 
r .,.~ • event. they were able to win some converts in Punjab. Nevertheless, 

\..'., / some prominent Ahmadis, among whom Sir Muhammad Zafrulla Khan 
was the most well-known, played a leading role in the struggle for the 
creation of Pakistan. Jinnah reposed complete trust in him-to plead 
the Muslim League's claims to territory in the division of Punjab before 
the Punjab Boundary Commission. Jinnah later rewarded him with the 
posilion of Pakis1an', fin! foroign mini&ler. Ironically, when Jinnah died, 
Foreign Minister Zafrulla did not lake part in the funeral prayers, as 
was the standard practice of the Ahmadis (ibid., 199). 

The Khtdllm-e-Nabuwat movement was revived by the ulema, who 
feared that the Ahmadis were conspiring to capture the state. The 
spiritual head of the Ahmadis, Mirza Bashiruddin Mahmud Ahmad, 
made an inflammatory speech in Quella, 'in which he openly advocated 
the conversion of the population of the Province (Baluchistan] and the 
use of that Province as a base for further operations' (ibid .. 261). Such 
statements incited a reaction from the mainstream ulema who ca1led 



for direct action (mass agitation) against the Ahmadis. The ulema also 
demanded that since Pakistan was an Islamic state, only Muslims could 
hold key pos1tmns in the state. Therefore, it was asserted that since 
Ahmadis held beliefs that were ureconcilablc with Islam, they should 
be removed from key positions. Consequently, in March 195.3, a violent 
agitation broke out in the Punjab. Direct actio~ly degenerated 
into violent attacks on Ahmadis; many were killed and the looting of 
their property was widespread. Prime Minister Khawaja Nazimuddin 
imposed martial law in the Punjab, and the agitation wascrtlshed. The 
military acted swiftly and firmly. ---

A Court of Inquiry headed by two Judges of the Lahore High Court, 
Justice Muhammad Munir and Justice Rustum Kayani, was set up to 
l'nquire into the causes of the disturbances and rioting. The Munir 
Report, as 11 ..:ame 10 he known, ..:amed out a lengthy e-..:aminat1on of 
the 1deologK.tl ham of the ulema·s agitation. In the extended question 
,md answer Sl'~swns w11h the spokespersons of the different Sunni sub• 
sech, and the Sh1as. the Judges noted that not only did the ukma want 

~~~ ~~::~~~t; ~~t~}~c~:::db:~:~-~u:~:s~::: ~~:~:: r:.;:v~~Jr~: ~ ) 
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(1b1d., 218-20). In the sect~ de.i.ling wilh 'Responsibility for the 
Disturbances', the Inquiry blamed not onl} the ulema and other anti 
Ahmad1yya mo\·emt•nts such as the Ahrnr for fomenting the nots, hut 
noted that Ahmadi propaganda and attitudes had played an important 
role in prec1pitatmg the crisis. It was pomted out that many prominent 
Muslim Leagut•rs, whose party was m power m the Punjab, were actively 
involved m the anti-Ahmadina disturbances (1b1d., 237-262). 

The report also suggests that the anti-Ahmadiyya controversy was 
exploited by the Punjab Chief M1mster, Mian Mumlaz Dauhana, lo 
bring Jown the ~cnlral govcrnm~•nl nf Pt~nistct Khawap 

Nazimuddin; both belonged to the Muslim League (ibid., 262-286). The 
military acted with great firmness. At that time, the Ahmadi component 
was quite suhstantial m the officer corps. Lieutenant General Azam 
Khan, who was made chief martial law adminislratorinthe Punjab, 
ordered stern action. Rioters were fired upon and, within a few days, 
law and order had been established. Some of the ringleaders were tried 
under martial law and sentenced to death; those sentences were later 
commuted to an overall clemency and they were released. 



CONSTITUTION MAKING 

Internal squabbles and intrigues amongst the Muslim Leaguers grea1ly 
weakened the party and undermined its prestige. Liaqual evaded 
elections. primarily bccawe he had no constituency from which lo 
ensure his election-that fear and diffidence became an excuse for his 
lesser successors to also poslpone general eleclions. Equally, the 
Pakislan Constituent Assembly's members had b«n elected in 1946, I 

even though the Muslim League never attended its sessions to frame a 
constitution for a united India. Many of them were now members of 
the Pakistan Constituent Assembly, which was to frame a constitution 
for Pakistan. In an address to the members of the Pakistan Constituent 
Assembly on 11 August 1947-thrce days before Pakislan achieved 
independence as a separate state for the Muslim nation or India-the 
founder of Pakistan, Mohammad Ali Jinnah, made a speech in which 
he observed: 

You an free; you are free lo go lo your temples, you are frer lo go to your 
mosques or to any other place of worship in this State of Pakistan. You mar 
belong to any religion or caste or creed-that has nothing to do with the 
business of the State .... We are s1aning with this fundamental principle 
that we are all citir.ens and equa1 citizens of one State.. . I think we should 
keep that in front of us as our idea1 and you will find that in due course 
Hindus would tea5e lo be Hindus and Muslims would cease to be Musliml. 
not in the religious sense, because that is the personal faith of each 
individual, but in the political sense as citizem of the State (Speeches of Mr 
/inMh 1976: 403--4). 

Jinnah's speech generated endless controversy as it negated the 
confessional basis on which the demand for Pakistan was made. The 
question in everyone's mind was: if Pakistan was going to be a secular 
st~te, t~e~ what was the justification for demanding a separate state for 

'-"" Muslims? Jin!lati, i l'lorl:lUl_ciisin8 Shi§..himielfz had been a liberal 
~ constitution"aliircomiiiited t~ia "iniftea. before he began to 

champion a separate state for Muslims in a predominantly Sunni 
environment. Once he took up the cause o( separate Muslim 
nationhood, he increasingly employed religious criteria for justifying 
that. By the early 1940s. he had realized that Pakistan could be brought 
into being only if the ulema wert mobilized to win the broad sympathies 
of the Muslim masses. Accordingly, the Muslim League allied itself with 
the largest group among the religious leaders-that or mainstream 



Sunnis belonging to the Barelvi school who controlled thousands of 
mosques and Sufi shrines. From around 1944 onwards, Islamic slogans 
and emotional appeals in favour of Pakistan became the standard 
practice of the Muslim League election campaign. Such a strategy paid 
rich d.h-idends when elections were held in 1946. 

The Shia minority was wary of a Muslim state that might be based 
on Sunni principles coming into being. Similarly, the Ahmadiyya sect, 
considered to be heretics by both the Sunni and Shia ulema, was also 
reluctant to support the demand for a separate Muslim state because of 
fear of persecution. To all such doubters, Jinnah assured that Pakistan 
would not be a sectarian state. Consequently, in addition to the various 
sections of the Sunni majority, the Shia minority and the Ahmadi)'ya 
also supported the demand for Pakistan. Moreover, when Pakistan came 
into being, Hindu and Christian minorities were also residing in its 
territories, especially in East Pakistan where the)' constituted 23 per cent 
of the population. 

Given the diverse sectarian and religious composition of Pakistan, 
linnah was probably proposing that Muslim nationalism, which had 
served as the basis for claiming separate statehood, should he supplanted 
by an indusiw concept of Pakistani nationalism. If one reads the text 
carefully, there can be no doubt that he was ad,·ocating the pri,·atization 
of religion. Current definitions of seculansm emphasize the following: 
the state must guarantee indi'"idual and corporale freedom of religion, 
deal with the indi\"idual as a citizen irrespective of his religion. and it 
must not constitut1onally prinlege a particular religion nor seek either 
to promote or interfere with religion (Ahmed 1987: 36). 

After Jinnah's death on 11 September 1948, the succeeding 
governments suppressed that ~ from go\"ernment 
compilations of Jinnah's speeches. In any event, Pakistani left-wing 
liberals and Marxists continued lo invoke that speech in defence of a 
~e.:-ular-demncralic Paki~lan while right-wing liherak .:-nn~ervaliVl'~. 
and lslamists describt'd it as a statement in favour of an ideal Islamic 
slate which, 1hey believed, practised religious tolerance during the pre­
colonial era. Jinnah's immediate successors, however, were keen to find 
a synthesis between his secular-liberal vision for Pakistan and the fact 

~i~;';~i:onv:~o~~~s~b,;~~:.;;u;~:~·u~:~a:~ee:r::: 

sovereignty belonged to God; the members of parliament, it was 
suggested, had merely been delegated functions of law-making in 
accordance with the Jaw of God (Comtit11ent Assembly Debates, vol. V: 



1949: 1-2). The ulema interpreted this as recognition of the supremacy 
of the Sharia (dogmatic Islamic law). The prime minister and his 
modern, educated colleagues explained that it did not mean a theocncy 
or a rejection of democracy and minority rights; rather, democracy and 
minority rights were to be sublimated in accordance with Islamic 
precepts (ibid., 1-49). Besides the novel Islamic features of Pakistani 
democracy, the Constituent Assembly also had to find a formula that 
would make Pakistan a federation with a distribution of powers 
acceptable to the various nationalities of Pakistan. From the very 
beginning, the Bengalis, who alone constituted a majority of the total 
Pakistani population, as well as the smaller nationalities of Baloch, 
Pakhtuns, and Sindhis developed grievances over what they alleged was 
Punjabi domination (Gankovsky and Gordon-Polonskaya 1972). 

Outside parliament, the ulema under the leadership of the Jamaat­
e-Islami's Abul Ala Maududi had begun to campaign for an Islamic 
constitution (Ahmed 2009: 159-60). The 1952 Basic Principles 
Committee recommended a board of experts who were to ascertain 
whether a law made by the legislature was commensurate with Islam. 
Also, it was proposed that approval by the Muslim members of the 
legislature was to be decisive for law making. 

It recommended a bicameral national parliament with parity of 
representation bttween the units of East and West Pakistan, though the 
East Pakistan population alone constituted a majority. In I 955, the West 
Pakistani provinces of NWFP, Punjab, Sindh, and the Balochistan 
territories were amalgamated to constitute a single West Pakistan 
province amid strong opposition from Bengali, Baloch, Pakhtun, and 
Sindhi nationalist leaders (Gankovsky and Gordon-Polonskaya 1972). 

BUREAUCRATS CONSOLIDATE THEIR HOLD OVER THE 

POLITICAL PROCESS 

The utter incompetence and patent mediocrity of the Pakistani 
politicians largely paved the way for senior bureaucrats to consolidate 
their hold over the political system. Prime Minister Nazimuddin proved 
incompetent in dealing with a food and economic crisis that hit 
Pakistan; his government's worries were aggravated by a balance of 
payment crisis as well as budgetary difficulties (Callard 1957: 22). 
People all over Pakistan began lo display considerable restlessness. On 

~is~~:;;;:;~~;;:r:i ~s~::::s ::~a:o~e3~r:.:;:~s~~ 



ILlTARY RELATIONS 

summoned Pakistan's ambassador to the United States, Mohammad Ali 
Bogra, also a Bengali like Nazimuddin, to Pakistan and made him prime 
minister. The only apparent qualification Bogra had for the job, besides 
his Bengali ethnicity, was his reputation as a devout pro-American 
diplomat. In the provincial elections held in East Bengal in March 1954, 
a united front of a number of parties opposed to West Pakistani 
domination won 223 out of a total of 237 seats reserved for Muslims 
(Gankovsky and Gordon-Polonskaya 1972: 201). The landslide victory 
of those opposed to a strong and overbearing central government 
created panic in Karachi. 

The central government reacted by alleging that the Jugtu Front, as 
the alliance was called, had conspired with the Pakistan Communist 
Party to undo the unity of Pakistan The Jugtu Front government was 
dismissed, and a ban imposed on the Communist Party in July 1954. 
Major General Jskander Mirza, an army officer who had changed career 
and become a civil servant, was made governor of East Bengal (Callard 
1957: 24). Nevertheless, infighting between different factions of the 
central elite continued. Prompting by a number of disgruntled members 
of parliament helped Bogra develop enough confidence to challenge the 
indomitable Ghulam Mohammad. With the help of the members of 
parliament, the 1935 Act was amended to preclude the governor-general 
from acting except under advice of his prime minister. 

The governor-general struck pre-emptively. He ordered Bogra and 
some other ministers, as well as Ayub Khan, who had gone to the US 
to return. According to Ayub Khan, Ghulam Mohammad offered him 
the powers to produce a constitution in three months, which he refused. 
Many ups and downs and palace inlrigues followed. Finally, on 24 
October I 954, the Pakistan Constituent Assembly was dissolved by 
Ghul~hammad on the grounds that it had become unrepresentative 
and had failed to produce a constitution. A pliable Pakistan Supreme 
C:t>urt. hl•:utt'd hy Jmticf' Muh;1mm;1d Munir. provided him wilh a legal 
cover to dissolve the Constituent Assembly under the so-called Doctrine 
of Necessity. There was, however, a dissenting note, writte~ Justice 
A.R. Cornelius, who pleaded for the sovereignty of the parliament 
(Nawaz 2008: 126). Ghulam Mohammad again invited Ayub to join the 
'cabinet of talents'. This time he agreed and became defence minister 
(Khan 2006: 68-70). It is worth noting that Ayub's term as commander• 
in-chief was to be completed in 1954. 

Ayub agreed to join the cabinet only 1f he could retain the post of 
commander-in-chief. He also secured an extension to his term as 



commander-in-chit£. Ghulam Mohammad, howe,·er, had to pull back 
because o(bad health in 1955 and lskander Mirza, became govemor­
general. Both Mirza and Ayub Khan were stoutly pro-American-the 
former actually outdid the latter in his mani(est preference for 
Pakistan becoming a protCgC of the United States. The US was taking 
a keen interest in the developments laking place in Pakistan. Admiral 
Arthur W. Radford, who visited Pakistan during thal period, was 
basically pleased that the military was in a robust position. He wrote 
that 'Pakistan was a potential ally of great importance, and ... from 
a military point of view, they have a trained armed (orce which no 
other friendly power can match, not even the Turks' (quoted in Nawaz 

~ 2008, 125). 11956 CONSTITUTION 

Amid the bad news, the country also had some basis to celebrate. The 
new Constituent Assembly worked under the leadership of Prime 
Minister Chaudhri Muhammad ali-also previously a bureaucrat in the 
financial services-who had replaced Bogra. The Constituent Assembly 

-? worked to give the nation a constitution that was promulgated on 23 
March 1956-exactly sixteen years after the Lahore Resolution of 1940 
when the demand for Pakistan had been made by the Muslim League. 
And so, Pakistan ceased to be a British dominion. The 1956 Constitution 
declared Pakistan an 'Islamic Republic: It provided for a parliamentary 
form of government with a popularly elected prime minister as head of 
the government, and a president-elected by the members o( the 
national and provincial legislature-as head of state. A bicameral 
legislature, based on the principle of parity, was laid down. Both Bengali 
and Urdu were to be the national languages of Pakistan. FundamentaJ 
rightS~teed for all citizens of Pakistan. However, some 
spe,cific, I~la~i,c prpvjs\oqs ,wljr~ ipcju~e~. ,T~ll$, for example. the 
president of Pakistan would be a Muslim. All existing laws were to be 
brought in consonance with the Quran and Sunnah (practices of the 
Prophet Muhammad (PBUHI), and no law would be made that wu 
repugnant to Islam. The president would set up an organization for 
Islamic research and instruction in advanced studies to assist in the 
reconstruction of Muslim society on a truly Islamic basis (Constitution 
of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan 1956). 

Amid much fanfare, llkander Mirza became the president while 
Chaudhri Muhammad Ali remained prime minister but only for a short 



while. He was followed, as prime minister, for short spurts of time by 
Huseyn Shah~d_?uhrawardy, Ibrahim Ismail Ch1,mdrigar, and fj_rgz 
Khan ~oon. The situation in the provTiiccs was equally pathetic. Quite 
simply, political instability in Pakistan was ubiquitous and endemic. 

PROVINCIAL GRIEVANCES AND ATTEMPT TO SECEDE 

BY KALAT 

Grievances had begun to emerge among the Bengali, Baloch, Pakhtun, 
and Sindhi politicians almost immediately after Pakistan came into 
being. The irony was that although, during the negotiations with the 
Congress leaders, the Muslim League had championed a loose 
federation, once Pakistan came into being, the external as well as 
internal situation of Pakistan was such that il .:ould only be ruled with 
the help of a strong centre. H1stoncally, the /oms of power in Pakistan 
was centred on the PunJab-from where the armed forces were mainl) 
recruited. In the powerful Cl\'il ser\'ice, the L"rdu-speak111g migrants 
were well-represented, followed by the PunJahis and some Pakhtuns. At 
any rate, separatist tendencies were to be found mall the pro\'inces and 
nationalities 1hat felt alienated from the percei\'ed alliance m the centre 
between the Punjabis and Urdu-speakers. :--;mhing expressed this more 
dramatically than the alleged attempt, hr the Khan of Kalal, to exploit 
the deteriorating situation in Pakistan to make another bid to secede 111 
1958. Such dc,·clopments were, according to Ayub Khan, breeding great 
consternation among the armed forces: 
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The assauination of Liaquat Ali Khan, in 1951, sec in motion the 
internal slide of Pakistani politics. From 1951 onwards, when US 
miJitary aid began to arrive, the military establishment became the most 
powerful entity in the country and enhanced its clout over the decision• 
making process, especially pertaining to defence and foreign policy 
(Siddiqa 2007: 71 ). From such a point of advantage, it could appropriate 
more than one-fourth of the annua1 budget, as the US intelligence 
report has indicated. 

THE Coup SET IN MOTION 

In any event, a scuffle took place between the government and the 
oppositiona1 members of the East Pakistan Legislative Assembly on 21 
S(ptember 1958. lt was followed, two days later, by a hand.to-hand fight 
betwttn them. Chairs, microphones, tables, and rods were deployed. 
The deputy speaker, Shahid A.Ii, was badly injured and later died from 
his injuries. Earlier, in Mat..!!.58, Dr Khan Sahib of the Republican 
Party had been assassinated in Lahore. Piitlsian1 political scientist 
Khalid bin Sayeed portrayed the situation in the following words: 

Pakistan was very much likt Hobbes' stale of natul't' where every politician 
er provincal 9roup fou.gtu apwt 'evtrt oth&!r sru\ap. 11 wu • ccude'5 and 
ruthless struggle for power. MOil of the leaden thought of themselves, their 
families, or al best their provincial group, and did not give a second thought 
Jo Pakistan. Paldslan needed a desperate R"ffledy f'or its malady (quoted In 
Rizvi 2009: 84). - 1 di '/ 

Such developments sufficed to set the coup in motion. At 8 p.m., on 7 
October 1958, Mirza abrogated the Constitution, proclaimed marti 
law throughout Pakistan, dismissed the central and provincial 
governments-the Nationa1 and Provincia1 Assemblies-and appointed 



Arub as lhc chief martial law administrator (ibid., p. 86). ApJb, in turn, 
with Mirza's appro\"al. imposed martial law throughout the country 
from midnigh1 7-8 October. 

Ayub claimed that the coup had been carried out without much 
planning or preparation: only some 1mlitary units \,;ere moved into key 
positions in the capital. Karachi. In spite of such a tokt·n stationing of 
troops in the capital. Ayub stated that the military always has a basic 
plan and strategy to deal with such situations: all tht• commanders had 
been informed about the coup, and duties had been allotted to deal with 
situations as they arose. The military did not expect much resistance 
because 'The people were completely fl·d up with the state of affairs and 
desperately wan1ed a change. And th<')" had great rcspecl for the arm~' 
(Khan 2006- 90). This was largely true. Then· wc:re no public displays 
of dissatisfaction or anger. In fad. the people were 1·isibly reliewd 
Apparl·ntly, some generals wh0 werr opposl·d to the army getting 
in\"oh-ed in politics were told th,\\ the ..::ountry nel-dl·d \haking up" 
(S"awaz 2008: 1~5). 

THE FIRST Co UP D'ETAT 

Hasan-Askan Rizvi ha~ ,1sscrtt·d th.lt Ayub Khan h.id 1--l·l'll wc:-ighing up 
the possibiht)· of su..::h an intnwnlion from, at least, 1957 when hc:­
visited East Pakistan. Major <0enrral L"mr.10 Khan (Gl'ncr,11 Officer 
Commanding, East Pakistan) arrJ!l~l·J for h1111 to mc:-c:-t a aoss section 
of political leaders who expn·ssed thl'1r di~~a11~faction with the existing 
sordid situalion. In response, Ayuh is rt·por1cd to have said. "if thC' 
pwplc want me, I shall not shirk my duty" (R1t1·1 2009: 82). The se..::ond 
hint, that ht· was thinking along such lm<·~. \,·as ,1 reply he r~·portedly 
ga\"C to journalists \\·ho asked him how he hop<'d to defend Pakistan 
against external aggression when the internal situation was ~o 
derre•~ing Hr n•pnrh'dly ~aid. 'On nnt worry ;ihnul th,• t!,·ff·m-,· nf th,• 

country. That 1s my business. Attend to your leaders who are 1.-rccking 
the country. [)o not talk of external dangers. The real danger is within 
the country. Cannot you see it?' (ibid., 82-3). 

EXTERNAL STIMULI 

The entirely internal motivations and wmpulsions of the coup arc 
doubted by some researchers. Shuia ~awaz has asserted that President 
lskander Mirza and General Ayub had been thinking of a military 



takeover for quite some time, and had been sharing their views with the 
Americans (Nawaz 2008: 139). The reason was also external. In the 
Middle East, Arab nationalism was on the rise following the Suez Crisis 
of 1956. Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt had introduced a trend ofleft­
leaning radicalism in the Arab world; the bloody coup by the Iraqi 
Army, against the pro-Western Hashemite kingdom in 1958 was an 
alarming manifestation of that trend. ln Pakistan, students and workers 
had taken to the streets in the second half of 1958. Elections were due 
in 1959 but, given the experience of 1954 in East Pakistan, the pro­
Western power elite was worried about a similar turnout all over 
Pakistan. The Muslim League was in tatters; regional parties and 
separatist movements were in ferment. Yet, it seems, the Americans 
were not entirely convinced that a military takeover was the best bet for 
their interests. They preferred the retention of a civilian facade (Jalal 
1991: 273-76). 

Ayub justified the military coup of 7 October 1958 in the following 
words: 

The army could not remain unaffected by 1he conditions around it; nor was 
it conceiv le that officers and men would not react to all political chicanery, 
intrigue. corruption, and inefficiency manifest in every sphere oflife. . . A 
well-organized, lrained, and disciplined army would find ii ei:tremely 
dis1as1eful to be turned into an instrument for securing political power. But 
as conditions were, the army alone could act as a coercive force and restore 
normalcy" (Khan 2006: 75). 

With the few exceptions ofleftist newspapers such as the Pakistan 1ime.s 
and the lmroze of Lahore, and some Bengali dailies of East Pakistan, the 
Pakistani pre" was positively inclined towards the military takeover. 
The US and British press wrote approving editorials in favour of the 
coup, and the innuential Dawn of Karachi came out strongly a few days 
after the ·coup, 'in 1upport of II in• an -editorial ehtltled 'A Sane 
Revolution': 

There have been many ttvolulions in the world ... but this revolution of 
ours has been or a different sort. A complete change or both system and 
regime has been brought about withoul any slrife or bitterness. and withoul 
disorganizing the normal lives of citizens ... this unique real will perhap, 
stand out in history as a shining teslimony to the wisdom, humanity and 
large-hearted patriotism of the architects of the new order (quoted in Ray 
2004: 105). 



[SK.ANDER MIRZA'S EXIT 

However, soon after 1he coup had been successfully staged, Mirza 
became suspicious of Ayub-after troops moved into key positions 
around President's House and other government buildings. Ayub has 
noted that on his return from East Pakistan-where he had addressed 
a large public gathering-his officers informed him that :\iirza had been 
trying to test their loyalty to him as the president. Mirza, allegedly, 
ordered Air Commodore Rabb to arrest some top commanders who 
were dose to Arub, such as General Yahya Khan, General Sher Bahadur, 
and General Hamid. Rabb, instead, requested a meeting with Mirza and 
demanded that he put such an order down in writing. In lhe meanwhile, 
when Ayub returnl.'d from East Pakistan and learnt about Mirza's 
intentions, he consulted legal expats who advised him and his dose 
associates that. after the imposition o( martial law and the dissolution 
of the gowrnml'nt and parliament, the office of president had become 
redundant. 

A few d.iys later, Ayub was told by his comm.indcrs that Mirza had 
be.:ome unbearable because, allegrdly, he had approached somr persons 
to enter into .i dt·al with him. Ayub assnted that. additionally, a feeling 
was growing .imong thr people that ~1irza rrpresrntt·d the past; that 
link had lo be severed to allow tht· rnolution to give a nl'w start to 
Pakistan. After some further prevarication, ht· decided to send General 
Burki, General Azam, and General Khalid Shaikh lo Mirza-to convey 
to him that he must step down. Mirza, realizing that he was in an 
impossible situation, was despat.:hed to England (Rizvi: 90-4). 

The Dr1w11 sang praises of this new development in the following 
words: 

Jinnah's sister and. ironically, later the joint candidate of the Combined 
Opposition Parties against Ayub in the 1964-65 presidential eleclion. 
Miss Fatima linnah, expressed very similar sentiments: 



A new era has begun under General Ayuh Khan and the Armed Forces have 
undenaken to rool out lhe administrative malaise and anti-social practices, 
to create a sense of confidence, security and stability and eventua11y to bring 
the country back lo a slale of normalcy. I hope and pray that God may bring 
wisdom and strength to achieve their objective (quoted in Ziring 1971: 10). 

Asghar Khan is of the view that the US was positively inclined lo the 
change even when: 

Iskander Mirza al the lime was even closer than Ayub Khan to the United 
States. Indeed Mina's pro-Americanism often embarrassed the Americarui. 
He believed 10 a greater degree than Ayuh Khan thal Pakistan's destiny was 
linked with the West and felt and behaved like a staunch ally of the Unilcd 
Stall~ lskander Mirza did not draw a line between the interests oflhe United 
States and those of Pakistan. Any facility or informaiion required by the 
United S1a1es was, if he cou1d help ii, made available to them. Ayub Khan. 
though more discreet in his outward behaviour. had the same belief. Insofar 
as Aruh Khan's takeover reflected a neater arrangement, Washington 
probably prt"ferred Ayub Khan 10 his predecessor and he soon hcgan to enjoy 
1he full confidence and increased support of the United States (2005: 17-18). 

MARTIAL LAW 

It is not difficult to appreciate that the transition from an inept, corrupt, 
faction-ridden, unrepresentative civilian government to military rule, 
through martia1 law, achieved without a single bullet being fired, was 
widely supported by the larger society. The military moved into the 
major cities and towns, but Ayub Khan decided to exercise authority 
through the civil administration. A Presidential Cabinet was set up. It 
included three generals and a number of civilians, including Zulfikar 
Ali Bhutto-later the nemesis of his downfall. The army, naval, and air 
force chiefs became deputy martial law administrators, while Ayub 
beGame president and chief martial law administrator. He also promoted 
himself to field marshal. However, civil se:rvants were accommodated 
in the overall administration at a11 levels. It was decided that until such 
time that a new constitution was adopted, the abrogated constitution 1 
wou1d be adhered to, subject to martia1 law regu.]ations and ordinances. ~ 
The Supreme Court, High courts, and lower courts continued to 
function, though fundamental rights were suspended (Rizvi 2009: 88-
91). The most important step, taken by Ayub. was the appointment of 
a number of apert committees to investigate and recommend policy 
on different political, educational, and legal matters. Troops were 
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withdrawn by the second week of November 1958 as the new 
government felt that the civil administration was functioning effectively, 
albeit under the overall command of the military. 

After consolidating power, the government tried to build up public 
support. The government undertook a number of measures to weed out 
corruption, within the state as well as in the larger society. Altogether, 
1662 government officials were punished through dismissal, compulsory 
retirement, reduction in rank, and other lesser punishments. With 
regard to the rampant factionalism and corruption among politicians, 
a number of individuals were tried under the Public Office 
(Disqualification) Order (PODO) and The Electi\·e Bodies 
(Disqualification) Order (EBDO), and disqualified from holding public 
office for a period not exceeding fifteen years. Such cases were tried in 
special tribunals of not less than two persons, one of whom had to be 
a judge of the supreme or high court. At least 1600 individuals were 
tried and excluded from holding public office (Rizvi 2009: 100~102). 
Also, efforts were made to weed out black marketeers and hoarders: 
some were arrested and punished. 

REFORMS-] 

In his political autobiography, Friends not Mastm (2006), Ayub revealed 
that he had begun to reflect on what needed to be done to set things 
right in Pakistan by October 1954, when he had broken journey in 
London on his way to the United States. The core idea he developed 
was that Pakistan could evolve as a cohesive nation only 'if as a start a 
constitution is evolved that will suit the genius of the people and be 
based on the circumstances confronting them, so that they are set on 
the path of unity. team work and creative progress' (2006: 210). He 
began by comparing and contrasting the ethno-racial composition of 
East and West Pakistan, concluding that the former were descendants 
of the ancient races of India and had a long history of being a subjugated 
people-a fact that made them suspicious, exclusive, and aggressive. On 
the other hand, the latter were, as a result of invasions and conquests, 
a mixture of many races who spoke different languages, but who, thus, 
enjoyed a 'fusion of ideas, outlooks and cul res' (ibid., 210). Ayub did 
not put on paper that the latter were better rulers, but that inference is 
quite justified. However, ostensibly, the purpose of comparing the two 
was to argue for a framework tha1 encouraged cooperation between the 



East and West Pakistanis. Therefore, he supported parity between them 
and for the western units to be amalgamated into one province. 

With regard to the political system, Ayub made the followint 
observation: 

It would be appropriate to reiterate the fact that our eventual aim must be 
to develop democracy in Pakistan, but a type that suits the geni115 of our 
people. Our people are mostly uneducated and our politicians not so 
scrupulou~ The people are capable of doing great things. but they can also 
be easily misled. Unfettered democracy can. therefore, prove dangerous, 
especially nowadays when Communism from within and without is so quick 
to make use of weakneues. We, therefore, have to have a controlled 
democracy with checks and counter-checks (ibid., 212). 

Such an approach was reminiscent of Lasswell's observations that the 
specialists on violence would emphasize their role as custodians of 
national interest and a political system that sought to control people. 
Ayub invoked the perceived danger posed by communism, from within 
and without, to justify a democracy that was properly controlled by the 
state. 

REFORMS-II 

In the light of such reflections, the military embarked on an ambitious 
programme of comprehensive reforms covering economic, educational, 
constitutional, and legal matters. Between 1958 and 1962, using his 
special powers under martial law, Ayub initiated a number of reforms. 
He identified the landlord class as being responsible for holding 
Pakistan back in both scx:ioeconomic and political terms. Land reforms 
introduced by him imposed a ceiling of 500 acres of irrigated land, and 
1000 acres of un-irrigated land, for a single holding in West Pakistan. 
The go"«rnfl'lent claimed tba\ some two miUion 11cre1 were- 1urrendered 
by the landlords and distributed among the peasants. In East Pakistan, 
where radical land reforms had already taken place earlier, the ceiling 
was in fact raised drastically, from 33 to 120 acres for self-cultivated 
land (Khan 2006: 110). The different approaches seem to have bttn 
motivated by the need to promote a strong upper middle class of 
farmers, rather than a vast peasantry owning small fragmented 
holdings. Such measures set the Green Revolution, which greatly 
increased food production as weU as commercial crops such as cotton, 
in motion (Ziring 1971: 87). Land was allotted to military officen in 



ECONOMIC AND INDUSTRIAL POLICIES 

Arub also adopted an industrial policy that offi•rcd generous tax 
incentives to industrial entrepreneurs and exportas. Bonus vouchers 
fac11it.1ted access to foreign eJ..Change for imports of industrial 
machinery and raw materials Tax concessions wen· offered for 
invcslment 1n kss-devcloped ,ueas (~yrop 1984: 46). These measures 
had important conscquc:nces in hrmgmg industry to PunJah, and gave 
rise to a new class of small industrialists. Hitherto, it was mainly 
Karachi th.11 had benefited from invc:stment by the non-Punjabi 
entrepreneurs l:ielongmg to the cthmc minorities, such as the ~frmons, 
lsmailis, and Bohras. The di\'crs1ficalion of industnaliz.alion l:ienefited 
Ayub's family and relatives. The ow rail thrust of the economic reforms 
was modermzation .1nd development within a capitalist framework­
light consumer industries hased on an import substitution strategy 
Such me.i.sures were ver} successful and, within a few years, Pakistan 
was being .:cld1r.1kd ,ls .-1 modd of .:apitahst transformation (Ziring 
1971: 86-88). 

Harvard scholar and World Bank ad\·iser Gustav Papant·k pointed 
out that the .l\'erage consumcr"s lot improved in the I 960s, but the 
concentration of wealth m a few hands-notoriously known as the 
22-families-hegan to be discussed m Pakistani politics and by scholars. 
The argument 1hat a trickle-down effeCl would follow did not register 
well Nith the pc,,plc "Amii.I the s..1ualor ,mi.I w1c;t..l1ci.l P"'c;1ty of tl1c; 

Pakistani mas~cs a new elite now naunted its prowess and privilege'. 
noted Lawrence Ziring (1971: 89). 

REFORMING MUSLIM FAMILY LAW 

fhe Marriage and Family Laws Commission was originally formed in 
1954 under the chairmanship of Justice \.tian Abdur Rashid. However, 
its recommendations were not implemenled by the ci\ilian governments. 
Through the Muslim Family Laws Ordinance of 1961, the military 



govemmenl adopled many or its recommendations. The Ordinance lay 
down that marriages and divorces should be registered with the local 
government entity known as the Union Council. Second marriages and 
divorces also needed to be re(erred to the Union Council. In the case 
o( a second marriage, permi ion from the first wi(e had to be obtained 
and the applicant had to convince the council that he was in a financially 
sound position to provide for a second wi(e. The divorce process alao 
first required submission to an Arbitration Council, which had to try 
to reconcile the couple. Morcovtr, the minimum age or marriage (or 
girls was fixed at 16 years. Another important reform was that 
grandsons could now inherit from their grandfathers, even i( their 
father had died. Previously, according to Sunni law, the grandfather's 
property went to the siblings or the deceased son; the latter's children 
were given no share or the property that would have been given to him 
were he alive (Rizvi 2000: l03). 

Some clerics opposed the ordinance but the government stood its 
ground. Many years later, when the Ayub regime weakened, opposition 
to the Muslim Family Laws Ordinance was revived by the right-wins 
political forces. However, notwithstanding the vicissitudes that followed 
later in Pakistani politics, the Muslim Family Laws Ordinance has 
survived all subsequent governments that have come to power in 
Pakistan, including the openly Islamist one or General Muhammad 
Zia-ul-Haq (r. 1977-88). 

BASIC DEMOCRACIES 

or all the reforms, the most crucial one was o( the political system­
called Basic Democracies. AB noted already, Ayub Khan did not believe 
that parliamentary democracy was suitable for Pakistan. His concepl 
was that the people should elect their representatives locally, who would 
tbeo constitute an e\edotal,college that would.elec1 tbe chief eu-cutive 
Consequent1y, 80,000 directly elected Basic Democrats-40,000 from 
each wing or the country-constituted the lowest level or a tiered systert 
or decision-making. The lowest unit was the union council. Each unior 
council comprised ten directly elected members and five appointee 
members, all called Basic Democrats. Union councils were responsiblf 
for local community development and the maintenance or law anc 
order. The next levels consisted of the sub-district, district, anc 
divisional tiers-each assigned a number or developmental anc 
educational functions (Khan 2006: 232-35). The system formed a sor 



of pyramid, with 1he union councils at the bottom and the divisional 
councils at the top. The most important were the union councils; the 
most important members were 1he 80,000 elected Basic Democrats 
assigned the central role of electing the president. In 1960, they voted 
to confirm Ayub Khan as president (Nyrop 1984: 46-7). 

THE 1962 CONSTITUTION 

Pakistan received its second constitution from Ayub Khan. It was to 
embody his vision of a political system that suited the genius of the 
Pakistani people-a concept thal he emphasized very strongly. In doing 
so, he developed his position on the relationship between religion and 
state or, rather, Islam and Pakistan. He admitted that neither the Quran 
nor the examples of the Prophet and his successors sufficed to serve as 
the basis of a proper constitution, but believed that they could serve as 
guidance for good and responsible government. He attacked the ulema 
who had opposed the creation of Pakistan on the basis that it would be 
a secular-national state, alleging that what they wan1cd, instead, was to 
institute a system that would ensure their central authority in running 
the state. While critiquing the ulema and 1he1r dogmatism, he also 
regretted that the modern, educated elite were alienated from their 
Islamic roots. He asserted that the Islamic syslem of government did 
not approw of kingship or hereditary rule. According lo Ayub Khan: 

The communily .i..~ a whole must have the right to choose its leader and the 
right lo remove him. Anolhcr foature of Islamic history which found general 
acccpt;mce was that the leader, once he is chosen by lhe community, should 
have sufficiL·nt power to coordinate, supervise, and control the activities of 
the governrm·nt. Delegation of authority was permi&Sihle but central control 
must remain m Lhe hands of the chosen leader who should provide unified 
direction to th~ country and its administration (2006: 229). 

He then debunked the parliamentary system as divisive, and one that 
had brought the country to the verge of collapse because of the shifting 
majorities in parliament and the consequent fall of governments. He 
further wrote 'We have suffered enough in the past on account of it and 
could ill afford to repeat the same mistake. The alternative form, and 
the one which seemed to meet our requirements, was the Presidential 
form of government' (ibid., 230). 

Consequently, the 1962 constitution was a presidential one, with 1he 
president elected indirecily by 1he electoral college of 80,000 directly 



elected Basic Democrats. Initially, Pakistan was only declared 'The 
Republic of Pakistan: which provoktd angry protesu from the ulema 
and other conservative sections of society. The first amendment re­
introduced the epithet 'Islamic' and so. once again, Pakistan became 
'The Islamic Republic of Pakistan'. The president was to be a Muslim, 
and an Advisory Council of Islamic Ideology and the Islamic Research 
Institute were established to advise the government in bringing all 
legislation in conformity with the Quran and Sunnah. Ayub Khan 
sought to retain certain aspects of his dominant authority, which had 
ended after the constitution was promulgated in 1962. The president 
exercised substantive powers to issue ordinances, the right of appeal to 
referendum, protection from impeachment, control over the budget, 
and special emergency powers including the power to suspend civil 
rights. On the other hand, fundamental rights were made justiciable. 
The courts continued their traditional function of protecting the rights 
of individual citizens. However, it was laid down that the courts could 
not nullify their previous progressive legislation on land reforms and 
family laws. In late 1962, political parties were legalized again (Nyrop 
1984: 48-9). Ayub Khan combined fragments of the old Muslim League, 
and created the Convention Muslim League as the official government 
party. 

Samuel P. Huntington showered lavish praise on Ayub's reforms. In 
particular, he considered the system of Basic Democracies and the 
strong presidency as the two core elements that connected the whole 
country to a strong president at the centre. That Ayub also accepted the 
system of political parties and aeated one of his own, the Convention 
Muslim League, completed the framework needed for political 
modernization and institution-building-necessary for a devdoping 
nation that was. as yet, not properly groomed in managing the pulls and 
pushes of the usual western type of democracy (1968: 252-55), 

THE 1965 PUSIDENTIAL ELBCTION 

The first test of the new system was the presidendal election of January 
1965. Four political parties joined to form the Combined Opposition 
Parties (COP)-the Council Muslim League, strongest in Punjab and 
Karachi; the Awami League, strongest in East Pakistan: the National 
Awami Party, strongest in the North-West Frontier Pro\•ince, where ii 
stood for dissolution of the One Unit Plan; and the fundamenta.lis1 
Jamaat-e-Jslami. The Combined Opposition Parties (COP) nominated 



Fatima Jinnah-sisler of lhe Quaid-i-Azam, and known as Madar-c­
Mi/lat (the Mother of the Nation)-as their presidential candidate. Miss 
Jinnah had been persuaded, by the opposition, to challenge Ap1b Khan 
who they accused of converting Pakistan into a dictatorship. The nine­
point programme, put forward by the COP, emphasized the restoration 
of parliamentary democracy. There was an irony involved in the 
selection of a woman as the candidate. The arch-fundamentalist Jamaat­
e-Jslam1 (II), which stood for an Islamic lype of gowrnment and had 
alwap opposed women's participation in public life, had to reverse its 
stand on the matter. I remember listening to the leader of the JI at an 
election rally and public meeting in Lahore \\'hen he argued that just as 
Islam ordmanly forbade pork but allowed it when life was thrt."atened 
and no halal (pcrm11ted) food was available, similarly a wom,m should 
not take part m politics under normal circumstances hut could in 
extraordinary ~1rcumstances. 

The dectmn resulted in a \'i..:tory for Ayub Khan: he won 63 . .3 per 
cent of the Electoral College \"ote. His majority was larger in \\'est 
Pakistan (7_\.6 per cent) than m East Pakistan (53.1 per cent). The 
opposition made some complaints about rigging but, by and large, it 
was dear that the election was fair. The people of Pakistan seemed to 
have endorsed Ayub Khan's policies ewn though the mass of the people 
had not henefill'd. in a substantial way. from the economic developments 
that were underway (~yrop 1984: 49). 

US-PAKISTAN INTERACTION 

Irrespective of what the Americans may have wanted to happen in 
Pakistan. Washington had not raised any serious objections to the 
military coup once it had taken place. Rather, they expressed the hope 
that Pakistan would soon return to democracy. The coup was largely a 
proJu..:t of the 1111er11.i.l Jt\•i:lopnu:11b III P<1.kl)l.i.11i pulitiu, whid1 p.in,J 

the way for the military to take charge of the country in a direct and 
comprehensive sense. It ine\·itably gaw impetus to its praetorian role in 
a garrison state. As noted already, the garrison state was heing 
consolidated through a military alliance between Pakistan and the US, 
formalized m 1954; it was followed by Pakistan joining SEATO, thl· 
Baghdad Pact, and later CESTO. Regular linkages between the 
Pentagon and GHQ Ra1,,alpindi had already been established. Al the 
level of the officers, regular interaction had begun to take place­
training of the ~SG and joint exercises being major forms of it. 



THE US-PAKISTAN AGREEMENT OP S MARCH 1959 

As noted in the last chapter, the Americans had begun to doubt 
Pakistan's usefulness to their anti-Soviet strategy in the Middle East. 
However, Pakistan's geostrategic importance wntinued to be the main 
attrac:tion for the United States to enhance its cooperation with it. It 
seems that the Pentagon and the Eisenhower administration remained 
convinced that they had enough leverage on Pakistan to make it serve 
US interests, if and when needed. Consequently, economic and military 
cooperation was further d«pened through the US-Pakistan agreement 
of 5 March 1959-o( which Article I was probably the most important: 

The Govemmenl of Pakistan is determined to resist aggression. In case of 
aggression against Pakistan, the Government of the United States of 
America, in accordance with the Constitution oflhe Uniled Stales. will take 
such appropriale action. including the use of armed forces, as may be 
mutually agreed upon and as is envisaged in the Joint Resolution to Promote 
Peace and Stability in the Middle East, in order to assist the Govemmenl of 
Pakistan at its request (lain 2007a: 33). 

No clause or article in the main text referred to India. The Americans, 
nevertheless, chose not to be caught on the back foot and, therefore, a 
few weeks later, on 6 May, Secretary of Defense Neil H. McElroy, in a 
hearing before the Senate Commin« for Foreign Relations, made it 
clear that such an agr«ment should not be construed to include 
military aid or intervention in case of an India-Pakistan war. He stated: 

So the Pakistan military assistance program is geared to preparing Pakistan 
to defend against aggrasion from the north and is not in relationship to any 
possibility of conftict with India. ... This defense, of ,ounc, is not against 
India. This is alloca1ed to Pakistan for defense against Russia and Oiina 
(ibid., 35). 

Such a statement was also meant to placate the Indians. Notwithstanding 
the change of guard. from Democratic to Republican leadership. US 
foreign policy remained steadfast in its estimation that India, and not 
Pakistan, wu the most important country in South Asia; in the overall 
contest with the Soviet Union and China, it was important that India 
remained a western type of democracy. Not surprisingly, the Indian 
prime minister issued a statement in the Indian Parliament on 13 March 
1959, in which he informed the members: 



We haw heen assured hy the US authorities that their la1est h1lateral 
agreement with Pakistan has no cff•·CI olhl•r than the extension of the 
F.isenhowcr Doctrine to ctwt'r Paki\lan and th;it the f:isenhnwer Dn(lrine 
Tl"$tricts the USt' uf Unill'd States armcJ forces to cases of armed aggression 
from any country controlled hy 1111crnat1onal communism. We ha\'e heen 
specifically as.~ureJ hy the US authonth.'s that this Agreement cannot he used 
against India. We have also bei.-n a~~url·J hy the Unlll-d States authorities 
that there ;are no secret clauses (Jam 2007h: 26). 

The Eisenhower Doctrine, it may be recalled, was purported to support 
Middle Eastern nations agamst the spread of communism and So,·iet 
influence. Pakistan had been insisting on its usefulness in playing a 
central role-through its army-m the Middle East on behalf of the 
\Vest, long before the Eisenhower Doctrine was formulated or 
announced. Meanwhile, an incident took place that greatly angered the 
SoYiet leaders vis-ii-vis Pakistan. On I May 1960, the Soviet Union shot 
down an American U-2 reconnaissance aircraft that had taken off from 
Peshawar in northern Pakistan. Earlier, m July 1959, a 'communication 
facility' had hccn granted to the CS Jt Badabcr, near Peshawar, which 
was staffed by personnel of the CS Air F-orce (Jain 2007a: .,09). From 
it, the Americans could monitor de,·elopments in the Middle East as 
well as the Soviet Cnion. The U-2 pilot, Gary Powers, was captured and 
the Soviet Union issued a stern warning to Pakistan, lhreatening 11 v•ith 
severe punishment if it allowed further such flights from its temtory. 
While further U-2 Oights were stopped, the Pakistan Air Force and L'S 
and British pilots continued to lly another aircraft-the RB-57F-which 
had an altitude capability of 82,000 fret. These flights were confined to 
the border areas along the Soviet Union and China, and continued for 
many years (Singleton 2010). East Pakistan could, at most, serve as a 
servicing hase for SEATO operations m case of war in Southeast Asia. 

Ayub Khan continued to appeal to lhe United Stales for greater help 
and assistance. Wrnmg m the mouthp1c..:c uf the US furci~11 pulir..y 
establishment's, Foreign Affairs, in July 1960, he thanked the Americans 
for their 'magnanimous aid' and went on to say: 



Simultaneously, Pakistan's US Ambassador, Aziz Ahmed, wrote in th 
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences in Jul• 
1960: 

Pakistan is . . the most allied of America's Asian allies in thal it is signalo~ 
to more mu1ual assistance arrangcmcnls wilh which the United Stairs i 
associated than any other Asian country. Stralegically. it occupies a positior 
of unusual interesl ... a bridge be1ween the Middle East and Soulheast Asia 
West Pakis1an, funhermore, has a common border with China and is vcri 
close to the Soviet Union's southern fronliers .... (ibid., 36). 

Ayub Khan's, and Aziz Ahmed's, articles were published soon after 
Pakistan decided not to join the Non.Aligned Movement (SAM). Thal 
decision, in itself, was significant because it carried major foreign policy 
implications and demonstrated a dear break with the option ol 
neutrality that had existed in Pakistan for a while. In 1955, Pakistan had 
been one of twenty•nine countries, mostly former colonies in Africa 
and Asia, that had convened a meeting at Bandung, in Indonesia, to 
discuss common concerns and lo develop joint policies i international 
relations; their core concern was a commitment to maintai ing national 
independence and territorial integrity. and to oppose im~rialism, 
colonialism, and other forms of domination by the big powers. However, 
by the time the First NAM Summit Conference was held in Cairo, from 
5-12 June 1961, Pakistan had moved decisi\'ely away from neutrality in 
the Cold War. The intellectual and ideological leadership of NAM rested 
with left-of-centre statesmen, such as Jawaharlal Nehru, Ahmed 
Soekarno, Gamal Abdel Nasser, and Joseph Tito. Thus, when the 
preconditions for membership of NAM were discussed and formulated, 
it was laid down that members should not be part of a military pact 
sponsored b): any great power-an allusion to the United Stales and the 
Sm·ict Union. Since Pakistan had entered into a military pact with the 
United St11te~ in 1954, anJ Joined US-backed regional 1n1htary alliances, 
SAM was no longer a forum that was relevant for the ascendant civil­
military oligarchy that was now entrenched in Pakistan. In fact, the 
Pakistani leaders tried to contrast their loyalty to the West with India's 
non-committal approach. This point was stressed by Ayub Khan in an 
address to the US Congress in 196 I. He proudly announced that 
'Pakistan was the only country in the continent where the United States 
armed forces could land at any moment for the defence of the 'free 
world' (Bhutto 1969: I). 



THE SINO-INDIA WAR AND PAKISTANI CONCERNS 

During the 19S0s, while Pakistan had appropriated the designation of 
'the most allied ally in Asia' for itself, India had been providing 
leadership lo the NAM. However, in October-November 1962, a border 
clash occurred between India and the People's Republic of China-the 
two most populous nations of the world, which had emerged as I n·c 
nations after long-drawn freedom struggles. Nt·hru had supported the 
communist regime's triumph over the nationalists, and advocated thal 
China should be admitted 10 the United Nations. In the early years, after 
both states became independent, slogans like 'Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai' 
(Indians and Chinese are brothers) were in circulation but such 
manifestations did not suffice to prevent the emergence of a serious 
border conflict between the two most populous nations of Asia. The 
origin of the conflict lay m a dispute over dcmarca1ion of the 
internatmnal border between China and India; both states inherited the 
historical .imhigu1\1es of areas of control O\'er the preceding hundred or 
more year~. particularly about T1hef-a principality whi.:h tr.id111011ally 
recognized Chine~e suzerainty. 

When Chinese Premier Zhou En-Lai vlSl!ed India m April 1960, 

Hindu uhra-nat1onalis1s protested against alleged Chmcse imperialism 
and opposed any ternton.il concess10ns. He met a cross section of 
Indian leaden, but was lt-ctured by everyone on the righteousness of 
the Indian pos1t10n. \\'hill' the whole atmosphere was charged with 
hardcore lndian na11onahsm, there was also a hope that an agreement 
would he reached hetween Zhou and ~ehru. The Chinese proposals 
reiterated their earlier ros111on-that, while Aksai Chin remained with 
China in the eastern arras, India could rt·tain its existing positions. The 
McMahon Line, more or less, w.is proposed as the boundary to be 
converted in!o the international border, hu! India refust•J to accept such 
an arrangement (Maxwell \9i0: 158-70). 

I his was lolluwed by the Indian leaders, ei.pe-..1.illy on the Right, 
resorting tu irresponsible bluster abou! war. The Indian military also 
began lo advocate an aggressive posture vis-3-\"is China. Jingoism 
gained the upper hand as India wrested the tiny colony of Goa away 
from the Portuguese in December 1961. Projected as a war of liberation, 
it was a rather easy success because of the n-ry weak Portuguese 
presence m Goa. Somehow, such successes began to he confused with 
si ilar possibilities in the event that India decided to drive the Chinese 
out of areas that it had, allegedly, been occupying. Indian troops began 



11 
to be despatched to the border areas in the north. Over the months 
although the Chinese and Indian troops clashed a number of times 
their skirmishes remained local and of linle military importance. Both 
sides began to build-up their military presence along the disputed 
border. A bigger border clash was in the offing and, on 20 October, th( 
Chinese attacked in real strength. ---

As the Indians were poorly clothed, trained, and armed lo fight at 
such great heights and in such extreme-cold-weather conditions, thq 
quickly suffered reverses. On 29 October, the American ambassador 
called on Nehru and offered military equipment, which Nehru accepted 
immediately although, some weeks earlier, he had dismissed the idea ol 
accepting American military aid. In fact, it was Nehru who wrote to 
President Kennedy requesting L"S military intervention (~axwdl I 970: 
-BS). ~1ihtary aid began to arrive in India from France, Britain. and the 
L"nitl·d Stales within a few days. Howc\"er, nothmg helped and lndiJ was 
defeated. \\"h1le fleeing, the Indians surrendered some :WOO square 
m1ks of disputed territory. This put the Chinese in control of 15,000 
square miles m the Kashmir region. Reverses in the northeast were even 
more dramatic and, had the Chmese wanted, they could have .:ontinued 
gaining control over more territory. However, on 21 Sm·cmber, they 
decided on J unilateral ceasefire and withdrew to behind the ~cM.ahon 
Line-vacating the entire area that they had captured (t,;:h;;T006: 
154-55). The Chinese mo\'e rendered L'S intervention unnecessary. 
However, the Indian right-wing opposition called on the government 
to keep fighting until all the o.:cup1ed land was liberated. Such 
proclamations carried no value as India had been roundly defeated. 

A historian of the Sino-Indian war of I 962, :,.;e\·ille Ma>.well, noted 
that even though tht: Cold War was still raging, both the superpowers 
had reached some sort of understanding th.it !ndia had to be propped 
up agamst China. The Indian leadership decided to work with the CS 
m A,ia (Maxwdl 1970. •04), whi ... h rc~uhcJ in US ,mJ D11l1~h miht,ny 
aid worth $120 million to India. The aid was to equip six Indian 
divisions for mountain warfare. At the same time, India decided to 
increase its strength from eleven to twenty-two divisions (Khan 2006: 
155). India ac.:epted this help but insisted that 11 would remain steadfast 
to its non-aligned foreign policy. On the other hand, the US and Britain 
pressed India to settle its disputt· with Pakistan. Here, the Indian 
position was diametrically opposed lo the one it had taken \'IS-i'l·\·is 
Chma-Jt wanted Pakistan to accept the status quo. At any rate, CS 
arms and military aid continued lo he gi\'en to India, despite Pakistan's 



protests. Also. India sharply incn:aSt'd its spending on the moderni tion 
and expansion of its armed forces. Ayub Khan, expressing his frus1ra1ion 
at the way India was managing 10 hoodwink the world, wrote: 

In military terms, India was probatily al its weakest while the war was 
going on Ylith China. Pakistan could have taken advantage of it but 
A)'Ub Khan did not do so. Within the Pakistani power elite, hawks, such 
as Foreign :i.1inister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, wen: in fa\uur of exploiting the 
opportunitf hr attacking India ( Aijazuddin 2002: 21 ). Subsequently, the 
missed (1pportunity was falsely magnified by the hawkish elements of 
the power elite (Schofidd 2007: 42). The Sino-Indian border war set an 
arms ra..:e in motion. \\'hile India began lo arm, primarily for a future 
militarr threat from China hut at the same time concerned about 
Pakistan's nuhtary ambitions, Pakistan felt that a better armed and 
stronger India was a greater threat than pre\·iously. The Chinese 
obviously considered the two superpowers to be a threat to its existence. 
In South Asia, the border issue also resulted in increasing ChineSt' 
interest in courting Pakistan-a gesture that the latter reciprocated with 
enthusiasm and considerable cuggeration. 

KENNEDY'S LETTER TO AYUB 

Kennedy wrote to Ayub on 28 Ocloher 1962-while the Sino-India, 
border war was at its height-requesting that the latter write to Nehru, 
assuring him thal Pakistan did not have any intention of attacking India 
Jurlng lh u1nn1,.1 wuh China. Ayub wrulc d lung lct1c1 tu Kcmu:Jy un 
5 November 1962, in which he complained that India had posed a major 
military threat to Pakistan for fifteen years, and that 80 per cent of its 
armed forces were amassed on its western front with Pakistan. He 
argued that Pakistan's \"ilal economic interests were linked to Kashmir. 
Because of the Indian threat, Pakistan had been forced to keep itself, 
constant))·, an a state of mobilization. He then went on to demonslrate 
1ha1 India wu an unreliable and dangerous neighbour and a deceptive 
player in international politics. He pointed out the Indian military 



invasions of Junagarh, Hyderabad, Kashmir, and Goa, and told Kenned: 
that the Chinese operations were, in his estimation, of a limited natun 
and would not lead 10 a bigger war (Khan 2006: 162-5). 

The US and Britain look various initiatives to encourage India anc 
Pakistan lo reach a settlement of the Kashmir dispute but nothing cunt 
of these efforts. However, just before his death in May 1964, Nehru sen1 
the Kashmiri leader, Sheikh Abdullah, lo Pakistan to probe thf 
possibility of resolving the conflict. Apparently, Nehru had come rounc 
to the belief that, in the event of any future conflict with China, India 
nttdcd to secure its western border. For that to happen, the Kashmll 
problem had to be resolved. Sheikh Abdullah was received with greal 
warmth, and he addressed public meetings and met Kashmiri and 
Pakistani leaders. However, his visit was cul short on 27 May 1964 by 
the news that Nehru had died (Gauhar 1998: 257). Abdullah flew back 
to Delhi where, after a while, he was again put into detention. The 
change of guard in Delhi brought more hawkish clements into power. 
No further Indian gesture, akin to the one made by Nehru, followed. 

IMPROVEMENT IN PAKISTAN-CHINA RELATIONS 

Meanwhile, Pakistan and China had begun lo develop more than a 
friendly neighbourly relationship. The initial contacts had begun in the 
1950s; Chinese Premier Zhou En-Lai's visit to Pakistan in 1956 had 
received a very warm and ostentatious welcome. While remaining an 
ally of the US, Pakistan had, since the mid-1950s, been trying to 
improve relations with China. This was not received sympathetically in 
Washington: the suspicion that Pakistan's commitment to fighting 
communism was merely a tactic to secure Western arms was 
strengthened. Consequently, the US viewed the early overtures with 
some reservation. But, after the split between the Soviet Union and 
Cbina.in the. carly,19601,.tbc,Uniteil Stales w• not particululy 
concerned vis-8-vis Pakistan's friendly overtures lo China and vice 
versa. The Sino-Indian war of 1962 brought China and Pakistan even 
closer and, in 1963, they reached an agreement on the demarcation of 
their intcmaliona1 border. Pakistan conceded some territory to the 
Chinese, from the area of Kashmir under its control. Both agreed to the 
building of a road connecting China's Muslim-majority Xingjian 
province with Pakistan's northern region. A trade agr«mcnt was a1so 
signed. Pakistan's Foreign Minister, Zulfikar A1i Bhutto, was the main 



architect of1h1s policy of developing a closer understanding wilh Chma 
(Bhutto 1969). 

On 1he Indian side, the rapid expansion of the armed forces and the 
acquisition of modern military hardware had generated greater 
confidence. India had been spending much larger sums of money on its 
armed forces than Pakislan though, in percentage terms, Pakistan was 
spending more. The Sovie! Cmon, m particular, greatly expanded 
military aid and sales to India. Its deteriorating relations with China 
apparently made ii come to the same conclusion as its superpower ri\"al· 
thal India had to be made m1litanly strong so 1ha1 the dt·bac\e of 1962 
could not be repeated. 

INDIA-PAKISTAN RELATIONS 

India had offered a 'So War Pact' to Pakistan m 1950, hut 11 had been 
re_1e'1ed by Pakistan because the Kashmir dispute was not being settled 
m accordance with the pledges India had made m the L:S Sl·rnnt} 
Coun..:tl- to hold a plebiscite to asccrtam the wishes of the Kashmir, 
people . .'-,ubscquently. the offer of J no-war-p.ict was rcpl'.ltcd many 
limes hut, ca.:h time, 11 was turned down by Pakistan as 11 was suspected 
that 11 was .1 .:r,iftr mow enginecn·d at making tht> .:e.i.scfire lme into 
the intcrnat1onal bnrder-whi.:h was unacceptable to Paki~tan (Bhutto 
1966: 40). Se\Trthrless, in :,.iovcmher 1959, Ayub ofkred India a 'Joint 
defence pact' which Schru rt'JCcted with the c.i.ust1c rcm.i.rk, 'dcfl·nce 
,1gainst whom· (T.ihir-Kheli ]997: J4). In Jny event. the Kashmir 
problem continued to dog lndiJ-P.ikistJ.n rdJtions and, .i.s u~ual, the 
L:-.: was the wnue wht>re mu,:h of sahrt' ralllmg took place. 

THE INDUS WATERS TREATY 

fhe 1dcolo.r,:ical and 1dt>n11ty aspect, ol t <' K,h mir dispull' art' well 
known-for India, rl'lcntwn of Kashmir 1~ considered t's~cnt1.il to its 
~ecular iJcnuty while, for Pak1~lan. ih acquisition 1s necessary to 
..:omplete the dins1on ol lndia ('n a religious hasis. However, apart from 
,uch identity clashes and emot1onal traumas, the dl·cpcr reasons for 
claiming Kashmir arc economic and military. It 1s quite mtrigumg that 
neither siJc ha~ clt•arly slaked its claims on such bases. The fact 1s that 
the Kashnur d1spult' is basi..:ally ,i hrdro political problem that carries 
profound cconon11c and m1htary implications and ramifica11ons. Both 
India and Pakistan have to feed huge populations; this pressure is 



constanlly increasing because of rapid population growth. Both have 
invested heavily in the agriculturaJ sector, which forms a major portion 
of their economies. The most developed regions of Indian agricultural 
production, and almost the whole Pakistani agricultural sector, are 
dependent on the waters from the rivers that originate in the mountains 
of Kashmir or the adjacent Himalayan range. These rivers meander into 
the territories of both the states. Consequently, the state that controls 
the upper riparian enjoys a strategic advantage because it can divert the 
now of water, or even deny it, to the other. This advantage is enjoyed 
by India (Malik 2005). 

Surprisingly, although tensions and hostility hetween India and 
Pakistan over Kashmir had remained high, both sides realized that they 
could not afford to postpone an agreement on water sharing until the 
final status of Kashmir was settled. Consequently. under the auspices of 
the World Bank, a treaty was signed by them in 1960 wherehy the waters 
of the three eastern rivers-Ravi, SutleJ, and Beas-were awarded to 
India, while Pakistan was allocated the waters from the western rivers 
of Indus, Jhelum. and Chenab. ~ehru and Ayub Khan signed the IndU!> 
Waters Treaty in Karachi on 19 September 1960. The treaty also allowed 
Pakistan to construct a system of replacement canals lo convey water 
from 1he western rivers into those areas in West Pakistan that had 
pre,·iously depended on water from the eastern rivers for their irrigation 
supplies (text given in Kux 2006: 67-8). 

In subsequent years, Pakistan buill-with funding from international 
donors-the Mangla and Tarbela dams and several other si ilar 
facilities on the waters of the Indus, Jhelum, and Chenab. Similarly, 
India built dams and barrages on the Ravi, Sutlej, and Beas. The treaty 
also prescribed a mechanism for resolving any conflicts that may arise 
over its interpretation. 
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7 
The 1965 War 

While Pakistan and India continued to dispute the status of Jam mu anc 
Kashmir in international forums, they assumed positions that made , 
negotiated settlement impossible. In 1963, India took further Steps I< 
integrate Kashmir into India-in the wake of Pakistan giving away somt 
territory, from the Kashmir territory under its control, to China 
Tension between India and Pakistan continued to grow in 1964 anc 
1965. George Singleton, who was posted as a senior officer with tht 
Communications Group at the US Embassy in Karachi, recall~ thal 
Foreign Minister Bhutto wanted to use the RB-57F reconnaissan(( 
aircraft to fly over Kashmir and India to gather intelligence. He wrote: 

Mr Bhutto tried hard to get 1he RB-57Fs Oown over Kashmir and India((] 
gather intelligence. But the professiona1 and honourable air chief marshal 
Asghar Khan refused Bhuuo's bullying and did his job with the US to stay 
focuM!d on our joint mission of inlelligence gathering of and from the USSR 
and China. One thing I knew of first hand was that foreign minisler Bhuno 
also tried. again unsuccessfully. to pressure the UK air adviser to the British 
High Commissioner in Pakistan, the US air anacht!, and my boss to fly 
intelligence gathering missions, which Bhuuo wanled over Kashmir and 
India. Again, Mr Bhuuo met absolute rebuffs and turndowns. Kashmir anJ 
India were not the mission of our Cold War-focused intelligence programme: 
(20IO). 

In March 1965, India and Pakistan were drawn into a border skirmish 
in the remote marshy region known as the Rann of Kutch-on the 
border betw«n Pakistan's Sindh and India's Gujarat provinces. Initially, 
it involved skirmishes between the border police of both nations but, 
soon afterwards, their armed forces were drawn into it. While their 
armies fought each other, the chiefs of the two air forces, Air Marshal 
Arjun Singh of India and Air Marshal Asghar Khan of Pakistan, who 
had served together during the British period, informally decided not 
to commit their ·rcraft to the conflict (Khan 2005: xii). Apparently, the 



Pakistanis outclassed their Indian counterparts in the battles that took 
place (Khan 1993: 163-6). However, in contravention of their 
agreements with the t·s, Pakistan used the Patton tanks it had received 
as part of the military aid purportedly ginn for a future conflict with 
communist states (Husain 20IO: 209). Moreover, there were no ma;or 
gains to be made in such terrain. A ceasefire was agreed on, by both 
sides, on 30 June. The showdO\\'n attracted the international media, and 
Pakistan's success was mentioned in a number of despatches by Western 
correspondents. Such an outcome greally boosted the image of the 
Pakistan Army among the people. Brian Cloughley has summed up the 
impact of the Rann of Kutch operation on Pakistan in the following 
words: 

fhe direct falloul of the pcrcei\'ed success in the Rann of Kutch was 
that those forces m the Pakistani establishmenl who favoured active 
policy on 1hc Kashmir dispute were greatly encouraged 10 challenge 
Indian intransigence on Kashmir. The mood had turned jingoistic and 
militaristic. In India, too, warmongers benefited. It redeployed six 
di,·isions-125,000 troops-to its wc~tcrn front wilh Pakistan in mid-
1965 (ibid., 65-6). 

OPERATION GIBRALTAR 

After Sheikh Abdullah's visit to Pakistan in 1964, Ayub Khan tasked the 
Foreign Office with preparing a plan. in consultation wilh GHQ. lo 
'defreeze' the Kashmir dispute. It set secrc-ti,·e meetings of high ranking 
officers belonging to the foreign ministry, the intelligence agencies, and 
GHQ in motion. The pivot around which the Kashmir situation was 
constantly re,•iewed was Foreip;n Secretary Aziz Ahmed. He was 
convinced that if Pakistan sent its soldiers into Indian-administered 
Kashmir, a spontaneous uprising of the Kashmiris would follow. The 
assumption seems to have been that a fear of China would prevent India 
from provoking all-out war (Gauhar 1998: 318-21). 



In December 1964, a plan was prepared by the Foreign Office and 
the ISi, and submitted to Ayub Khan, to send infiltrators into Kashmir. 
He and his advisers were sceptical about it but, after he won the 1965 
el«tion, discussed it again. Training in tank warfare in hilly tracts, 
began to take place in complete secrecy. At a meeting held in February 
1965, the Commander•in•Chief, ~neral Musa, and his senior aides, 
Foreign Minister Bhutto and Aziz Ahmed, were present. The air force 
and naval chiefs were not invited! ISi Deputy Director T.S. Jan explained 
the details of the plan. Ayub reportedly chided those responsible for it 
because it exceeded their brief. Altaf Gauhar, who was Information 
Secretary, has written that Ayub said: 

If there are no mott comments. let me ask: Who aulhorised lhe foreign 
Office and the ISi lo draw up such a plan? II is nol their job. All I asked 
them was lo keep the situation in Kashmir under review. They can't force a 
campaign of military action on the Governmenl (ibid., 320-21 ). 

Ayub was also shown another plan, called 'Operation Gibraltar', 
prepared by General Akhtar Hussain Malik. General Musa, Bhutto. and 
some other senior military brass were present. Ayub reportedly directed 
that the main objective of the campaign should be to capture Akhnur, 
which had great strategic importance. Ayub's plan received a favourable 
response from those present (Gauhar 1998: 322). 

Gil.AND SLAM 

Capturing Akhnur was also Malik's objective, but it was a part of the 
larger undertaking planned in Operation Gibraltar. Malik was reluctant 
to dash for Akhnur, arguing that a lot more resources and men would 
be needed to accomplish such an objective. Ttus was accepted, and Ayub 
$aQct,io{led aJ.dc;litjooal fi,ands, Thqs,, Ope.ration Grand Slam was born. 
There is considerable confusion as to whether or nol this meant that 
Operation Gibraltar was to be abandoned and, instead, Operation 
Grand Slam implemented directly. Shuja Nawaz remarked: 

The second part of the plan, Grand Slam, had been given the edge by Ayub 
Khan who had suggested that Akhnur, a key choking point on the nnly land 
route between India and Kashmir, be made the target of the altack by Akhtar 
Malilt's troops. Akhtar Malik. while reluctant to fully tie himself down to 
that objective, acceded to the request in his meeting with Ayub and othm. 



Air Marshal Asghar Khan, who had kept the air force out of the Rann 
of Kutch conflict, was retired in Julv 1965. On the other hand, Bhutto 
had been re-appointed as foreign minister and, day earlier. had written 
to Ayub that India was in no position to risk a war with Pakistan and 
that Pakistan 'enjoyed relative superiority" in terms o( quality and 
equipment (Gauhar 1998: 322). Bhutto assured Ayub thJ.I "the risk of 
India unleashing a war on Pakistan, in retaliation of raids in Kashmir, 
was negligible and could certainly be contained by Pakistan·~ diplomatic 
skills and military superiority' (ibid., 323). However, Gl·neral :\1usa 
remained unconvinced. He was rather alone because Bhutto had won 
many in the GHQ over to his point of view. Altogether, 11\"c groups, 
named after five legendary Islamic gl·nerals, were tasked with Operation 
Gibraltar. A subsidiary force, named Susrat (which was incidentally 
Bhutto's wife name), was added to them. Altogether, some 4000 
Mujahideen (Islamic warriors) were infiltrated into Indian•administl·red 
Kashmir on 28 July-although the Indians claimed that the number w,1s 
30,000. 

Contrary to what the Kashmir cell had bn·n tdling GHQ and the 
other authorities, the Indians had taken effective measures to silence 
1he Kashmiri leaders. Most of those who had taken critical positions on 
Indian efforts to integrate Kashmir mto India were under detention 
Very few of the men, sent by Pakistan, spoke Kashmiri. As they had no 
idea of the conversion rates, they faced problems when converting 
weights and measures into the metric system, which was used in 
Kashmir, and when using Indian currency (Nawaz 2008: 208). When 
they came into contact with the local villagers, the latter informed the 
Indian forces about their movements. 'By 16 August the Indians had 
neutralised lhe inftltrators and started retaliarorv operations by 
occupying two important posts in L'ri Sector', noted Gauhar ( 1998: 
323-5). It was only in Jammu that they received some help, and the 
Pakistan flag was hoisted in a few places (Khan 2007: 91). 

Gohar Ayub Khan has asserted that the operation had been badly 
planned by Akhtar Malik. The Indians, having moved their troops 
quickly, closed the infihrators' enlry points and then began to hunt 
them down, killing some and capturing others. 'Major General Akhtar 
Hussain Malik had not properly planned the exit routes for the 
Mujahideen' (2007: 91 ). The Indians followed up with a major operation 



to separate L'ri from Poonch. On 28 August, they captured Haji Pir Pass, 
which put the Pakistanis in a critical situation. General ~usa reportedly 
rushed to Bhuno's house and !old him that the Pakistani forces were 
now al the mercy of the Indians. He also talked lo Malik, who was in 
dire straits, and insisted that Grand Slam be launched immediately, 
otherwise nerything would be lost (Gauhar 1998: 326). Musa urged 
Bhuuo to obtain Ayub's appro\'al. lo launch Operation Grand Slam, 
forthwith. Gauhar has noted the serious implication such a decision 
would, however, entail: 

Apparentlr, just as such frantic exchanges of opinions were taking place, 
the Chinese Ambassador arri\'ed to he briefed. He shared China's 
experience of guerrilla warfare with Bhutto, including the elaborate 
training and planning required to merge with the rural people and to 
conduct guerrilla warfare in cooperation with them. He did nol respond 
to Bhutto when asked his ad\·ice whether the fight should be expanded 
beyond the international border. 

Brigadier Yasub Ali Dogar has explained that, from the Pakistani 
military point of view, the international border was not crossed; rather, 
it was the 'working boundary' thal was crossed. The working boundary 
was the pre-Partition border between Punjab and the Jammu and 
Kashmir State, and was not a product of the ceasefire line of the 1947-
48 war The Pakistanis advanced fmm that point where the pre-partition 
border and the ceasefire line met, and therefore were convinced that the 
international border was not breached. India, however, did not 
recognize the working boundary; ii considered it to be the inlernational 
border because the Maharaja had signed a bill of accession to India in 
October 1947. Crossing the border, from any point, was deemed to be 
a violation of the international border by the lnJiam. Major General 
Afsir Karim, a rC'tired Muslim officer of the Indian Army, told me in an 
extended interview that the Pakistanis had tangled themselves in the 
finer points of international law whilC' thC'msel\'eS being guilty of 



AYUB KHAN LEAVES FOR SWAT 

Ayub Khan went to Swat soon after Gibraltar was launched! Bhutto 
vis11ed him and returned with a directive-'Political aim for struggle in 
Kashmir·-,igned by Ayub, on 29 August 1965. In it, Ayub Khan had 
reiterated that action should be taken to 'defreeze the Kashmir problem, 
\q:aken Indian resolw, and bring her to 1he confert·nce table without 
provoking .i general war· (Gauhar 1998: 328). Ayub had t·mphasized that 
prepar.ition must, ne\·ertheless, be made for any Indian move on the 
intt·rnatwn.il border. He favoured quick, hard blows. 'Hindu morale 
would nol stand more than a .:ouple of hard blows at the right time, and 
pl.ice. Such opportumt1cs should, therefore, be sought and t:xplrnted' 
(ibid ). Ah.ii (jauhar has concluded th.it such rdlections were ind1cali\·e 
of thc fact that he did not l..now that (J1braltar had foundered completdy 
The lnlorm,ll1(>n Secretary, othennse sympa!ht·tic to Ayub, deplores h,s 
absence from hlamabad al th.ii critical junctUTl', and rcmarb· 

Even Gem-ral Musa was not informed about the real situation. The 
forces m the field were sending dubious and exaggerated messages of 
brilliant .i.dvances (ibid .. 328). Gauhar also wondered why Akhnur was 
110l gl\l'll pt 1u1 i1y-- h.aJ tl,cy su.;cccdcd, ,t would h:ivc di•conncdcd 1h., 
five Indian divisions m Kashmir from India. With Gibraltar cnding in 
failure, the Indians had begun to move towards Muz.affarabad, the 
capital of Pakistani Azad K.1.shm1r. 

Operation Grand Slam was finally launched on 31 August. ii met 
with strong rc~istancc, halting in one plaLe and ad\'ancing inexplicably 
slowly in .i.nothcr. ii 1.-as 1n shambles hy 2 September when in the 
afternoon, General Akhtar Malik was ordered to hand over command 
to General Yahra Khan (ibid., .HO). The assumption that the Indians 
were in an extremely exposed position in Akhnur, and had insufficient 



forces, was erroneous according to Gauhar. The Indians had built Uf 
their strength. Referring to some details from the battle, Gauhar hai 
argued that General Malik was not leading the battle in a cohereni 
manner, and that the command headquarters in the field was beinf 
shifted with the result that the operation was running into problems 
He has cited Genera] Musa, who remarked, There was no prope, 
articulation of command and grouping of forces' (ibid., 330-1 ). When 
Grand Slam did not materialize, the picture looked gloomy in spite ol 
Pakistan capturing some Indian posts. Finally, the truth came out 

Ayub summoned tlhutto and Musa and demanded the truth. Mu~;i. admitted. 
at last. that Gibraltar had hem a complete failure and Grand Slam was frozen 
in its tracks. After some discussion ii was decided th.it the time had come 
lo cul the los.~~-s and wind up the operation. Hopcfull}', the Indians 1'1"0uld 
get the message and avoid any further escalation. General Malik. had by now 
lo~\ all credibility with the high command. His rnthusia~m had gol the better 
of h1s Judgement and he had launchcd Gibraltar, a guerrilla opcrat1un, for 
which ht• had neither the right type of manpower nor any support amon~ 
the \"illagers nf Kashmir. The tasl.. of 1•1inding up the opcraliun was entru~ted 
to Gc·naal Yahya Khan. who was hilling the bottle bccaUH" he had been 
g11·enamarginal rolcin<iibr.iltar(1bid., 332). 

The news about the change in command spread quickly in Pakistan; the 
newspapers had been in a tnumphant mood and greatly exaggerated, 
to the Pakistani public, false claims of nctories and ad\'ances (ibid., 
331 ). According to Alta( Gauhar 

Independent new~papers were 1-ying with the official nwJia in pmJt'Ctmg 
!ht· rxploit~ of their heroes in Kashmir Radio l'akhtan, which normally 
msp1rcJ onl)' boredom and scepticism. became compulsiw li~lt•ning. 
Cicnrral .'-.1alik. following in the footsteps uf thl· great Mushm hm,, J"ariq, 
who burnt hh boats before hl' conquered Spain, 1,,a~ being poist·d to inn1cl 
d cru,hing bin'"' on lhe em·my. \Vh)· had h~ h,·,·n r,·lin·ed nl ,·omnunJ :,.I 

such a critical moment? !'cw people knew that <iHQ haJ been fn•ding the 
press with highly exaggaaled stories of imaginary victories against fictitious 
foes. Within the government there wu no arrangcnwnt to check or l"Crify 
thesl' storic\. \'.'heLhrr 11 wa\ an advanced form of camounag,-. ~clf­
ddusion, or prevaricaliun by common comcnl lo boost one auothcr"s 
morale and prospects, conscience had certainly )'iclJed place to wilful 
fabrication (ibid .• 331-2). 



The more familiar version, and the om.' popular with retired military 
officers, has been that General \1alik had nearly captured Akhnur when 
General ~fosa reliewd him of hi~ charge, and Yahya Khan failed to 
consolidate that crucial gain. Tht· Oirector of Military Operations, 
General Gul Hassan Khan, who was one of the key players in the 
Kashmir cell-established in 196--1-casts doubt on the wisdom nf 
rclie\'ing Malik. He has asserted that the change in command, and the 
inordinate delay in launching Operation Grand Slam, was a major 
factor: 'Had he !Malik] been permittt.'d to altack on 26 or 27 August, I 
am convinced we would ha\'e obtained our objective in not more than 
three days.' (Khan 1993: 187). 

Brian Cloughley has expressed a somewhat similar opinion, arguing 
that Malik produced a good plan, notwithstanding the confusion about 
the ultimate ob_iective of the wh{,k campaign (2000: i5). Bhuno 
a·pom:dh· held the same view, "Had General Akhtar Malik not been 
slopped in the Chamb-Jaurian ~ecwr. the Indian forces m Kashmir 
would have suffered serious revcnes, but Ayub Khan wanted to make 
his fan,unte, General Yahya Khan, a hero' (quoted in Abbas 2005: 51). 
In any case. the change in command on 2 September meant th.it 24 
hours wt·re lost in the process-which the Indians took ad\'antage of 
and n·gwupeJ Fierce fighting followrd on thr 4th and 5th and Pakistan 
made some advances but, on the 6th, the Indians opened the front .,1 
Lahore and .'\iall,_nt 

Such a point of view has ticcn rl'fukd by Altaf Gauhar who has 
admitted that catain aspe..:ts of (;itiraltar ,md Grand Slam ;ire still 
shrouded in my~1ery. I quote him a\ length· 



!n Dl'(l'!llber 2008, I met (irner.il Ah.ht.ir :-L1l1h.\ S(Hl, \!,110r IR<·tJ) 

'.'>,1l'eJ Ah.htar :-1.ihh., in hl.unah,1J He ga,e me .i pnnll·J '''f\1 (II the 
lcttcr his father \,Tott· to his younger brother, :-.fa1l>r Gt·ncr,11 :latn 

L1euten.1n1 Ccncral] AbJul Ali \fahk, 111 1,h1(h hc ..::I.Hmt•J that 

t·,cn·boJy \,as on bo.irJ atioul his plan. The lctkr. Jatcd 2~ :-.:o,·rmhcr 

l%i, 1,.H pn,!l·J !wm Ankara 1,hcrt' (~t·ncrJI Akht.ir \l,1l1k 1,,H st·n ltlf: 
J> Pah.,~t.in'; Permanent \11111.ir~ I>cput~· [X(t'rf'h 1n>lll 11 

rqinidu..::cJ litlo" 

fhc Jc f.i..:tu ..:omm.inJ changcJ the I cry finl J.11 P! t 

I\ tht· 1ml11.1ry opaJtiom) ,1ftcr tht· r,111 nt l hJmh 

ht·tr.w,1) (>! m,111\ J1mt·ns1on\ 

h I rcJ~(,ncd ,111J then plcaJt·J "1th Yaln.1 th.it 11 11 1,,1, the ..:rt·d11 

he \\J; lo(,h.mg for. he ,hnulJ tJh.t· the (\\t'r,111 ,onmunJ hut kt 
mt· go up to .-'1.1,,hnur J~ h1, suhordm,11<.'. blil Ill' fl"!Ust·d 

At no t1mt· "J~ I as;1~11t·J Jny rc.1,1111 t\,r h,·111,: 1t·m,,1·t·J tn1m 
lomm,111J h1 A.,·uh. \lu,a or Y,1 
I thmh. 1hc· l<'JMHl> w1!1 ht• g11e11 11 cn I J!ll nn IIH>Tc 

d ;\ot 1nlorm111);! pin-Pak K,1,hm1n dtment, bdore l,1u 

(;1h1,1h,1r \\J'> :l .:omm.mJ Jc· .. 1,1u11 .rn,! 11 11,1' m111e. The, 

the Pl' [Ppa.1tmn] 11'J\ todd1·t·c•Jl· thl' K,11hrrnr 1,~uc. r,11,e 11 fro 
monhunJ >1,ilr. and tin '11 to llit rlll\lc<' t1I the· world lo .i(hlcTe 
th1, ,um the fir,t phJ,l' ot thl· (lp w,1, \Jl,d. tlut 11. to dk,t 

un,ktl',lt·J 111filtr,11wn ot thou,,111,\., .1,·ws-. thl· ( ·1 L [tht· cr,1'l'l11c 

!inr] ! \\J\ 11()! 11ilhng t,, <.Ulllj'TO!lllSl' thl\ in ,Ill:' c1en1. .-'l.n,1 till' 

wholc op (llUIJ lw ~11llhurn h} 1Usl onr duuhle a::l·nt 

HJ!! l'ir d1J not <:J\I'<' me much ,11).\1CI:' !\cc.1use i111pc11J111g 
c;r,111,l '.'>!Jm l11d1Jn ,n11c<"lltr,ll1Pt1 111 H,111 !'11 <.11u]d onh hdt' u, 
allcr Al..hnur, JnJ thry 1,PulJ Ii.in· lo pull ()ll[ !n>op, 1ru111 the1c 

10 <."ount,:r thc Jll·1, 1h1c,11, .1n,l ,urrL"nJer tht·ir i;,1111,, Jn,l mJ:'lw 

morl', 111 the prucrs-.. A..:tu,Ll!:i 11 11-.1, onl:i .ifta tlu- !all ol .-'\.l,,hnur 
that Wl' 11oulJ h.1u: ,n,.i,lwJ thr lull 1,1!Ul' ot (;11",rJhM. hut th.11 

\\'J~ not to he! 

Bhuno krpt 1111 111,,,1111); th,11 h" M>ur..:c~ h,1J ,l-'Ufl'd him tlut 

India 1,oulJ 11()( ,itt,Kk if IH' do nnt qol.11<· 1hl' m1rrn,111ur1.1I 
tiordt·r I hti1,r1rr 1,,i~ ..:crt,un that (;11",r,1ltJr 11ould 1..-Jd 10 1,, 

,111d told <,HQ ,o l nn·Jl·J no op 111tel11~t·n,·l· to ,0111c· 1o 1h1, 



conclusion. It was simple common seme. If I get rou by your 
throat, 11 will he silly for me lo expt·ct that you will kiss me for II 

Because I was certain that ll"ar would follow, my first .:hoice as 
obJecti\"e /or Grand Slam wa~ !ammu. From there we could ha\"e 
explo11l'd our success either toward Samba or Kashmir proper as 
the situation demanded. In .rny case l\hethcr 11 w.is !arnmu or 
Akhnur, if we had taken tht· ohjec{i\"C, I Jo not see how the 
Indians wuld han· .ittackcd S1alkot bc:fon· deanng out c1thl·r of 
these to1,ns 

g. I haw g11·en serious consideration to writing a book, but g1\"en up 
tht· idea. The book ,,·ould be truth. :a.nd truth .md the popular 
reaction to 11 would hl· good for my ego. But in the long run 11 
would be .in unpatr10t1..:: a.:t. It "111 destroy the morale of the army. 
lo\.\er 1!s prestige among th<· people, be banned m Pak1,1an . .ind 
becon11;· .1 textbook for the lnd1am. I ha\"e little doubt that tht· 
Indians I\ 111 never forg1w us the slight of 65 and will aH·nge 11 JI 
the fin! opponunity. I am ccrt.1in they will hit us m £. Pakistan 
and we will need all we haw to sa1·e the situation And Yl'S, 

Ayub ,,a~ full} involved m the enkrpnsl'. As a matter of fact 11 
was his idea 

Although Shu1.1 :-.;awn 1s grnnallr sympathct!C to Akht.ir :'\1alik's 
.i~sertions, he has noted that tht· idea of captun Jammu was }.1ahk'~ 
'secret weapon'. which he did not ~h,ue with anyone. Had Jammu been 
.:aptured, India·~ land lmk with Ka~hm1r would ha\"e been severed. Such 
a move would ha\"e bt·en a hnlhanl ta.:t1cal success; but, Shuj.i Kawaz 
has also ment10ncd a number of countermoves the Indians had been 
planning. m case of a limited war Ill Ka~hmir (Sa\\·az 2008: 209-14). 

\.la1or Agha Humayun Amin, ho\\'C\'er, believes that Paki~tan had a 
good .:hance of ,1ch1enng a _ti11/ aaomplr 111 Kashmir had they dashed 
for Akhnur ,md capturl?'d it 

THE SEPTEMBER \\'AR 

The belief that India would not retaliate and stal:i Pak1stan·s soft belly­
Lahore and S1alkC1t-proved to be a colossal miscalculation. The Indian 
cab111et had, 111 I 949, alrl·ady prepared a plan to wm Akhnur back m 
the ewnt of a Pakistani advance on it, as well as to attack Lahore and 
Sialkot. It read: 



. In the event of such actions Indian troops in Kashmir would seek 10 
contain the opposing forces while the main Indian field army made a 
determined and rapid advance towards Lahore and Sialkot, with a possible 
dinrsionary action towards Rawalpindi or Karachi lo prevent a 
concen1ration of Pakis1an forces in the major opera1ional theatre in the West 
Punjab. The primary aim of this strategy was to inflict a decisive defeat on 
Pakistan's field army at the earliest possible time and, along with possible 
occupation of Lahore, to compel the Pakistan government to seek peace 
(Ooughley 2000: 82). 

On 6 September 1965, at 0S:30 hours, the Indian forces began their 
movement towards Lahore. Pakistani intelligence, including the ISi­
which years later gained great importance in Pakistani politics-failed 
miserably to notice and report that the SSG commandos, who had 
infiltrated into India, had failed to interrupt the Indian advance. In any 
case, at that time, the Pakistani soldiers should have bem ready and 
vigilant to stop an Indian advance on Lahore. But, the soldiers of some 
of the infantry battalions were, in fact, busy doing their morning 
physical training exercises as the advancing Indian troops reached 
Lahore. It was the PAF that first detected an unusual movement of 
Indian troops outside Lahore and rtported it to the GHQ. The military 
high command, it seemed, was convinced that India would not cross 
1he intemalional border under any circumstance. In any case, when the 
news was finally relayed, the Pa.lostanis put up a stiff resistance at 
Lahore. At the same time, the Indians did not make full use of the 
element of surprise to gain a strategic advantage over Lahore. Gauhar 
has described the reaction of the Pakistani leaders in the following 
words: 

When India anacked Pakistan the most surprised penon was Ayub Khan. 
His surprise was shared by the Commander-in-Chief of the Pakistan army. 
Both ?f ~hem. h~d ~ss.u~e4 tl;lat. with th,e winding down of Grand Slam the 
Indians would relu:, but they did not realise that the Indian mililary 
lnlelligence services were perhaps as tardy u their Pakistani counterparts. 
Bhutlo and Aziz Ahmed were temporarily balled in their trxks. All their 
forecasu and assurances about Indian military inlenlions based, as they 
claimed at the time, on unimpeachable sources had proved utterly fallacious. 
They could not even claim that they had nol received any warming of the 
coming Indian attack (Gauhar 1998: 335). 

Gauhar has given se\·eral examples of public statements made by 1he 
Indian government and its leaders that left no doubt that India would 



take military action. Also, he has mentioned that the Pakistan High 
Commissioner to India, Arshad Hussain, sent a cipher message to the 
Pakistan Foreign Office, through the Turkish embassy in Delhi, on 4 
September 1965 thal India was going to attack on 6 September. He has 
alleged that 'Bhutto and Aziz Ahmed decided to suppress the message 
because they thought that Arshall • Hussain, known for his ner\'0US 
temperament, had panicked as usual' (ibid., 336). 

Se,·enteen days of fierce battles between the Indian and Pakistani 
armed forces followed-on land, in the air, and at sea. Field Marshal 
Ayub Khan addressed the nation. first in English and then in Urdu, and 
declared that Pakistan was at war with India as India had in\'aded 
Pakistan. He invited all the political leaders for consultations; nobody 
could come from East Pakistan as flights belwecn the two wings-which 
would have had to O\'er-fly India-were suspended. All the leaders, 
reportedly, pledged their support. 

Khem Karan, an Indian hamlet not far from Lahore, was captured 
by Pakistani troops and the Pakistan leadership began to fed confident 
of more successes. Radio Pakistan's news bulletins churned out stories 
of spectacular successes. The press backed up such a propaganda 
barrage with detailed stories and pictures of knocked out Indian tanks, 
shot-down am:raft, and other equipment. 

Aziz Ahmed even demanded 'prop.i.ganda leaflets to be printed in 
the millions for the Air Force to drop them over Amritsar to reassure 
the Sikhs that Pakistan had come to liberate them from Hindu 
domination' (ibid., 339). Once again, the frontier tribt·smen were 
brought in. According to Gauhar: 

Larg,• hanJs of trihc~men from the SWFI' were invneJ hy GHQ lo pmC<-cJ 
loward th,· Lahore hordcr to provide support tu the men on the fronl. Thi: 
trihe~nll'n lnot,•J whatever shops ,ame their way along Lhc mull· to the front 
hut the Jdministration treated th,•se indJents as p.irt of the custumuy 
exuberance of tnbesmen in pursuit of their fo,·. !'he trihcsmcn W<."rc to 
heco111c a serious nuisance to General Hamid hecause he could not find 
them an)' hilly terrain along the Punjah hordl·r where they could hide and 
display their traditional skills. Th,·y refus,-d to expose themselves to air 
attacks in an ar,·a where clouds uf Ju~\ were their only cover. General HamiJ 
had to fordblr repitriate them to their lril;,al sanctuarie~ (ibid., 340). 

I myself saw a dog fight betwi:en Indian and Pakistan fighter aircraft 
over Lahore. People came out into the stri:ets and onto the rooftops to 
see the combat. One of the aircraft was shot down; it nosedived, with a 



UN SECURITY COUNCIL 

Bhutto ,ind A1i2 Ahmed were h.inkmg on LS mtcrn:ntion 1n case the 
war J1J 1w1 pro..:n·d .iccording to the;r script, which was hased on the 
luJiaous .issumption that India would not counter-altacl- in the Pun1ah 
fhl· L·:-;- ~ecurity Council went into action, unanimou~ly passmg 
rcsolutwns on 4 anJ 6 Srptember calling for an immedialt' ceasefire 
This was mdi..:a11vc ol the fact 1h,1t, from its point ol vkw, 1he war had 
already hrgun before India crossed the border and alladed Pakistan on 
the Lahore tront. Ayuh tolJ the L·:,.; St'CTl'tar~· Gt·nt>r,11, L Thant, who 
visited Pakistan, that the 'l,':,./ would he laying the foundations of 
another war' 1f it did not resolve the Kashmir dispute (ibid., 340). The 
King of Saudi Arabia offered rir1,1ncial help, and Indonesia sent 
submarint'S ,md surf.let· ships, but hy then the cea~efire had taken rla..:e 
The French agreed to pro\·ide thirty aircraft. of which ten were to he 
delivered immrdiatdy. However, it remained douhtful whether Turkey 
would ~uppl~ .my ,1mmunitmn, 1m11,·1Lh~t..im.ling the C[N10 .ig1tcH1l"Ul 

\\'hilc CE!'-:TO did not take a formal stand, SEATO announ..:ed, soon 
aftt·r the w,1r started, that 'fndo-Pak1stam hostilities were outside its 
jurisdiction' (Ziring 1971: 62). On 9 September, Ayuh informed his 

isters that any advance by Pakislan would he heavily resisted hy lhe 
ians (1hid.). 



US-PAKISTAS COMMUNICATIONS 

Some months before the Kashmir ad\'enture. Foreign Mi ister Bhutto 
said, at a press conference on 28 March 1965 111 Karachi. that the CS 
was rushmg m1l11ary assistance to India, a country hostile to Pakistan. 
This meant that the 1,·holc idea of a Pakistan- L"S alliance had been 
!>haltered Huwe\'er, he had thanked the CS for 11s generous cwnomic 

and military aid and explained that moving close to China 'has not been 
at lhe cost of the l"mted States· (Jam 2007a: 51 ). Just pnor to the 
\lu1ah1Jern hemg sent into Indian-administered Kashnm, A\'Uh Khan 

h.td \Hitti:n to President Johnson a~kmg him to use his good 11Jfi..:cs to 
Jeter India 'Jrom in\'olnng the suhcont11ll·nt in a ¼ar' (ibid. 51) In an 
,1ddress to tlH· P.iki~t.tm natton on I Augu~t .. \~ub Kh.in m!ornH·d the 
pt·11plc that i'Jk1,tan h.1d tr1nl. umucct·s,fully. to n:a~on with 1l1t· l"S m 

thl' hope th.it 11 1q1ulJ .ipprt•n.ik tht· dJnga th.11 rmhtan .1,,1q.t1Kt' to 
lnJ1a po,t·d lo l',1k1st.1n (1h1J .. 52) 

Su1.h pk,1, JiJ not imprns tht· .\mcnL !'he~ kill'w ,1hout the 
P.tJ...n,\,1111 111!1hr,1tor,; gomg min lnJi.111 ,1 llllll!>1t'rt·d K.t,hrmr, .md 
.thou\ the· 1;,c,1L1tlll)!, 1:1•d :,f co111l1d l)n ~9 AU!!USI. JU,t bdorc the 

Scpternhn l'-H ,1,irtt·d. /(•hn,on i:,~1re,~l'd !!re,11 concern on·r tht· 

fl.i.rl'·Up hl'l"n·n tht· t1,·o (Ollllll'lt'\ ,lllcl rt·rn.i.rkt•,L '{lur lon~,tJnJtng 
,rnJ our wr~ ,omi,tent ,rnn~l' h.1~ ,1lw.11, ht·l·n th,11 the K, 
mu~L and ,hould he. ,oll'i:J h1· pt·.1,clul mt·.:u1{ (1h1d., .5.~l 

On i,; '.',q,tl'lllher. the State lll'p,1rtmn11 .rnnounl'l'd ,111 l"mhaq;n on 
mt!1t.try ~uppl1<·, to both lnd1,1 .mJ l'JJ...1>1,rn The L"S Amh.i'>'>Jdor to 
l'ak1~t.t1L \\'altl'r I' \kConaugh}, ml'I Hhu\1(1 on 9 St·plt'mher ,mJ lold 
him th.ti the Con~re~, [CS Co11gre~~1 ha,l Jc..:1JcJ to ~tup .1ll nulit.try 
.tid to 1'.1k1>t.111 ,mJ InJ1.1. hut that 11 w,1, 'nut ,1 purntiw .t..:tion: 11 \\.ts 

meant only to lend ,upport to the L':-.: ~ecrt'lary General'~ efforts to 
attJm peaa·· (l;.iuhar 1998. ]41). Bhutto rt'lortcd that Pakistan was a 

fncnd .tnd .ill\', lii.htm~ for 1\s sun'L\'.tl. while the Cmted Sat1ons was 
lemng 11 do" n m 11s hour ol need as 11s c1t1t·s were bemg bombed. 
Gauhar described the next stage m tht· tense conversation in the 
following word~: 

~kConaughy J,l..cd h11n whcthc·r thi~ haJ not hem lurcH'<'IL ·11 w.,~ a 1atdul 
Jni,ron n,u took l" pl,111.mJ urgan1w 1h,· .\lu.1,1h1J upn,111"n llhulto ll.itly 
dt·m,Jth.11 P.il..1,1,111h,1Jhccnm,uhc·J 111J1J) ,uch<1pcrJl1unhutcona·JcJ 
that the ,\l111.ih1J, h.id th,· ,uppon ol l'ak1,1an llhu\111 claimed: 'It 1s lnJM 
th.it ha, comm1llt·J aggrcs.~mn anJ w<· an· fighting for our honour' (1h1J .. ) 



THE PAKISTAN GOVERNMENT'S MOUNTING 

DIFFICULTIES 

Within the first few days. the war was nnt gomg Pakistan's way. G.mhar 
reveals something quite astounding-it was not until 10 September thal 
the top officials of the rele\'ant ministries, including Gauhar, met with 
a representative of GHQ to decide to examine the question of Pakistan'! 
pohtJCal objecti\'eS in the war with India. Apparently, this question wai 
not addressed when Gibraltar was planned! 'Aziz Ahmed could nc 
longer explain why the country had bet·n pusht·d into the war', note! 
Gauhar (1hid., H2) ~obody had been assigned the task of examining 
the question of 'the duration and length of the present con01ct with 
India and how Pakistan's defence needs could be met' (1h1d). 

Air ~1arshal (Retd.) Asghar Khan, who had retired soon alter thl 
Rann of Kutch combat, was sent to Ae1jmg l:iy Aruh Khan on the fourth 
day of the war to request military assistance, particularly aircraft-bu1 
that they should tie sent via lndont·~1a The reason was that Ayub Khan 
drd not want to upset the Americans. The Chinese found this rt'qut·s1 
quill" strange l:iut agreed to 1t The Chinese were also rt·quested to mov< 
their twops to the Ladakh-TibC'l l:iorder. The C:hincse told A~ghar Khan 
that although such a mow could have international repercusswns the~ 
1s·ould cons1Ja ii Zhou [nlai even offered to meet Ayul:i, but the latte, 
e\·aded him tdl after lht· war. In any event, the Chinese sell! the aircraf1 
and other equipment \'la Indonesia. Asghar Khan .ilso visited Jndonesi.i 
where he lound Pre~idt·nt Soekarno eager to help (Kh.in 2005: 235-40) 
He also nsitt·d Iran and Turkey with requests tor military ass1~1.ince. 

Pakistan's dtfficultic~ continued to mount. An offensive launched 111 

the Khem Karan ~t•.::tor Lame to a halt when the lnd1.ins hrt•ached the 
Madhupur Canal and mundatt'd tht· area (Husam 2010: 228). Another 
vasmn 1~ that P.ikistan1 tanh proved to l:ie lOo he.ivy and the l:ianks ol 
the canal ga\C wav undn then lst·ight The rc\Ult wa~ 1h;1t 1hr P.1ki,1an1 
tanks got l:ioggcd down. l'h1s had a shattering effect on the Pakistani 
war strategy: 'The Khcm Karan counter-offensive ran aground on 11 
September and with that collapSt·d Pakistan's entire m11i1ary strategy 
for Pakistan the war was over' (Gauhar 1998: J4J). In mtervit·\\'5 
conducted m Delhi m !',Jovember 2010 with two Indian officers. 
Lieutenant General Kuldip Singh KhaJuna and Brigadier \'ijai !'\air, whu 
fought against Pakistan in the 1965 war, I was told that Pakistani tanks 
l:iecame sitting ducks .as they were bogged down 111 muddy water and 
could not move. Accordmg to them, the Pakistanis abandoned their 



lanks in panic. One explana1ion for 1his, according 10 them, could be 
religious as being burnt to death was considered the wrong way to die. 
At any rate, after a few days of full-scale war, Pakistan began to face an 
acute shortage of wcaponrr, spare parts, and ammunition. Gauhar 
portrayed the predicament in the following words: 

THE CHINESE CARD 

At this juncture, the Pakistani leadership realized that 1he Western 
po~·ers. especially the United Stales. was not willing to help Pakistan. 
There was e,•en some mention of sanctions being imposed on Pakistan. 
Altaf Gauhar has claimed thal, 10 counter it, he advised Ayub Khan not 
10 go for a ceasefire without resolving the Kashmir dispute, and that the 
Chinese card would have to be used 10 force the Indians to resolve it. 
The Chinese, for their part, issued warnings and threats to India and 
made statements supporting Pakistan's stand on Kashmir. An ultimatum 
was also issul'd 10 the Indians 10 dismantle military acti\'ity on the 
Chinese side of the border, return Chinese lh'es1ock, and return 
kidnapped Chinese civilians. On 7 September, China condemned India's 
aggression and warned that India was wrong 10 believe that, as it had 
1he backing of the Americans and Soviets, ii could bully its neighbours 
with impunil)' (ibid., 347). 

The Indians turned to the USA. Britain, and USSR for help against 
lhe Chinete. The Drilish Prime Minister, Ha.rolJ Wilson, in,u:d a 
statement that if China intervened, Britain and the United States would 
assist India (ibid., 348). However, the situation in Pakistan was such 1ha1 
a prolonged war madt no sense: defence stores and supplits were low. 
Ayub was told, by the chiefs of the army and air force, to request 
American assis1ance. The BBC reported that, at a press conference on 
15 September, Ayub Khan urged the US president, Lyndon Johnson, to 
intervene directly (ibid., 349). The Indian Prime Minister respondtd by 
issuing a statement warning Pakistan to keep its 'hands off Jammu and 



Kashmir; and that Indian defence operations would cont, 
(ibid., 350). 

The American reaction was markedly different. On 17 September, 
the L'S representati\·e, Goldberg, informed the UK Security Council 
that: 

We han: suspended arms shipments to hoth .:ountncs, Mncc we want, in 
support u( the Security Council resolutions calling for .i cease fire, to help 
bring an end to this conflict and not to cscal.itc it We deplore the use 
o( arms supphl·d by us in this conflict in cuntravention o( solemn agreements 
(Jam 2007a: 309) 

AYUB'S SECR.ET VISIT TO CHINA 

On the mght of 19-20 September, Ayub and Bhutto paid a closely 
guarded \'isit to BeiJing and met with Zhou Enla1. Apparently, the 
Chinese urged Pakistan to fight on, and not give up the struggle even 
if some Pakistani cities were lost. Numerous examples of Chinese 
experiences of guerrilla warfare were gin.>n. The Chinese assured 
Pakistan of their unconditional support in the e\"cnt that Pakistan 
decided to fight a prolonged gucmlla war. Scithcr Ayuh nor Bhutto 
was prepared for anything of the sort. Gauhar tells us: 

Ayub was extremely worried about the Indians capturing Lahore. Bhutto 
contacted 1he Chinese ambassador who urged him to fight on. Altaf 
Hussain, editor of the English-daily, D11w,1, believed that the Chinese 
threat of 7 September had created jitters in Washington DC. This 



inference was a flight of fantasy. According to the Information Secret 
Air Marshal Nur Khan's 'face dissolved into a convulsion to register t 
disagreement' with the Dawn editor (ibid., 355). 

The next few days were busy wi1h discussions on the UN draft 
resolution urging ceasefire. On 22 September, both countries ceased 
fire. Apparently, the US and USSR had cooperated in making bolh sides 
agree to this. The Indian side had lost 3000 men on the battlefield, while 
the Pakistanis suffered 3800 banlefield deaths ( t,'S Library of Cou~ms). 
Soviet Prime Minister Kosygin in\'ited Ayub Khan and Sh,1slri to 
Tashkent lo meel and try to resol\'e their differences. 

Veteran career diplomat Sultan Muhammad Khan has confirmed that 
after its only armoured division got bogged down during the Khem 
Karan offemi\·e, the war had ended as far as Pakistan was coni:erned. 
He was part of the Pakistani delegation that accompanied Bhutto to the 
Security Council meeting, where the ceasefire was accepted by Pakistan. 
He presents a damning image of Bhutto exploiting the difficuh situation 
in which Ayub Khan had been placed, by waxing eloquently, during the 
discussion, on the Kashmiri right to self-determination and asserting 
that Pakistan would 'continue to wage this struggle for a thousand years 
if necessary' (Khan 1997: 147). Howe\'er, after making hyperbolic 
statements, Bhutto went out and apparently talked to Ayub Khan who 
was on the: phone. On his return to the: discussion, with tears in his eyes, 
he announi:eJ that the president of Pakistan had instructed him to 
accepl lhc i:casefire (ibid., 146-7). However, Sultan has claimed that as 
the Pakistani delegation was returning from the meeting, Bhutto was 
laughing and Sa)ing thal while Ayuh Khan would be furious, the pl·ople 
would put garlands around his neck (ibid., 147). Sultan Muhammad 
Khan has noted· 



MAJOR GENERAL SYED WAJAHAT HUSAIN COMMENTS 

ON THE WAR 

Major General Syed Wajahat Husain, who took part in the military 
encounters from 12-17 September, has expressed amazement at Ayub 
Khan's statement to a gathering of officers on 24 September: 
'Gentlemen-the first lesson we have learnt from this war is that any 
action taken in Kashmir will lead India to cross the international 
border' (2010: 230). Wajahat Hussain went on to say, 'This had been 
apparent even to a layman from the beginning' (ibid.), and asserted that, 
a couple of years before his death, Ayub Khan admitted that 'his biggest 
mistake was getting involved in the war, qualifying further that he was 
ill advised by Foreign Minister Bhutto and his hawkish associates' (ibid., 
232). Wajahat Husain has made a scathing attack on the hawks, 
including Akhtar Malik, Z.A. Bhutto, and Gui Hassan Khan, and 
asserted that the Americans had always made it crystal clear that the 
US would stop the supply of spares and equipment in case of hostilities 
with India-this had been laid down, unambiguously, in the 1954 
agreement (20IO: 209). 

AIR MARSHAL Nua KHAN'S REVELATIONS 

Years later, the strongest indictment of the 1965 war came from Air 
Marshal Nur Khan who had headed the Pakistan Air Force during the 
war. The Dawn of Karachi published an interview he gave to its special 
correspondent on 5 September 2005, i.e. the eve of the 40th anniversary 
of the 1965 war. He stated that before Pakistan embarked upon the 
Kashmir adventure, rumours were rife about an impending operation 
but the army had not shared its plans with the other forces. He took 
over from Air Marshal Asghar Khan on 29 July 1965 but his predecessor 
did not brief him about any plan-simply because he himself was not 
lnformed about It. So, Nur Khan called on the then Commander-in­
Chief, General Musa Khan, who admitted that somdhing was afoot. On 
hearing this, Nur Khan's immediate reaction wu that it would mean 
war but Musa told him not to worry because the Indians would not 
retaliate. He directed Nur Khan to talk to General Akhtar Malik, the 
man in-charge of Operation Gibraltar, for further details. General Malik 
told him that the plan was to stnd some 800,000 infiltrators into the 
occupied territories. to expel the Indian troops with the help of the local 
population. The whole operation was designed in such a way, he was 



told by Akhtar Malik. thal 1he Indians would not be able to relaliale. 
Consequently, 1he air force did no1 need to get inlo war-lime mode 
(Khan 2005: I). r,;'ur Khan was sh{lcked when, on fur1her inquiry. he 
learn! that, excepl for a small coterie of top generals, ,·ery few in the 
armed forces knew about Operation Gibraltar. That made him wonder 
how professionals like Musa and Malik could be so nai'\'e and 
irresponsible. Even 1he Lahore garrison commander had not been taken 
into confidence. Equally, the Governor of West Pakistan, Malik Amir 
~ohammad Khan of Kalaba1:th, did not know what was afoot and had 
gone to Murrec on his ,·acation. 

Sur Khan has staled that ah hough his first instinct was to resign and 
go home, he m.:ognized th:u such a rash mo\'e would further undermine 
the nation's interests. Thercfort·, he decided to remain at his post. The 
Pakistan Air force performed miraculously well on 1he firsl day of the 
main w,1r, whi.:h slarted on 6 St·p11.·mhcr. Sur Khan has gi\'en full credit 
for that lo Asgh.u Khan, who had been gin·n charge of the PAF in 
1957-lo prepare 11 lo he a dt·dkated fighting machine, and who had 
traincJ his airnu·n on the best a\'a1lahle US-made fighters, bombers, 
and tr,msport planes. Those who ne,,· 1hose machines, and thme who 
maintaim:J them on the ground, worked as" team; each member oftht' 
PAF pcrfurm{'J beyond the call of dutr lo realiz" this miracle (ibid., 2). 
With rcg.ird lo tht· performance of !ht· mihlary, Sur Khan has remarked: 

Furthermore, on the second d.1y of the war, when Ayub Khan wan1ed 
lo know how the army was faring, Musa informed him that the army 
had run out of ammunition. Thal shocked General Ayub so much that 
ii might even have lriggered his heart ailment, which o,·ertook him a 
couple of years later. Sur Khan has described the 1965 war as 'an 
unnecessary war: and said thal Ayub Khan should have held his senior 
generals accountable for 1he debacle and resigned himself. He has 
further obser\'ed: 



MILITARY IMAGE BUILDING 

In so far as the Pakistan military is concerned, lhe 1965 war was a 
mass1\·c exercise in image building-even when the expedition was a 
failure. The images of Pakistanis inflicting defeat on India-in the air. 
on lanJ, and on sea-proved so enticing that the hard facts of Paki~t.1.n's 
failure in achieving its obiectJ\'t:s of liberating Kashmir, or in forcing 
India to make m.:ijor concessions on it, were totally eclipsed. This m 
itself wa~ no mean achievement; AltafGauhar, as Informatwn St·netary, 
most ..:crtamly played a central role m rt•c(m.lmg failure as success 1 
the popular mind 

In July 2009, I \'isited Washington DC to intcniew Amn1.;an npcrts 
on thc l·~-Pakistan relat1onsh1p Most of them, to my \TT~ ~real 
surprise, told me that the myth nf Muslim soldiers being far mperwr 
to Hmdus was one of the arguml'nts that tht' erstwhile P.1k1stani offil·as 
ust·d to tdl the Americans wht·n they were couning the Cnitt·d StJ\cs 
to CO•opl Pakistan in the anti-So\'iet alliance. The fanta~ti.; 1:10 
!'-.foslim-Hmdu ratio suggestmg that one Muslim soldil'r was worth 10 
Hindu wld1ers, was the usual figure mt·ntiont·d (fair. Andnsen, 
Harnson, \\'embaum). In sl,me ways, then, the Pakistan r 1litaq WJ~ 
the \'JCt1m of a delusion of its own making. 

S'e\'nthdcss, the 1965 war was fough1 hy 'gl·ntkman offia·r~·. many 
of whom- from both sides oft he t>ordcr-had t'>el'n tr,uneJ .ii the ~Jmt· 
m1ht,1n ,Kadcnues and sooaliud on a regular baw, c;0h,1r A} uh l{h.111 
ha~ n·countc:d one story 



Brigadier (Reid.) A.R. Siddiqi, who was i 
the Pakistan Army. has remarked: 

TASHKENT AND THE FALL OF AYUB KHAN 

The ceasefire was not popular with sections of the Pakistani population. 
In the popular perception, the L'mted States' arms embargo was a 
betrayal by a country with which Pakistan was closely allied. Some 
rioting took place in Karachi; the L'S consulate was subjected to stone• 
throwing by angry students. Howe\'cr. the prospect that Pakistan would 
be able to compel India to agree to a resolution of the Kashmir dispute 
at Tashkent-after all, 11 had supposedly agreed to the ceasefire from a 
position of strength and not weakness-was generally accepted. The 
Americans supported the So\'iet imtiati,·e of in\'iting Arub Khan and 
Shastri to Tashkent. Secretary of State Dean Rusk candidly explained 
why: 

Thc ..itrnu~phn,· .it T.i)hkcnt w.i~ tc1uc, but the two leaders nianasc,l In 

reach an understanding that formally brought the bellic,1se mood on 
both sides to an end. The Tashkent Declaration was announced on 10 

January 1966. Both sides agreed to pull their troops hack, no later than 
22 February 1966, to the positions they held prior to 5 August 1965; 
they were to desist from mh:rfering in each other's internal affairs; 
hostile propaganda against each other was to be discouraged; normal 
diplomat1c relations were to be restored; trade between them was to be 
restored, and so on. With regard to Kashmir, the only mention it 

received was that the dispute was discussed and both sides sci forth 



their positions (text given in Kux 2006: 73-5). That night, Shastri 
succumbed to a massive hear1 attack. Repor1edly, when Bhutto was told 
by an aide that 'the bastard had died', he said, 'V1thich one?' 

During the Tashkent Summit, Bhullo made his displeasure known 
with histrionic finesse. The photographs show him uptight and angry. 
Within 48 hours of the Tashkent Declaration, angry students came out 
in the streets all over Pakistan: rioting was extenSiYe in Lahore, where 
the jingoistic mood was at its height. Public transport \'Chicles, shops, 
pri\'ate cars, and many other things were torched. Veiled women and 
children, who claimed to be the dependents of the men killed in the 
war, walked down Lahore's Mall Road shouting, 'Give us ba.:k our 
husbands, fathers, ,md brothers' (Z1ring 1971: 68). Other slogans were 
about 'Kashmir being sold to Hindus: 

The ,•,c~t Pakistani lcadership, consisting of people like Chaudhn 
Muhammad Ali, Sardar Shaukat Harat Khan, and Maul,m.i ~faudud1, 
vehcmently assailed the Tashkent Oec\aration. Ea~t Pak1st.i.ni leaden. 
su .. h a~ Sheikh ~1ujibur Rahman and Maulana Bhashani, refrained from 
crit1.:1ztng 11 (ih1d., i5). The protests and demonstrations continued for 
senTJI wt>cks. A rumour began to circulatt' of a split between Ayub and 
Bhutto, which culminated in Bhutto'~ rnignation as fon·1gn minister in 
th,· summer of that year. Other difficulties compounded Arub Khan's 
worries. The upward economic dC\·dopment a.:h1e\'cd during the 
pre.:rdmg ycan recei\'ed severe Jolts as the hill for makmg war was 
shilled to the people. The priccs of essential commodities began to rise, 
while emplormenl oppor1uni1ies shrank. In East Pakistan, thr Awam1 
League leader, Sheikh Mujihur Rahman, was rcpor1eJ to ha\'e expressed 
vie\\·s 1ha1 were inimical to Pakistani um1r, and 1,·as also accused of 
being in\'olwd in a conspiracy, w11h the InJians, to break up Pakistan. 

However, Ayub Khan had s1ill not grasped the full implications ot 
the harm that was coming his way, Rather, on the advice of his ad\'isers 
and srcorhant1>, he announn·J month,Jong u:kb1atio11~-0l.lObc1 

1968-to celebrate the tenth anniversary of his military coup. The lavish 
spending on the celebrations fell flat as people accused the government 
of wasteful expenditure. Students began to agitate on a regular basis. 
Government repression failed to quell the protests that had now broken 
oul all over Pakistan. Universities v.·cre dosed, hut that did not prevent 
the students and others from joining the demonstrations. Bhutto 
encouraged the students to protest. Air ~farshal (Retd.) Asghar Khan 
also announced that he would join the agitation to protest against 
corruption, nepotism, bribery, and incompetence (ibid., 89-100). In 



particular, the people and the political opposilion began to accuse Ayub 
Khan of abusing his power 10 benefil his relalives and sons wi1h illicit 
economic gains. 

Towards the end of January 1969, the Pakistan Army moved mlo the 
major urban .:entres, such as Kara.:hi, Lahore, Peshawar, Dacca, and 
Khulna, where some of the worst agitation had taken place. By that 
time, thousands ofindi\'iduals had been am:sted and hundreds had died 
as a result of police brutality, including incidents of shooting. However, 
the protests continued unabated. On 21 February, Ayub Khan 
announced that he was not going to he a ,:andidale in the next 
presidential election in early 1970. This surprise announcement, 
howenr, failed to placate the opposition. A number of politi.:al panics, 
that had formed the Democralic Action Commiltee, mel him at the end 
of Fehruary. After deliberations that las1ed four days, Arub .:apitulated 
and agrceJ to dispense with the sptem of Basic Democra.:ics. Dire.:t 
elections, based on uni\'ersal adult fr.m.:hise, were to be the basis of 
elections 1n future. The parliamentary system was to be re\'ived. Bhullo 
did not join the parleys with Ayub Khan but demanded that the 
president should resign and a cart·laker go\'ernment he formed-which 
should then hold fresh ele.:tions ba~ed on a kdcral constitution that 
guaranteed the autonomy of Eas1 Pakistan as well as of the \\'est 
Pakistani pronnces of Balochistan, Punjab, !'-\\'FP, and Sindh; the West 
Pakistan Pro1·in.:e would he at'>olishl·d. 

As the protests 1<.·cu not sut'>siding, and the polili.:ians were railed 
against him, the military realized thJt Ayub would have to go. It was 
considered expedient to at'>andon him in the larger strategic interest of 
the military as an institution (LaPorte 1969). This message was 
conveyed to him by the top military hrass. Arub Khan stepped down 
and Yahya Khan 100k over on 25 March 1969, Yahya re-imposed martia1 
law throughout the country. The 1962 constitution was abrogated, the 
nationt1I 1md rnwincial legislatures were dis~nl\'ed, and:, han put nn all 

political parties, 

UNITED STATES AND AYUB KHAN 

Ayub Khan had visited \\'ashington in December 1965, when thl· 
Americans let him know that they did not look upon, with favour, too 
dose a relationship with China. Ayub Khan assured them that the 
alliance with the US remained his top priority and would not he 
compromised under any circumstance. \\'hen Ayub dropped Bhutto as 



foreign minister, the Amcncans were pleased. Howe\'er, Ayub did not 
achieve much success with regard to the removal of the ban on the sale 
of arms to Pakislan. Anyhow, the Johnson administralion decided !hat 
the 'United Stdles would sell spare parts for previously supplied L"S 
equipment but would not provide financial credits or grant military 
assistance. The door remained closed against the export of tanks, 
fighters and bomber a1rcraf1, and artillery to Pakistan' (Kux 2001: 173). 

On the other hand, while reiterating the strategic alliance with the 
United States, Pakistan decided not 10 renew lhe Badaber military base 
as Presidenl Johnson had requested. On 19 July 1968, Ayub Khan wrote 
to Johnson, 'I ,;oncede thi~ facilitr is valuable to your country but by its 
very nature, it lays us open to the host1hly and retaliation of powerful 
neighbours [the Soviet l:nion]' (Jain 2007a: 7J). However, he noted, in 
his diary on 19 October 1968, that Pak1s1an could not afford to alienate 
the Americans completely. As Pakistan's economic dependence on them 
was considerable, ii was decided that Pakistan should show flexibility 
and not demand imml·d1atc .:ompliance-d1smantling 1he military base 
did not ha,·e to start until I January 1969 and they had a year to 
complete 11. 





8 
Alienation between East and 

West Pakistan 

The relationship between the Benga1i Muslim majority and the Punjabi­
dominated establishment, comprising civil servants, centrist politicians, 
and the military, began to sour rather soon after Pakistan came into 
being. The reasons were a mix of cultural, economic, and political 
grievances-some inherited from the past and the others a product of 
1he omissions and commissions of the politicians and dvil-milita.ry 
oligarchy that had evolved in Pakistan. 

AYUB KHAN1 S IMPRESSION OF EAST PAKISTAN 

In January 1948, Ayub Khan was posted to East Pakistan as General 
Officer Commanding. Acknowledging that he was not the least excited 
by it, he wrote, 'All we had in East Pakistan at the time of Independence 
were two infantry battalions' (2006: 38). Both had Hindu and Sikh 
companies that were transferred to India. He went on, 'We had very 
poor accommoda1ion: at Headquarters there was no table, no chair, no 
stationery-we had virtually nothing at all; not C\'en maps of East 
Pakistan: He noted that, at the time of independence, there was only 
one Bengali officer in the supuior civil services, so officers from West 
Po.k.istan were posted to East Pakistan-a move lhat was resented by the 
Bengalis. Suhrawardy, in particular, exploited the East Pakistanis' 
perceived senst of domination by the West Pakistanis (ibid., 41). 

With regard to the recruitment of Bengali& to the army, he asserted 
that they completely lacked education. He brought this to the notice of 
Chief Minister Khawaja Nazimuddin and others. but they were reluctant 
to establish elite schools as the people would object as most Bengalis 
did not even have access to government schools. Also, he claimed that 
Bengalis lacked ·manpower with qualities of leadership' (ibid., 42). The 
Army Selection Board that visited East Pakistan every sixth months 



MILITARY ASD THE LAW ASD ORDER SJTUATJOS 

J"ven more mtca·,tini::, to null' 111 :\\·uh Khan\ n.urat1\C on last 
Pakistan, 1, the fact th.i; thl· r 1l11,ir1 h,1J t(, he Jq,lo) l',l to l·~tabh,h law 
.u1J orJcr on .i numha of occa,10n,. I hl· tirst ,uc:11 m,1Jl·11t 1ook f'bce 
"n 1.~ Jul) 19.JS 1,hl·Jl tht· 60.000-,trong f'Ol1cc fore<·. that Ayuh Khan 
,011,1JneJ .111 ,1-,,\>Jtrnent ,,j ht·k1ogc11cou,; clemt·nts, mut1n1cJ. He 
1L-.1rnt that th<· pohle hJJ .1rm,:d tlwms<·kc, anJ \\Cre ,urrounJmg 
t ;owrnmcnt House m Dacca At th.it ume, both he .mJ the Imrcctor 
( ;em·r.il o! 1'011,·,:, Z.11..n Hu,,am, 1,·<•r,: tnurmg .\1) nH·mmgh A)1.1h ha, 
,laimcd tl1J\ lH· tnl·J to pac1f) tht' l.ittcr wh1!<' ,1muh.111cnusly dt·J!mg 
,nth the pol1,l· "ho h.id tal,,en up dckn,11·e po,1tmns J'he h.11tahon 
,(Hnmamkr ",1, told. hy A~uh, tn gin• thn11,11',1rn1ng and to pn·n·nt 
them from Jrnng ,111rthmg rl·cl-.1<·,,. A)·uh h.1, ,t.1t<'J that \,he1wH·r .m 
,1ppcal was m.ide to them, they would ,t.ir! .1bu,111g the army. \\0e were 
kft with no c,ption hut to take acuon. I told the 8Jn.il1011 Commander 
10 take mil1t.1ry Jction against the mutineers. usmg as httk l(_1rce J~ 

possible' (1!>1J. -l4). In the military action that fol101n·J, .1 ... ouplc of 
po\iceml·n in..:ludmg th,: ringlt·aJer wne killed and 10 or 12 were 
miured. lJn the whole, Aruh Khan found the Reni,:ah leaders to be 
troublemakers. anJ those m power incompetent 

However, Ayuh has claimed that bl-fore he left for \\'est Pakistan, in 
\iovcmbcr 19~9. a hasic military organization had t"ieen put in place in 
F.ast Pakistan. He has noteJ: 



for it. The East Bengal Regiment also came into existence in my time. It was 
the firsl time that people from this part had been enlisted in a combat unit. 
I was also able to establish the East Pakistan Rifles.. a police force, and inltia1e 
a syi;tem or giving all police officer1 battle-training. It did the force immense 
amount of good and they developed tremendous confidence and pride in 
themselves (ibid., 46-7). 

A civil servant, Hasan Zaheer, who served in East Pakistan during 
1956-62, formed a more benign opinion about the people of East 
Pakistan. He asserted that while lensions did exist between East and 
West Pakistan, there was a strong feeling of Pakistani nationalism in the 
day-to-day interactions between East and West Pakistanis. He stated. 
'Even the prosperous Hindu middle classes were part of mainstream 
community life. Generally, they co-operated with the administration, 
and played a leading role in social, educational and charitable projects' 
(Zahttr 1995: xiv). 

BENGALI GRIEVANCES 

The Bengali sense of grievance, however, was more diverse than the 
impression Ayub Khan had gathered. He does not mention the 
controversy that erupted, while he was in East Pakistan, over the 
national language. From the Bengali point of view, it symbolized 
cu.Jtural domination by West Pakistan [Punjabis and Urdu-speakers 
essentially]. It is worth noting that the Bengali Muslims, as a whole, had 
been attracted to the idea of separate Muslim states in the Indian 
subcontinent much earlier than the Muslims of West Pakistan. Although 
the former constituted 55.4 per cent of the total population of Pakistan, 
the capital, Karachi, was in West Pakistan and the power elite that ruled 
from there was constituted of Punjabis and non-Bengali migrants. In 
East Bengal, only a miniscule Urdu-speaking aristocracy-remnants of 
both the Mughal and brhlsh periods-and some Urdu-speaking 
Muslims who had migrated to East Bengal from Bihar in 1~7. spoke 
Urdu. Moreover, Bengali was a highly developed language that had been 
in official usage in Bengal for a long time. 

Yet, in February 1948, Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan stated, in 
the Constituent Assembly, that Urdu would be the sole national 
language of Pakistan. This was supported by Khawaja Nuimuddin, a 
scion of the Urdu-speaking family of the Nawab of Dacca, who was 
chief minister of the Muslim League government of East Bengal. 



Governor-General Mohammad Ali Jinnah reiterated the same when he 
delivered a public speech in Dacca in March I 948. Jinnah's speech 
provoked angry student demonstrations. The language queslion was the 
first manifestation of !he brittle and precarious nature of Muslim 
nationalism that had brought Muslims together behind the Muslim 
League's demand for Pakistan (Ahmed 1998: 220-21; Alam 1995: 40-3: 
Chowdhury 2009: 12). 

On 23 June 1949, Huseyn Shaheed Suhrawardy, ~1aulana Abdul 
Hamid Khan Bhashani, and Shamsul Haq founded the East Pakistan 
Awami Muslim League. In 1955, 'Muslim' was dropped from its name 
and it became the East Pakistan Awami League. Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman, who would later lead the Bengali nationalist movement that 
cul inated in the breakup of Pakistan in 1971, was one of the younger 
stalwarts of the party. The Awami League became one of the main 
platforms for Bengali nationalism and regional aspirations to aggregate 
on and bt· ventilated from. The Muslim League government in East 
Pakistan abolished the zamindari system m 1951 and carried out a 
radical land rdorm-a measure that l.i.rgely affected the Hindu absentee 
landlords who had tled to India (Baxter 1997: 16). 

Land distribution to benefit the peasants pro\"idcd relief, but it was 
not s6mething lhat placated the urban Bengali middle class that felt 
alienated from the power centre in \\'est Pakistan. A change of 
government at the centre, afta the assassmalion of Liaquat Ali Khan m 
October 1951, resulted in Khawa_ja ~azimuddin stepping down as 
governor-general-to become prune minister. Despite his East Bengali 
origin and support base, in 1952 he reiterated his earlier stand-in 
support of L1aquat and Jinnah-that L:rdu would be the sole national 
language of Pakistan. This resulted m ,1 second round of riots in East 
Bengal (Jackson 1975: 16-17). 

Two years later, in the provincial elections held in East Pakis1an on 
8 March I 934, the Ben~alis expressed their disso1tisfaction with \\'est 
Pakistani domination. The United Front-consisting of Bengali parties 
such as the Awami League, the Krishak Sramik Party, and the Nizam• 
i-Jslam Party-won 223 out of the 237 Muslim seats, while the ruling 
Muslim League secured only 10 seats. A United Front government was 
formed on 3 April 1954, creating panic in West Pakistan. A damage 
limiting exercise was undertaken; on 19 April 1954, the Constituent 
Assembly of Pakistan passed a resolution recognizing both Urdu and 
Bengali as the national languages, but stipulated that English would he 
the official language for another twenty years. However. this was 



followed by punitive measures. On 30 May, the central government 
dissolved the East Pakistan Assembly and the government was 
dismisstd, ostensibly for advocating secession (Gankovsky and Gordon­
Polonskaya 1972: 204-5). Al the time, the Bengalis were in no position 
to challenge the power of the Muslim League government. 

PARITY 

The fact that the population of East Bengal (East Pakistan) alone 
constituted a majority meant that, in a democracy based on univasal 
adult franchise, the Bengalis would enjoy an advantage over the 
nalionalities of West Pakistan. In 1947, the population of East Bengal 
included at least 23 per cent Hindus. Such a large proportion of Hindus, 
coupled with the overall majority of Bengalis, were from the very 
beginning viewed with concern and dismay by the power elite of West 
Pakistan, who wanted to assert an Islamic identity of the Pakistani 
polity. It had become a core concern of constitution-making from at 
least the adoption of the Objectives Resolution on 7 March 1949. One 
way of rendering the Bengali majority a minority would be to place the 
Hindus on a separate electoral role. 

That suited the West Pakistani establishment but, at that stage of 
political development in Pakistan, the power elite were not convinced 
about the need to make Pakistan a full-fledged Islamic state. On the 
other hand, for the Bengali Muslims, their majority status could only 
be translated into parliamentary advantage if the &ngali Hindus were 
not excluded from the general category of voters (Jackson 1975: 16). 
Given such a dash of interests between the East and West Pakistani 
politicians, another round of negotiations took place between them. The 
East Bengalis realiz.ed that as the state power-the civil bureaucracy and 
especially the army-was essentially West Pakistani, they would have to 
compromise. After consjderable give-and-take, the principle of parity 
between East and West was agreed on as the basis for representation in 
the national assembly. The 1956 constitution represented such a 
compromise. 

ECONOMIC DISPARITY 

Parity in representation did not translate into parity in economic 
development. As noted already, the top positions in the bureaucracy and 
army remained in the hands of the West Pakistanis. Feroz Ahmed has 



asserted 1ha1 a process of internal coloni lion took place over the years. 
He has marshalled an array of statistics to establish that, in 1947, the 
Gross Domes1ic Product of Easl Pakistan exceeded that of West 
Pakistan, mainly beca~se Pakistan5 main export item-raw jute-was 
produ1;ed in East Pakistan. Howen·r, by 1969, West Pakistan's Gross 
Domestic Produt;t was greater than Easl Pakistan's. The following table, 
based on a study by Gustav Papanck, illustrates the uneven development 
that took place (cited in Ahmed 1973: 421): 

Gross Domestic Product in 1959-1960: Con,tanl Prices (million rupees) 

Ea~t P.ikistan West Pakistan 
194':l-50 I 1,R30 

1954-5'. l.i,320 14,JIO 

1959-W 16,790 

1964-65 111,0].j 21.7RII 

1968-6~ 10.67() 2i,i.j4 

Ahmed has asserted that during this period, resources transferred from 
East to \\'est Pakistan amounted to Rs 31,120 million (calculated in 
tl·rms of offi..::ial r<1tc, CSSI = Rs 4.76; current market rate CSSJ = Rs 
83.85). Industrialization in Pakistan began with the in\"estmrnt of 
capital in the cotton textile industril's that w1:re based in West Pakistan 
and lhe jute mills in East Pakistan. However, whereas the tcxlile mills 
were owned hr West Pakistanis, the jute mills were not owned hy the 
Bengalis. Rather, it was the West Pakistan.based bourgeoisie who owned 
the jute mills. In the early years, 70 pt·r ..:cnt of Pakistan's export 
earnings were derived from the export of raw and processed jute, and 
to some extent even tea. According to Ahmed, such earnings were used 
for the industrialization of West Pakistan. The pallern of economic 
devt>lormrnt w:1~ h:r.~ed on 1h.- a~~umplion lhat 1h..- Fa~! Paki,tani, 

would consume a significant portion of West Pakistani products­
mainly textiles (ibid., 425). 

Foreign aid played the single most imporlant role in Pakistan's 
economic growth. By 1969. the US had provided $3 billion in grants 
and loans (mainly loans in the later years) which helped finance the 
development of pri\"ately-owned light consumer industries. The 
bourgeoisie that benefited from it was mainly West Pakistani. Such 
lopsided developments generated disparities: 



By lM end of the notorious 'decade of development' (1958-1969), West 
Pakistan's GDP exceeded that of East Pakistan by 34 per cent. the official 
disparity in per capita income had become 6i per cent, and the real 
differenu in the average standard of living had widened 126 per cent (ibid., 
428). 

The result was that the Bengali pea.5ants, workers, and the middle class 
were all alienated from a share in the economic growth that was taking 
place; thence the origins of a nationalist movement that increasingly 
sought to offset their domination by West Pakistan. It was under these 
circumstances that the Awami League, led by Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, 
emerged as the main representative of Bengali separatism. The fact that, 
during the 1965 war, East Pakistan had been virtually defenceless 
against an Indian invasion-the only deterrent the central government 
could invoke was a Chinese threat to India not to attack East Pakistan­
was vociferously criticized by Mujib and the other Bengali nationalists. 
The idea that East Pakistan must be self-sufficient began to be put forth 
and became a rallying point for the regionalism that would later develop 
inlo separatism and secessionism. Several other Bengali radical­
nationalists, such as the peasant leader Maulana Bhashani, also 
demanded greater autonomy for East Pakistan. 

In 1966, at a political conference, Sheikh Mujibur Rahman put 
forward a 6-point programme for East Pakistani autonomy (The 
Bangladesh Papers n.d.: 23-33). The conference was not held in Dacca, 
but in Lahore, which crealed an even greater sensation. The six-points­
please see below-were transformative in terms of the relationship that 
had hitherto existed, and they envisaged a loose federation or, rather, a 
confederation: 

I. Pakistan should be a true federation based on the 1940 Lahore 
Resolution. 

2. The federal government should deal with only 1wo subjeCU. viz. 
defence and foreign affairs, and all other residuary subjects should 
be vested in the federating states. 

3. There should be two separate but freely convertible currencies, or 
one currency may be maintained if flight of capital from Eut lo 
West Pakistan is stopped through comtitulional provisions. 

4. The powers of taxation and revenue collection should be vested 
in the federating units. 



There 1,·as a sharp contrast in the reception lo the points. In East 
Pakistan, the support base of the Awami League began to expand 
rapidly. All sections of society were attracted to it; the East Bengal 
Hindus, who had begun to dist,mce themselves from politics, were again 
animated mlo political acti\'ism The reaction m Pakistan, especially of 
the Aruh regime, was hystcri..:al. On 8 May 1966, Sheikh Muiih was 
arrested under the [)efcnce ol Pakistan Rules. His arrest provoked a 
mass upsurge throughout East Paki~lan. In December 1967, and again 
m January 1968, the government a..cused him and his associates of 
nurturm Sl"O.:esswmsl .1mhitions. On 17 June J 968, hc was moved from 
Dacca Lrnlr.11 Jail to Kurm11ola Cantonment. and charged with 
conspiring to m.1kc Bangladesh mdependl·nt with thl' help of India 

THE AGARTALA CASE 

In early 1968. the governml·nt d,umed 10 have unrnwred a plot 
mvolnng some forty-six East Pak1stams. Thirty-five were later charged; 
deven were p.irdoncd v.hen thl·y promised to assist the prosecution. 
Among the ch.irged were Sheikh Muj1hur Rahman, three Bengali civil 
servants, and twenty-four Junior Bengali officers from the armed forces. 
The gowrnml'nl case was that the plotters had met with Indian officials 
in Agartala, on the Indian side of the Bengal border, on 12 July 1967 to 
,li~,11~~ a pLm 10 l.mnch an arme,l revoh with lnclian help. which woulcl 

result in the establishment of an independent stale of East Bengal 
(Ziring 1971: 90-91 ). It was also alleged that Muj1b had been in contact 
with Indian officials from as early as September 1964. Allegedly, he had 
received money from them in August 1965, which he distributed among 
the conspirators. The trial, which dragged on for months into the 
beginning of 1969, helped foster MuJ1b's image as a Bengali martyr in 
East Pakistan. In spite of the government calling 251 witnesses, the state 
prosecutors were unable to substantiate the charges in a winning 
manner. 



Things came to a head when one of the accused was shot dead on 
the grounds that he was trying to escape. His funeral, the next day, 
triggered large-scale rioting. Meanwhile, there were student protests in 
both the East and the West, and politicians from both parts of the 
country joined nnks against the government. They demanded an end 
to the Agarta1a Conspiracy case and a release of all the accused. Ayub 
Khan, now completely beleaguered, had to give in. He had already 
declared his intention not to contest the next election, but the Agartala 
fiasco further exposed his government's weakness (ibid., 92-3). This 
weakness became even more apparent when Mujib had to be released 
from detention, and received a hero's welcome in Dacca. 

THE YAHYA REGIME AND THE 1970 ELECTION 

After months of agitation that rocked West and East Pakistan, Ayub 
Khan stepped down on 25 March and General Yahya Khan took over 
the reins of power. Apparently, the top commanders had pressured Ayub 
Khan to step down. Martial law was imposed throughout the country. 
lnitiaUy Yahya Khan did not claim to be the president of Pakistan but, 
a few days later, he assumed that office as well. With regard to East 
Pakistan, Admiral S.M. Ahsan was appointed as governor, and 
Lieutenant General Sahibzada Yaqub Khan as martial law administrator. 
The government succeeded in establishing law and order rather easily 
even though the administ tion in East Pakistan was run by pro-Awami 
League students for almost a week before Yahya Khan took over. A new 
government was formed with the help of a coterie of close confidantes 
from the civilian and military top brass. Yahya Khan made clear the 
caretaker role of his government, when he addressed the people the next 
day-26 March: 

My wle 1im in lmpolina M1rtili l.aw i, to prot,1e;t life, liberty ind pro~rty 
of the people. , , Fellow countrymen, I wish to make ii absolutely clear to 
you that I have no Intention other than the creatlon of conditions conducive 
to the es1ablishmeot of a constitutional government It Is my firm belief tha1 
a sound and dean administration Is a pre-requisite for sane and con.tructlvc 
polilical life and for ltu: smooth lransfer of power to the representa1lves ol 
the people elected freely and impartially on the basis of adul1 franchi 
(quotNf in Hamoodur Rehman Commission Report 2001: 67). 

By the end of Ju.Jy 1969, the government was claiming that law and 
order had been established and that the next objective was to reston 



democracy. Hence, he embarked on ..::onsultations with leaders from 
both East and \\'est Pakistan. He appointed a team to draft a 111:w 
constitutional formula. On 28 ~o\"ember 1969, he addressed the 
Pakislam nation informing them that rnnsensus could not be obtained 
on the future constitution of Pakistan. Therefore, he was going to 
propound a Legal Framework Order (LFO) that would ser\"e as the basis 
for elections and, subsequently, for the transfer of power to the elected 
represenlatin·s of the people. On 30 \1arch 1970, the LFO was ready. 
Two fundamental changes were wrought by it: (I) 11 dissol\"ed the One 
Unit in West Pakistan; and, (2) the pnnc1ple of panty was replaced by 
the norm of one man one \'Ole. Both tht:se reforms strengthened the 
legitimate position of East Pakistan. As it emerged as the most populous 
pro,·ince in the coumry, it was entitled to more seats in the national 
parliament by \"ir!ue of its more than 55 p1:r cenl proportion of the total 
Pakistan population. \-\'1th regard to 1he unicameral Pakistan Sat1onal 
Assembly, 11 was decided that the Sational Assembly should consist of 
313 scats, mdudmg 13 scats rcsern·d for women. \\'omt·n could contest 
the elections from general seats as wdl. Thl· d1~tnbution of seals 1,·as to 
be as follows 

'" i'unat, " ~inJh 

Balochi,t.an 
Ccntralh· AJmini~h:mf Tnt>al Arc.i, 

Some furth,·r pn:conditions for the restoration of dcmocra..:y were also 
elaborated on. Among them, the most important was that the 
Com,U1u,:111 A~~cmbly would ~1.i11d u,~~<ll\"Cd lf II l.i1l,:d lo frJfllC d 

constitutmn m 120 days. A number of directive principles of State 
policy, that the future constitution of Pakistan could not nolatc, were 
announced. These were: upholding an Islamic way of life; observation 
of Islamic moral standards: and, teaching of the Quran and Sunnah lo 
Muslims. Morco\·er, Pakistan was to he a federation, known as the 
Islamic Rcpuhhc of Pakistan. It w.is also laid down that the constitution 
must uphold Islamic ideology, as wdl as democratic nlucs. M.orco\"cr, 
all the citizens of Pakistan were to enjoy fundamental human rights; lhe 
judiciary was to he mderendcnl from the executive, and provincial 



autonomy was to be protected. The LFO authorized the President to 
reject any constitution framed by the constituent assembly if the 
document did not fulfd the above-mentioned preconditions. He also 
enjoyed the power to interpret and amend the constitution, and his 
decision could not be challenged in a court of law (Story of Pakistan 
2010). 

Thus, the LFO was purported to virtually serve as an interim 
constitution. A major flaw of the LFO was thal ii did not specify the 
extent of provincial autonomy that could legitimately be claimed. Such 
ambiguity, on a crucial issue, would prove problematic when the 
election results came out. ln any event, political activity had already 
been allowed from I January 1970-which resulted in the election 
campaign getting underway even before the LFO was announced. The 
different political parties issued their election manifestos. The Awami 
League put forth the Six Points as its main plank in seeking a mandate 
from the electorate, to effect radical decentralization of powen: and 
maximum autonomy to the provinces. It has been suggested that the 
military government must have been fully aware of the wide gap 
between its own notion of federation and regional autonomy, and the 
one the Awami League stood for. Mujib, however, conducted the 
election campaign fully aware of the fact that the Six Points, and the 
LFO, were not easily commensurable. 

The procedure adopted to monitor the election campaign was that 
the speeches of the political leaders were first to be vetted at 1he 
provincial headquarters of the Martial Law administrators and then 
sent to the headquarters of the Chief Martial Law Administrator, 
General Yahya Khan. Anything objectionable could lead to action 
being 1aken against the violation of the LFO. The government did not, 
at any point, object to the six-point programme as incompatible with 
the LFO, although Mujib was quite openly critical of it. Thus, in a 
rrteelll'lg 11.t Nll.~On on Z5 October, he c11.tegotlcally stated that 'he and 
his party condemned the legal Framework Order but at the same tim, 
decided to participate in the elections as they regarded the elections a! 
a referendum on regional autonomy on the basis of the Six-Poinl 
Programme' (quoted in Khan 1973: 35). It could be that the intelligenct 
agencies' assessment did not portend a landslide victory that would 
qualify the Awami League to, alone, form the government. Tht 
intelligence agencies expected the Awami League to win, at most 6C 
per cent East Pakistan seats (Hamoodur Rehman Commi ion Rqx,r1 
2001: 7-1). 



The elections were scheduled for ctober I 9i0, but floods in 
Seplember forceJ the go\'crnment to poslpone the elections to 7 and 17 
December, for the national and provincial assemblies, respecti\'ely. 
Although :\iujib ohjccted to the postponement, the go\'ernment did not 
budge from its decision. In Novemher, a cyclone that caused enormous 
devastation, stru.::k Easl Pakistan. Some 500,000 people lost their lives. 
The administration in East Pakistan, largely manned by \\'est Pakistani 
ci\'ilian and military officers in the upper echelons, was blamed for 
incompetence and apathy. Hardly any \\'est Pakistani political leaders 
e~presscd sympathy for the Bengalis, and no senior member of the 
military go\'ernment pa.id a ,·isit to East Pakistan. Such behaviour was 
exploited by the Awami League to whip up more hatred against \\'est 
Pakistan (ibid., 74). 

Such a strategy paid ample d1,·1dend as the Awami league won 160 
out of the 162 general seats. Thus. 11 ohtaincd a massive landslide 
\'lctory that procured a majority in 1he ~ational Assemhly for itself. It 
.:ould form the governmen1 all hy itself. All the scats it won were from 
East Pakistan. The stunned West Pahistani establishment panicked. This 
was particularly true of 1he martial l.iw administration in East Paki~tan 
which had a very large compont·nt ol West Pakistani officers. On the 
other hand, the Bengali cinl1an and military officers ft:h encouraged to 
assen themselves. 

In West Pakistan, Z.A. Bhuuo·~ Pakistan People'~ Party emerged as 
1he main ,·ictor though tht· number of seats it won was less dramatic: 
84 out of the 138 \\'est Pakistani seats. ii won majorities in the provinces 
of Punjab and Sindh. Although Bhutto congratulated the Awami league 
on its fanta1,tic nclory, and said that ht: respected the majority, he added 
the rider that 'hoth Punjab and Sind are centres of power. We may or 
may not be ahle to form a government at the Centres but the keys of 
the Punjab Assembly are Ill my pocket '(Cloughley 2000: 162). He 
went on 10 ~RY th:at in the olh<"r rock.-1 w.-r.- 'th.- k.-y~ n( the Sind 
Assembly and no central go\'ernment can run without our 
co•operat1on. If the People's Party does not support it, no government 
will be able to work, nor will the Constitution be framed .' (ibid.). 
Such a statement had no support m parliamentary theory or practice, 
and was simply a negative stance expressing Bhuno's ambition for 
power. This was to become the ppp·s ma.in line of argument, as it joined 
ranks with the military in the next few months to obstruct the Awami 
League from forming the government at the centre. 



YAHYA-MUJIB-BHUTTO PARLEYS 

For se\'eral weeks after 1he elections, the military regime made no 
announcement about the !'Jational Assembly being ,ailed into session. 
Such ina,tion only accentuated the Awami League's suspicion and fear­
that the establishment was unwilling to let it assume power in 
.1ccordancc.- with tht· con\'entional procedures thal apply in parliamentary 
democracy. On 3 January 19il, the Awami League called a mammoth 
public meeting in Dacca. Mujib made the elected members take an oath 
pledging their loyalty to the Six Points. By that time, Z.A. Bhutto and 
his PPP had taken a tougher position than the other Wes! Pakistani 
parties againsl the Six Points. Yahya Khan finally met MuJib on 7 
January in Dacca. The Hamoodur Rehman Report notes that in the 
parle}S that took place, !-.lu)lb endearnured lo placate West Pakistani 
furs about the Six Points being some sort of sinisler move aimed at 
hringing ahout the \'irtual secession of East Pakistan from the Pakistan 
federation. Mujib then asked Yahya to tell him what objections the 
general had to the Six Poinls-to v,hich Yahya replied that he had none 
but that 'Muj1b would have to carry with him the West Pakistani leaders' 
(Hamoodur Rehman Comm1ss1on Report 2001: i7). On hearing 1hat, 
~1uJib requested Yahya to summon the !'Jat1onal Assembly on 15 
Fcbruarv so that he could demonstratt• that 'I will not onlv obtain a 
sunple ina1ority hut a two-third ma1ority" (ibid.). This indicates that 
\lujib was confident that he would receiw support from the West 
Pakistani leaders as well. Admiral Ahsan, who accompanied Yahya, has 
recorded that, when Yahya told \1ujih that the Awami League could 
ahuse Jls ma1ority \'Oles, MuJib replied: 

Apparently, MuJib even ~uggested that his party had decided to elect 
Yahya Khan as the pres1denl of Pakistan because he had played a crucial 
role in the restoration of democracy. Yahya. howe\'er, told him that he 
was a simple soldier and would rather return to the barracks. Hnwe\"Cr, 
he advised \1ujih to work closely with the PPP because it was th~· largest 
party from West Pakistan in the ~ational Assembly. Mujib assured hi 



that he would do that, and also try to win the support of other \\"est 
Pakistani leaders. Their discussions ended on an amicable note. ~ext 
day, al Dacca Airport before leaving for West Pakistan, Yahya Khan 
referred to ~uj1b as his future prime minister. On 17 !,muary, he and 
some olher generals visited Bhutto at his estate in Larkana, Sindh. The 
generals were later to allege, in their testimony before the Hamondur 
Rehman Commission, that Bhutto was 'conspiring to do MuJib out , ,1 
the fruil of his favourable election result' (ibid., 79). Bhutto denied I hat 
in his testimony. Al any rate, Bhutto is said to have requested that time 
be gi\'en 10 him to parley with Mujib; otherwise, 'Mujib bent upon his 
Six-Point programme and supported by a clear majority, would surely 
be able to go through wilh the Constitution which meant the end of one 
Pakistan' (ibid.). He also wanted time to prepare public opinion that 
would allow him to go as far as possible in accommodating the Six 
Points. 

Bhutto, and some of his pany members, then went to Dacca again 
and met ~iu.iib on 27 January 1971. As the Commission did nol haw 
access to the Awami League leaders, 11 reported the PPP wrsion of the 
discussions between the two leaders and their advisers. Bhuno claiml·d 
thal MuJib was rather inflexible on the Six Points. Although he 
understood Bhutto's plea that the people of West Pakistan h.id lo he 
convinced 1hat the Six Pmnts would not threaten the unity ol Pakistan, 
he was unwilling to postpone the calling of the National Assembly into 
session to later than 15 February. Bhutto returned to West Pakistan 
disappoinh·d. He mt·t Yahya Khan on 11 February and reported thl' 
result of the discussions with the Awami League to him. Bhutto 
proposed that the National As~embly should meet at the end of !vtarch 
at the earliest. He claimed that Yahya seemed lo agree, but was surprised 
when the latter then announced 3 March as the date for the National 
Assembly to meet. In the meantime, agitation was mounting in East 
Pakistan ns·il.-\'is the delay in the ~overnment-formation process. 

On 15 February, Bhutto called a press conference in Peshawar where 
he declared that 'his p.i.rly would not participate in the National 
Assembly session on 3 March, unless their point of view would be heard 
and, if found to be reasonable, accepted hy the Awami League' (ih1d., 
80). Bhutto was to later deny, 1n the testimony before the Commission, 
that he or his party had threatened to boycott the !'\alional Assembly 
session-all he and his parly wan!ed was 'an assurance that there would 
be reciprocity from lhe Awami League for adjustment in the Six Points' 
(ibid.). In any case, on 21 February, a convention of the PPP took 'an 



oath to abide by the party decision not to attend the Assembly on th, 
3 March' (ibid.). Finally, on 28 February, Bhutto addressed a mammotl 
meeting in Lahore where he declared that his party would not atten, 
the session on 3 March. Apparently Yahya and his advisers had decide< 
to postpone the Assembly meeting on 22 February, but did not com·ei 
this to Mujib until the 28th-the same day that Bhutto addressed th1 
crowds in Lahore. At that meeting, he threatened the other parties tha 
'if any of their members decided to go, they should do so on a one-wai 
ticket as they would not be allowed to return to West Pakistan, that thei1 
legs would be broken: and that 'the country would be set ablaze &orr 
Khyber to Karachi' (ibid.). 

I am witness to that meeting. Actually, Bhutto was at his theatrical 
best on the occasion. He held up the hands of one of his own senio1 
members, Mian Mahmud Ali Kasuri, and told the crowd that not on!) 
would legs, but also hands, be broken. Therefore, it was a warning tG 
even his own members who might have held a more conciliatory stand 
on the Six Points. The next day, Bhutto addressed the students of Punjati 
University in their New Campus Auditorium. The bottom line of hi! 
address was that the Six Points would result in the breakup of Pakistan. 
Such performances meant that the impasse between the Awami League, 
the Yahya government, and Bhutto became public and anchored in the 
popular mind in West Pakistan. 

The Commission noted that a close associate of Yahya Khan's, 
General Umar, ostensibly secretary of the National Security Council, 
had been engaged in distributing funds in pursuance of Yahya's 'own 
political plan' during the election campaign (ibid.). After the elections, 
he had been busy trying to persuade some West Pakistani politicians 
not to attend the National Assembly or to demand its postponement. 
The military government, however, wanted to convey the impression, 
to the public, that the postponement that Yahya announced on I March 
was something that he had been forced to acc«pt by the attitude of the 
West Wing politicians and not something he himself wanted. In other 
words. the Yahya regime had its own secretive agenda which coincided 
with the stand that Bhutto had taken. The Commission overruled that 
Yahya and Bhutto were necessarily acting in concert (ibid., 81). 

On the other hand, the PPP had alleged that Yahya and Mujib were 
collaborating-the C'\idence given was that Yahya had stated that he did 
not find anything objectionable in the Six Points, had called Mujib his 
prime minister, and had accepted the invitation of the Awami League 
to continue as president. The Commission remarked: 'General Yahya 



collaborating with Mr Bhuno or with Shaikh Mujibur Rahman much 
less with any minor party, he was playing one party against the other' 
(ibid.). The net result was that instead of reaching a power•sharing 
formula, conflicts emerged; it all culminated in the disintegration of 
Pakistan. The delay in calling the newly-elected National Assembly into 
session resulted in massive protests in East Pakistan. On 2 March, the 
army was instructed to restore order but, within 48 hours, it was told 
to go back to the barracks. 

From early March, the law and order situation had begun to 
deteriorate rapidJy. Awami League acti\ists and the criminal underworld 
started attacking all non-Benga]is. They receiv«! help and assistance 
from disgruntled Bengali soldiers of the East Pakistan Rifles (EPR) and 
the East Bengal Regiment (EBR). The Urdu-speaking Biharis, who stood 
out as a separate ethnic group in the population, were easier to attack 
than the West Pakistanis who were living in protected areas. As a result, 
scores of deaths and incidents of injury took place. Those West 
Pakistanis who could, began to send their families back to West 
Pakistan. It was dear that there was widespread demoralization among 
them, and they were increasingly isolated from the local population. 
Major General Hakim Arshad Qureshi has alleged that the Awami 
League had even used highhanded tactics during the election campaign 
and later, which became part of its tactics to intimidate all opposition. 
He hu narTated how, in August 1970-that is before the elections were 
held-he travelled in East Pakistan, with an escort, to take O\'er 
command of a battalion at Saidpur-Rangpur-Dinajpur; however, his 
second-in•command was not pleased because it was dangerous to do so 
{Qureshi 2002: 5). 

Once the National Assembly session scheduled for 3 March was 
postponed, anacks on West Pakistanis became more frequent. Thus, 
Lieutenant Abbas of the 29th Cavalry, who had gone with an escort of 
Bengali •oldiers to buy fresh vegetable-,, wa1 attacked by Bensali 
militants and killed. The Bengali memben of the escort were sent back 
unharmed, though their weapons were 'taken' by the militants (2002: 
16-17). I interviewed a witness to the events in Chittagong during those 
early days of March 1971. Juned Chowdhury belongs to a prominent 
East Pakistani family of Assamese origin. His father, Matin Chowdhury, 
was a leading member of the Muslim League and a close associate of 
Jinnah. He told me that: 



Bengali mUitants began to attack Biharis in Chittagong after it became know 
that the Assembly was not meeting on 3 March. Those who look parl In the 
assaulb were a mixture of Awami League cadres and loca1 criminals. They 
operated in conni\-ance with low-ranking officials who had turned against 
West PakiMani domination and considered the Biharis a fifth column since 
they were L'rdu-speaking. Quite a few gruesome murders of Biharis had 
taken place already before the military action that began on 25 March. On 
the other hand, lhe Biharis Identified themselves with West Pakistan and 
when the Pakistan military began its crackdown they lent support to the 
soldiers in the hunt for Bengalis. 

The Pakistan Army remained passive till 25 March. During thal time, 
the situation in East Pakistan turned from bad to worse. In its report, 
the Hamoodur Rehman Commission wondered why the military had 
not tried to quell the agitation at that early stage and had, instead, been 
ordered to return to its barracks. The findings suggested that the martial 
law government in East Pakistan was restrained from taking any action 
by the central government. The governor, Admira1 Ahsan, told the 
Commission that he had made desperate efforts to persuade the 
president lo visit East Pakistan but without success. Both Admiral 
Ahsan and General Yaqub Ali Khan were convinced that only a political 
solution could save the country. Ahsan telephoned Rawa1pindi several 
times to talk to Yahya Khan but was told that he was in Karachi. Such 
persistence, on his part, resulted in him being informed that he had 
been relie\·ed. Accordingly, he handed power over to General Yaqub on 
4 March and left Dacca. General Yaqub, however, adopted the same line, 
advising a search for a political solution. In practical terms, it meant 
that a provisional provincial government should be formed. headed by 
Mujib or his nominee. When his advice was rejected, Yaqub too 
resigned-via telephone-on the evening of 4 March; the resignation 
was accepted, by a signal, on 5 March. He handed power over to 
Lieutenant General Tikka Khan, who arrived on 7 Mar,h to lake O\'er 
from him (Hamoodur Rehman Commission Report 2001: 82-3). 

The Commission was of the opinion that there was not enough solid 
evidence to suggest that Rawalpindi had categorically restrained the 
East Pakistan government from taking action. Both Admiral Ahsan and 
General Yaqub could have taken stern action but got cold feet. However, 
it was not overruled that the: 

Authorities in Rawalpindi also had some part to play in this curious inaction. 
For, although General Yahya concluded that General Yaqub had developed 



YAHYA AND WEST PAKISTANI POLITICIANS CONVERGE 

ON DACCA 

Yahya arrived m Dacca on 15 March; other West Pakistani leaders 
followed ~u1t. Yahya met the party leaders one by one, instead of all 
together. The Hamoodur Rehman Report has recorded, 'In any case 
Sheikh Mujihur Rahman himself and Mr Z.A. Bhutto never, except for 
one occasion, met each other or the President at the same time' 
(ibid., 85). The negotiations took place m the backdrop of a rapidly 
deteriorating law and order situation. MuJ1b issued a directive, dated 
7 March, that mslructed East Pakistanis to defy the writ of the martial 



law government: strikes, refusal to pay taxes, closure of all educational 
institutions, and other such measures were to be taken to defy the 
authority of the West Pakistani-run state machinery. Yahya and Mujib 
met to resolve the deadlock. Mujib demanded the immediate lifting of 
martial law and that the National Assembly should start functioning. 
Yahya agreed, subject to the concurrence of the West Pakistani leaders, 
especially Bhutto. Bhutto reached Dacca on 21 March, where he was 
accorded a hostile reception by agitators at Dacca Airport. Bhutto and 
Mujib met Yahya together on 22 March, and then alone. Bhutto reported 
that although Mujib had bttn clamouring for the National Assembly to 
meet in two separate blocs, when they met, Mujib wanted the National 
Assembly to be adjourned sine die. 

At that stage, Yahya and his aides-Justice A.R. Cornelius (law 
ad,·iser); M.M. Ahmad (economic adviser); General Pirzada (principal 
staff officer); and another officer, Colonel Hassan-separately met with 
the PPP and Awami League. The president also talked to other West 
Pakistan leaders who were more accommodating of Mujib and the 
Awami League than the PPP were. Wali Khan, of the West Pakistan's 
National Awami Party, claimed that Mujib showed him a letter in which 
Yahya offered: 

Mujil'iur Rahman a solution which would more than satisfy him, one that 
would he in excess of the S~ Points. One is lefi wondering what such a 
solution could be short of complete secession. General Yahya of coul'$C 
categorically denies having sent any such letter and in the nature of things 
We have not seen such a documertt. We have no reason to doubt the Khan's 
[Wali Khan's! word but in the absence of the e,·idence of Mujibur Rahman 
and lhe d01:ument itself. we cannot possibly reach a finding that such a letter 
e1tists or that the paper shown to the Khan was a genuine one (ibid .. 88). 

The Report has noted that, during 23 and 24 March, the position of the 
Awami League', leaders hardened and become uncompromi1ing. For 
the first time, they publicly began wing the expression 'confederation 
of Pakistan: The general secretary of the Awami League, Tajuddin 
Ahmed, declared that there was nothing left to negotiate and that the 
Awami League had made its position clear. On Pakistan Day, 23 March, 
instead of Pakistan flags, a profusion of Bangladesh flags were hoisted 
all over East Pakistan; the exceptions were the Bihari strongholds of 
Saidpur and Parbatipur (Qureshi 2002: 29). 

It is clear that negotiations between the three entities were crucial 
for the resolution of the political impasse that had occurred. It was not 



a constitutional deadlock because, according to parliamentary 
constitutional theory and practice, the Awami League was entitled to 
form the central govcmment on the basis of its incontrovertible 
majority in the Pakistan National Assembly. However, that was 
unacceptable to the military establishment and the leader of the largest 
party (the PPP) in West Pakistan, Z.A. Bhutto. The Awami League's 
uncompromising stand, towards the end, on1y made matters worse. In 
any cast, Bhutto met Yahya on 24 and 25 March to discuss the stand 
taken by the Awami League. What transpired at that meeting has not 
been reported. 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR FAILURE OP THE PARLEYS 

The Commission made a most intriguing revelation: the decision not 
to hand over power, and the use of a military crackdown codenamed 
'Operation Blitz', had been prepared way ahead; and, 'the negotiations 
which were carried on from the middle of March up to this date were 
no more than a camouflage, it being all along the intention of General 
Yahya Khan and his military advisers to cow down the Awami League 
with a heavy hand' (Hamoodur Rehman Commi ion Report 2001: 89). 
Meanwhile, the troop build-up took place. 

The Commission has not provided background into the history of 
Operation Blitz, but subsequent research has shown that it was 
formulated well before the 1970 elections and an 'operation directive 
was signed and issued by Yaqub Khan on 11 December 1970, within 
four days of the National Assembly elections' (Nawaz 2008: 264). By 
early March, General Yaqub had realized that such an operation would 
be counterproducti\•e and had recommended the search for a political 
solution, hut that was unacceptable to the military high command. 
Yahya and his coterie of advisers stuck to the original plan, based on 
denying the Awami League the righl to form the government at the 
centre. 

In any case, with regard to the responsibility of the Awami League 
for precipitating the crisis, the Commission noted that 'we have reason 
to believe that the Awami League itself intended to take action at 3 a.m. 
on the morning of the 26 March 1971' (Hamoodur Rehman Commission 
Report 2001: 89). Moreover, 'Dacca was by now a city in which it was 
impossible for anybody at least for any Pakistani of consequence and 
more specially those associated with the government of Pakistan to 
move without armed escort' (ibid.). It has also been recorded that the 



military government had failed to develop effective intelligence 
gathering because 'it was difficult to have a sufficient number of loca1 

agents from whom information could be gathered' (ibid.). In othe1 
words, by that time, the West Pakistanis' alienation and isolation frorr 
the locaJ society was nearly complete. 

With regard to Bhutto's role, the Commission noted that this needed 
to be assessed in three main contexts: He demanded that the National 
Assembly session scheduled for 3 March be postponed; he insisted tha1 
a grand coalition comprising the Awami League and the PPP should 
form the government at the national level; and, following the election 
results, he began to speak of a two-majority theory. The Commission 
members were of the opinion that, during the election campaign, the: 
PPP did not make the Six Points an issue. Therefore, once the electiom 
had taken place and the Awami League had won a majority, Bhutto's 
insistence that the Awami League should enter into a compromise 01 

make concession on the Six Points was not consistent with any 
democratic or parliamentary practice. Similarly, the PPP's stand, tha1 
no constitution could be made without its concurrence, was not justified 
in constitutional terms. 

The PPP had won a majority of only two provinces of Wesl 
Pakistan-Punjab and Sindh. The Awami League enjoyed an overall 
majority in parliament, and it was likely to expand its support with the 
help of other West Pakistani leaders. Therefore, Bhutto's insistence on 
consensus on the constitution was not justified because what he meant, 
on the basis of the so-called two-majority theory, was consensus 
between the Awami League and the PPP. The Commission found his 
standpoint to be incompatible with the principles of parliamentary 
democracy. Moreover, even after visiting East Pakistan after the 
elections, he failed to assess the degree of resentment such demands 
were causing in East Pakistan (ibid., 94-96). The Commission 
conduded that YUya Khan, Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, Z.A. Bhutto. and 
their advisers were all responsible, in different ways, for the worsening 
of the situation in East Pakistan. The Report does not identify who, 
among them, bore ultimate responsibility. 

Air Marshal (Retd.) Asghar Khan travelled to Dacca while the 
negotiations were underway and spoke to Mujib. Mujib was convinced 
that Yahya had decided, before he went to Dacca for the negotiations, 
not to hand power over to the Awami League. He lamented that the 
patriotism and loyalty of the Bengalis was never acknowledged by the 
West Pakistani leaders. Asghar Khan has provided details about Bhutto's 



alleFd complicity in precipitating the crisis that broke up Pakistan 
(Khan 2005, 31-42). 

It can be argued that since Yahya Khan held the reins of power, and 
thw en;oyed the u1timate prerogative to make crucial decisions, his role 
must be treated as decisive. If it is true that the negotiations after 15 
March were a camouflaF, and the military had decided to carry out a 
military action, then a conspiracy existed already. It is also clear that 
Bhuno obstructed a peaceful resolution of the problem. Whether Bhutto 
was privy to the military plan to order a crackdown on the Awami 
League and the Mukti Bahini remains a matter of conjecture. It cannot 
be discounted that he was because, just as the military had decided not 
to hand power over to the Awami League, so too Bhutto was determined 
not to sit in the opposition. The provocations of the Awami League, on 
24-25 March, provided the excuse the military needed to implement 
the pre•mc:ditated crackdown. 
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9 
Civil War and Pakistan-India 

War of 1971 

OPERATI0S SEARCHLIGHT 

There WJS no1hmg pl'cuhar Jhout ~u~h ,1 hrn:f .is the objl'Clln's 1n·rt· 

formulated 111 tvpkal m1ltt.ir} fashwn. '.\o mt·ntion was nl.lde of 
arresting the Awam1 Leagut· lcJdcr~. nr rchch III general. However. tht· 
first action l..tkt·n, undcrst,md.ihly, w,1s 10 arrest \1u11h from his homr 
,ll 10:30 p.m Some rcs1slanct· 1,·as put up hy his ~upportcrs, whkh was 
t·asily suppn:~\c1.L Other prominent lcaJa~ either went undngrounJ or 
c~caped the hordcr into West Bengal. Bhutto was in Dacca when the 
milit.iry actmn, ..:odcnamcd Operation St·archlight, started on the mght 
of 25-20 :-.t.m.:h He \.\llUld mo~I ..:t·rt,unly h.1w heard tht· cxplo~1om, 
tank t1rc, and gun~h,,ts trom h1~ room 111 the hntd whcrt· he was staymg 
fhc next day. he famou~ly remarked, 'Thank God, Pak1s!dn has been 
saved.' This ~latcment has subsequently appeared, with minor vari.itwm, 
in se\'cral publications (Khan 2005: 42; '.'\awaz 2008: 268; Qureshi 2002: 



23). It is impossible to interpret such a proclamation in any way other 
than as an endorsement of military action. Whether it was inspired by 
patriotic passions or a Machiavellian caJculation is a moot point. Many 
months later, Bhutto was still defending the miHtary action because he 
claimed that it was a necessary pre-emptive action to stall the Awami 
League from declaring East Pakistan's indepc:ndena the next day. He 
wrote in September 1971: 

A number of places were ablaze and we saw the demolition of the office of 
the newspaper The People. This local Engluh daily had indulged in made 
and unrestrained provocation against the Army and West Pakistan. With the 
horizon ablaze, my thoughts turned to the past and to lhe future. I wondered 
what was in store for us. Here, in front of my eyes. I saw the death and 
destruction of our own people (quoted in Nawaz 2008: 268). 

Military action received support not only from the PPP but also from 
the West Pakistani power elite, including the capitalist class, and the 
right-wing Pakistani press including the Urdu-language newspapers 
Nawa-i-Waqt and Jang and the English-language Dawn. In particular, 
the Nawa-i-Waqt stressed 'the usual West Pakistan bogies of Hindu 
influence, anti-Islamic forces, and the promotion of the Bengali 
language, and urged they should be strongly curbed' (Alam 1995: 326). 
The Indian involvement was greatly exaggerated at that stage. In any 
case, as soon as Mujib was arrested, army tanks and infantry units 
moved in on the Dacca University campus. The shelling and firing that 
took place targeted Jagannath Hall and Jagannath Hostel, Iqbal Hall and 
Iqbal Hall Hostel, Hindu temples in Ramna ground, and other Hindu 
strongholds {Ali 2007: 247-8). Some resistance was offered but the 
firepower of the army was overwhelming. Some S00-700 people were 
kiUed. Pro-Awami League newspaper officers were raided, and more 
kiUings took place. The next day, Mujib was flown to West Pakistan as 
a prisoner. 

The same day, a Bengali offiar-Major Ziaur Rahman-announced 
the independence of Bangladesh. The position he took was that Eas1 
Pakistan had ceased to exist. He swore allegiance to Sheikh Mujibu1 
Rahman and exhorted other Bengalis to do 1he same. Accordingly, th€ 
Bengali armed forces personnel who heeded his call were not revoltinE 
but were fighting a war of liberation against an army of occupation. On 
I 7 April, a government-in-exile was announced thal, Bangladeshi 
sources have claimed, was based within the country in a part of Kushti~ 
district. II also established branches in Delhi and Kolkala. Most of the 



Bengali civil ser\'ants and military personnel declared their allegiance 
to Bangladesh. Consequently, according to their point of view, a 
liberation struggle had begun. A retired colonel, Osmany. was declared 
in charge of the liberation forces, which consisted of two elements: the 
Niyamita Bahini (a liberation force constituted by members of the 
armed forces) and the Mukti Bahini (a liberation force consisting of 
armed civilians). Later, both came to be known as the Mukti Bahini 
(inten·iew: Iftekhar Ahmed Chowdhur)'). Thousands of Bengalis 
crossed the border into West Bengal for safety. In the refugee camps 
that were sc-t up for them, many were recruited into the Mukti Bahini. 
They were armed and trained and sent back to fight the Pakistani forces. 

Accounts of the war, and the atrocities that follO\\"Cd, differ 
dramatically. Ma1or General Hakim Arshad Qureshi has alleged that 
thousands of pro-Pakistan Bengalis. Biharis, and West Pakistanis were 
massacn·d hy the Mukti Bahmi in the early stages of the conflict 
(Qureshi 2002: 33). Major General A.O. Mitha, who took part in the 
military operations till 9 April, described how, during a visit to thc­
Chiuagong sector, one wounded Bengali officer admiued his guilt but 
wi1hout remorse: 

On !he night hctwl~n 25/26 March 1971. fo:ncral Tikka slruck. Peaceful 
night ,....~ turnl-d intu a time or "''ailing. erring, and burning. General Tikka 
lei \1111~e l'\·l·rylhing at his disposal .i.s if raiding an enemy, nut dl·aling with 
his own misguided and misled people. The military acliun wa.~ a display or 
slark cruchr, more merciless than the ma.uacn-s at Bukhara and Baghdad 
hy Changez Khan anJ Halaku Khan, nr al Jallianwala Bagh hy lhc Brilish 
Gennal ll}'t"r. 

GenL-ral Tikka, instead of carr}ing out the lask given him, i.e., lo disarm 
the Bengali unils and persons and to takl· inlo custody the Bengali leaders. 



resorted to a scorched earth policy. His orders lo his troops were: 'I want 
the land (sic) and nol lhr poople' ... Major General Rao Farman IAli] had 
written in his table diary, 'Green land of East Pakistan will be painted in red' 
(Niazi 1999: 45-6). 

Some other commanders were also changed. Later, during Niazi's stint 
as Commander Eastern Command, he recommended that Brigadier 
Acbab be 'removed from command on charges of looting and theft. 
He was found guilty in the court of inquiry carried out against him 
and was sent back to West Pakistan to be court-martialled' (ibid., 50). 
On the whole, Niazi lamented that he had a small and inadequately 
armed number of troops at his disposal. The humid weather and 
topography did not suit his West Pakistani troops, who got ill rather 
easily. Yet, by the end of May 1971, the 'rebel resistance had been 
broken with heavy losses to both men and material. The rebels were 
demoralized. They were forced lo take shelter in inaccessible areas or 
were licking their wounds in sanctuaries provided by the Indians on 
Indian soil' (ibid., 62). 

He noted that the Pakistan Anny captured thousands of rifles and 
other weapons left behind by the rebels. He then requested penni ion 
to enter Indian territory, in pursuit of the rebels, but that was not given 
Also, by June, 'we had achieved a great moral, political and tactical 
victory under most unfavourable conditions and that too in a very shor1 
time' (ibid., 65). He has referred to Major General Khushwant Singh ol 
the Indian Army who apparently confirmed his strategy: 

Yahya had valid reasons for crossing International borders in the easterr 
wing in pursuit of guerrillas as well as to overrun their bases in India abou 
the end of May 1971, and of lhr opportunity lo enJarge the conflict into , 
full-fledged war by hilling India also in the West. That was lndiaS wors 
hour, its reserve formations were in !hr hinterland, it had serious shortfall• 
of war mater~I and lioldk-n and civilian, we-re not menially alluncd tc 
immrdiale war. If Yahya had struck at that time, he could have gainr1 
profitable objectives both in the Western and Eastrrn theatres before th1 
onset of the monsoons (ibid., 67-8). 

PAKISTAN-CHINA CONSULTATIONS 

Yahya Khan despatched senior diplomat Sultan Muhammad Khan tc 
Beijing to solicit Chinese support for the military action. Premier Zhm 
Enlai told Sultan that Yahya Khan should find a political solution to th1 



East Pakistan crisis. Also. while China supported the unity of Pakistan 
and was willing to help Pakistan raise two new army divisions, such 
support did not entail Chinese military intervention in East Pakistan 
on behalf of the military regime. Sultan remarked: 'it is also relevant to 
point out once and for all that China, during these or subsequent talks, 
never held out any possibility of coming to Pakistan's aid with her 
military forces' (Khan 2006: 308). 

This assertion is indeed important because, while the Chinese 
wanted to express solidarity with Pakistan, they were not willing to 
commitment themselves militarily in a conflict against a political party 
that enjoyed the overwhelming support of the people of East Pakistan. 
Moreover, military intervention in East Pakistan, in the event that India 
entered the war, would have provoked a strong reaction from the So\'iet 
Union; also, the Americans were unlikely to let that happen with 
impunity if it meant that China and India would be involved in a war. 
Such calculations, it seems, never entered the calculus of a Pakistani 
defence strategy; rather, faith in China deterring India continued to be 
something that, at least officially, the Pakistan government wanted to 
encourage. 

US-PAKISTAN COMMUNICATIONS 

In 1970, a Republican administration headed by Richard Nixon was in 
office in Washington DC. The Americans had begun to think in terms 
of cultivating the Chinese; Secretary of State Henry Kissinger was to 
play the key role in the first negotiations. The US, however, wanted such 
overtures to remain a secret, and Pakistan was chosen as the conduit 
for the initial contacts. Some other governments, such as that of 
Romania. were also involved in setting the ball rolling. As a reward to 
Pakistan, the US offered a one-time exception to their embargo on an 
arms package for sale to Pakistan, but without tanks-because that 
would have upset India. Also, food aid and economic aid was offered 
to Pakistan (Aijazuddin 2002: 91-104). Nixon told Yahya Khan that 
'there was strong feeling in this country favouring India, but this 
Administration would keep its word with Pakistan' (ibid., 109). In reply, 
having assured the Americans that Pakistan would not embarrass the 
United States, Yahya also pleaded for greater economic aid to Pakistan. 
With regard to the assurance he gave about not embarrassing the Nixon 
Administration, Yahya was surely alluding to the fact that Pakistan had 
used US weapons in both the Rann of Kutch and during the war with 



India in 1965-in contravention of the US position that such US 
weapons were not to be used in a conflict with India. especially one 
initiated by Pakistan. In any case, the news that Pakistan was going to 
get US arms elicited a strong reaction from India. Both Yahya Khan and 
Indira Gandhi were in the US to attend the 25th anniversary of the 
founding of the UN. Nixon invited them, and other leaders, to a dinner 
but Indira Gandhi dedined the invitation (ibid., 111 ). In any event, on 
25 October 1970, US interest in secretly mteting the Chinese was 
discussed during a conversation between Nixon, Ki"inger, and Yahya 
Khan; Yahya promised to convey this to the Chinese. Accordingly, Yahya 
spoke to Zhou Enlai, who responded positively, and that set the ball 
rolling. 

From late March 1971 onwards, the situation in Pakistan had started 
deteriorating. The US expressed concern about Pakistan's security and 
hoped that Yahya Khan would succeed in restoring nonnality. China 
made si ilar statements, but accused India of harbouring nefarious 
designs to harm Pakistan. Pakistan, on the other hand, conveyed 
messages betwten the US and China, and so the thaw quickly began to 
take place. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger camouflaged his visit to 
China by giving the impression that it was a general visit to South Asia. 
The first stop was India. Kissinger met Indira Gandhi on 7 July 1971. 
Mrs Gandhi expressed her concerns about Chinese influence in East 
Pakistan and her own desire not to use force in the ongoing civil war 
in East Pakistan. Kissinger, on the other hand, expressed an 
understanding for India's concerns over the refugees who had poured 
into India from East Pakistan. He also said that the US-India 
relationship had to be stable, and it should not be jeopardized 
periodically because of a regional dispute. A strong India was in the 
US's interest, emphasized Kissinger (ibid., 157-8). 

On 9 July, Ki"inger arrived in Pakistan and told the Pakistanis that 
the chances of war with India were 'two in three~ But, he found Yahya 
and his advism convinced that India was not planning for wu-but, if 
they were to start a wu with Pakistan, they were convinced that 'they 
[Pakistanis} could win' (Kux 2001: 191). How that would be po&sible 
without air support, and amid the hostility of the local population, was 
something that the military did not seem to have been discouraged by 
in assuming an unrealistic position on a war with India in East Pakistan. 
When Kissinger returned to the US and briefed the National Security 
Council, he was of the opinion that India was bent on a war with 
Pakistan and that Yahya 'lacked the imagination to solve the political 



problems in time to prevent an Indian assault' (ibid., 193). He 
recommended that the US should prepare for an 'evolution that would 
lead to eventual independence for East Pakistan' (ibid.). Interestingly 
enough, in subsequent discussions, President Nixon expressed the 
opinion that India should be discouraged from using the 'refugee issue' 
to break up Pakistan, but breaking up Pakistan 'is what he might do if 
he were in New Delhi' (ibid., 196). However, when the military 
government put Mujib on trial for sedition, instead of opening 
negotiations with him, the Americans were quite exasperated. 

INDO-SOVIET PEACE TREATY 

The Awami League, Mukti Bahini, and other such forces were able to 
sustain an armed resistance movement from their bases in India. All 
along, the Indians planned their moves with great care. While training 
camps had been established to train the Bengali freedom fighters, their 
activities were thoroughly monitored and supervised. Leadership 
positions were maintained with moderate Awami League figures, and 
radicals and ntremists were marginalized. From July onwards, New 
Delhi assumed direct responsibility for the training and arming of the 
expanding fighting force as more and more refugees arrived and young 
men joined the Mukti Bahini (Sisson and Rose 1991: 143). The Indian 
leadenhip, no doubt, had been preparing for war with Pakistan. In 
response to Yahya Khan's accusation, that if India made any attempt to 
seize any part of East Pakistan he would declare war, the Indian Foreign 
Minister, Sardar Swaran Singh, made a speech on 21 July in the Upper 
House o( the Indian Parliament-the Raj ya Sabha-in which he asserted 
that: 

Pakistan has been trying for wme time to mislead the world into thinking 
that the situation in 8angla Desh is a matter between Pakistan and India 
whereas in face ii is a maller between the military rulm of West Pakistan 
and the people of Bangla Desh. II is the Pakistan regime's own actions, and 
the bruta1ities commilled by the Pakistan Army in Bangla Desh, that have 
landed Pakistan in a morass in Bangla Desh. Only a sdtlement with the 
already elected represenlaliv« of the people of Bangladesh will enable the 
military rulers of Pakistan to ex1ricate themselves from this morass (Deora 
1995: l02). 

Meanwhile, the Indian leadership had been taking necessary measures 
to ensure that, in case o( a w.ir with Pakistan, China would not · tervene 



with impunity. Consequently, on 9 August 1971, an Indo-Soviet Treaty 
o( Friendship and Co-operation was signed. Article IX stated: 

Each High Contrac1ing Pany undcnakes 10 abstain from providing any 
assislance 10 any third country that engaees in armed conOicl with the other 
Party. In the event of either being subjected to an anadt or a threat thereof, 
the High ContraCling Parties shall immediately enter into mutual 
consultations in order to remove such threat and to take appropriate" effective 
measures to ensure peace and the security of their countries. 

The treaty was for twenty years. Having secured a counterweight against 
possible Chinese intervention, Indira Gandhi intensified diplomatic 
activities to muster support for India's position on East Pakistan. 
Alleged human rights violations by the Pakistan Army in East Pakistan 
became one o( the main arguments to prepare the world for an Indian 
intervention. It culminated with Mrs Gandhi proceeding, on 25 
October, on a worldwide tour to personally explain, to world leaders, 
that the situation in East Pakistan was very bad and that Pakistan was 
doing nothing to find a political resolution to the civil war. In 
November, Z.A. Bhutto was sent to China to solicit help in case o( war, 
but he did not receive much encouragement (Khan 2006: 346-7). 
Foreign Secretary Sultan Muhammad Khan was despatched to some 
western capitals to present the Pakistani point o( view-that the conflict 
in East Pakistan was an internal problem, and India had no right to 
train and arm Bengali rebels to carry out terrorist activities inside East 
Pakistan. Further, that an Indian intervention would result in all•out 
war (ibid., 349-54). 

WAR WITH INDlA 

The connict in East Pakistan became increasingly unmanageable over 
the months that followed. Yahya Khan was under great pressure from 
the internationa1 community to take the necessary measures to placate 
the East Pakistanis. On 31 August, Yahya appointed an East Pakistani, 
Abdul Motelib Ma1ik, as governor o( East Pakistan while Tikka Khan 
continued as the martia1 law administrator. According to Niaz.i, the 
Indians raided East Pakistan several times, at battalion and brigade 
levels, from late August till November. The full-fledged attack on East 
Pakistan by the Indian Army, from a]J directions, was launched on the 
night of 20-21 November (Ali 2007: 271; Niazi 1999: I 19). This news 



was suppressed by the Yahya regime; people in West Pakistan knew 
nothing about it. Nia:r.i has claime'd that, despite being outnumbered by 
a ratio of I: IO, Pakistan repuJsed the invaders. On 3 December, Pakistan 
attacked India from its stronghold of West Pakistan. Thus, the third war 
between India and Pakistan was now fought on all fronts, Niazi has aJso 
claimed that, by that time, some 4000 fatalities and the same number 
of injuries had been sustainOO in East Pakistan. Also, that he contacted 
Chief of General Staff, Lieutenant General Gui Hassan Khan in 
Rawalpindi, to discuss the Indian invasion but the latter had gone to 
Lahore to celebrate Eid. Similarly, COAS General Hamid was not 
available. Niazi has remarke'd: 

I learn! later that both he and the President had left for Sialkot, ostensibly 
to \·isil troops hut ac1ually for a partridge shoot-no C-in-C visits Muslim 
troops on an Eid day. The callous auitude of the three senior most officers 
of the Army shows that they were not interested in the affairs of Eas1 
Pakistan or the integrity of Pakis1an. like Nero, they played while Dhaka 
burned (1999: 123). 

Nevertheless, Niazi stated his men put up a brave fight despite all the 
odds against them in East Pakistan. The Indian attack got bogged down 
and they suffered heavy casuaJties (ibid., 126). Niazi has referred to a 
number of secret signals from GHQ praising the bravery and 
perseverance of his men-most probably to claim that he and his troops 
were doing their job properly and with success. He also takes issue with 
the Indian invasion of 21 November not being taken to the Security 
Council as that could have resulted in a ceasefire before defeat at the 
hands of the Indians. Moreover, he has stated that he and his men 
wanted more time, and were not in favour of hostilities being started 
by Pakistan on the West Pakistan border with India. They wanted that 
to happen after the period October-March (ibid., 131). 

Nlazl goc1 on to prove th11t the high command wa1 not inlt'fHted in 

saving East Pakistan, in spite of his men fighting fearlessly. On 
S December, Niazi has claimed, he receive'd a message from GHQ to the 
effect that he should keep the maximum number of Indian troops 
engaged in East Pakistan, and was told that Chinese activities were 
expected very soon. He goes on to deplore the fact that such assurances 
were totally misleading as no contact had been made with the Chinese. 
On 6 December, he sent a signal to GHQ expressing his resolve to fight 
to the last man. This. he has noted, was approved by his superiors (ibid., 
135). The details of the battles fought on several fronts aJI over East 



Pakistan, as given by Niazi, show his men fighting with grtat bravery 
and intelligence, and the Indians not making much headway in spite of 
their vastly superior forces including their air force. However, he has 
alleged that a totally misleading message was sent to GHQ, from the 
Governor House, stating that aJthough Niazi and his men were fighting 
bravely, the enemy was advancing and the Pakistani defence was 
collapsing (ibid., 176). 

Niazi's claims, however, have been called into question by other 
Pakistani military officers. Brigadier (Retd.) A.R. Siddiqi, the chief of 
the Inter-Services Public Relations (ISPR) and press adviser to Yahya 
Khan, had access to the key senior-most officers-including, of course, 
Yahya and his coterie of generals-who calJed aJI the shots. Siddiqi has 
scathingly criticised Niazi for advocating extttmist measures against the 
East Pakistanis, including condoning rape and other indignities against 
Bengali women-activities the GOC Jessore, Major General Mohammad 
Hussain Ansari, did not approve of. Siddiqi has noted: 

Niazi ... open1y encouraged the jawans in their uruoldierly, inhuman, and 
carnal indulgences. 'What is your score, Shera (Tiger)?' he would ask lhe 
jawans wilh a saLanic glint in his eyes. The score referred 10 the number of 
women the soldiers mighl have molested Niazi argued brazenly in support 
of the rape cases. 'You cannot expect a man to live. flghl and die In East 
Pakistan and go to Jhelum (one of the major recruiting districts in West 
Pakistan] for sex. would yout As for the killings-he believed that only the 
miscreants were killed. 1be soldiers were under orders nol lo show any 
mercy lo subversive, anti-slate elements. Bengalis or non-Bengalis (2009: 
167). 

Siddiqi visited East Pakistan several times during the ongoing conflict, 
and noted that the Biharis took a very active part in the armed raids on 
the Bengalis. They, and 50me Bengalis who were lslamists, sided with 
the military. The number of people killed during the military action hu 
been estimated from a mere 26,000 presented by the Pakistan military 
(Hamdoodur Rahman Commission Report 2001: 513) to three million 
by Bangladeshi sources. Both are highly exaggerated figures: downwards 
and upwards. In any case, it is impossible for an army that was 
increasingly confined to its cantonments to have liquidated three 
million human beings in less than nine months. I have interviewed 
many top Bengali c:ivil servants and public figures, of a neutra1 be:nt of 
mind, on this topic. I was told that the origin of the story about the 
three million dead was to be: found in a statement of Mujib's in which 



he had confused a 'million' for the South Asian 'lalth' or 'lac' which 
means 100,000. This is not surprising because Mujib's command over 
the English language was far from enviable. The official position on the 
death toll-as per the other major political party of contemporary 
Bangladesh, the Bangladesh National Party-is 300,000. 

PAKISTAN LAUNCHES OPERATION CHENGIZ KHAN 

FROM WEST PAKISTAN 

On 3 December 1971, the Yahya regime decided to open the front on 
the West Pakistan border. 'Operation Chengiz Khan' -a bizarre name 
for the military of an Islamic nation to use considering the havoc 
wreaked upon the Muslim powers in both Central and South Asia by 
the notorious Mongol conqueror Genghis/Chengiz Khan in I 162-
1227-began with the PAF mounting simultaneous attacks on airfields 
in a number of places in East Punjab and Indian-administered Kashmir. 
At the same time, land operations were launched but to no avail. The 
Indians rapidly moved into East Pakistan and headed towards Dacca. It 
appeared thal Yahya Khan's objective, in opening the front in West 
Pakistan, was to hasten a ceasefire. The Pakistan Army surrendered in 
Dacca on 16 December. The ceremony was shown on Indian and 
international television channels. Some 93,000 Pakistanis became 
prisoners-of-war, including civilians. Pakistan had been roundly 
defeated and its eastern wing seceded to become Bangladesh. 

Yahya Khan was bitter that the Americans and the Chinese had not 
come to his rescue. Brian Cloughley has observed that 'Any action on 
the part of China would have concentrated the Indian mind on the 
northern borders, and greatly assisted Pakistan. But China sat on the 
fence, in spite of making belligerent statements' (Cloughley 2000: 237). 
Nixon made a gesture by sending an aircraft carrier into the Bay of 
Bengal, but It wu purportedly to ',care off an attack on Weit Pakittan' 
according to Kissinger (ibid.). China had been granted membership of 
the United Nations on 25 October 1971; its representative attended the 
UN, including a meeting of the Security Council, on 23 November 1971. 
This was possible because the United States and China had established 
a rapport, and the former no longer opposed China's right to represent 
the Chinese people. Kissinger solicited Chinese cooperation in 
achieving the limited aim of discouraging India from launching a 
counter-attack on West Pakistan (Aijazuddin 2007: 367-86). The US 
also took an initiative, on 4 December 1971, to start proceedings in the 



Security Council for a resolution calling upon both India and Pakistan 
to agree to a ceasefire. Once again, it sought Chinese help which was 
given. Although China outwardly maintained its support for the unity 
of Pakistan, it was disillusioned by Pakistan's failure to seek a political 
solution to the conflict in East Pakistan. In other words, a breakup of 
Pakistan seemed to have been accepted by all the major powers. The 
loss of life on the battlefield, for both India and Pakistan, has not been 
clearly established but it seems it far exceeded the fatalities suffered 
during the two earlier wars. The trauma of defeat, and the breakup of 
Pakistan, greatly undermined the prestige of the Pakistan military, 
whose public relations office had been spreading fictitious stories of 
spectacular victories over the Indians-identical to the propaganda 
offensive during the 1965 war. 

In any event, following the surrender at Dacca on 16 December, it 
took Yahya and the high command, on Nixon's advice, another two days 
to agree to the unilateral ceasefire offered by Indira Gandhi (Siddiqi 
2009: 212). There were two pressing issues that the government had to 
attend to forthwith. The first was the growing resentment, among the 
officers, about the great military debacle. The officers were up in arms 
at Kharian cantonment. Elsewhere, too, 1he mood was charged with 
indignation. Yahya's mosl trustworthy comrade, General Hamid, 
addressed the officers at Ayub Hall in Rawalpindi on 20 December and 
tried to argue that the government had tried to find a 'political solution: 
But, this was rejected by the audience who shouted 'shame, shame' and 
liberally used expletives. Hamid ostensibly broke down and left but, 
according to Brigadier Siddiqi, it was all feigned. He had come to gauge 
if Yahya and the junta could continue. As the men left, Radio Pakistan 
announced that Yahya had resigned. A number of names were 
considered for his successor. General Gui Hassan Khan and Air Manha! 
Rahim Khan favoured Z.A. Bhutto being called upon to take over power 
(ibid.,213•4). 

INTERVIEW WITH LIEUTENANT GENERAL (RETD.) 

JAVED ASHRAF QAZI 

'It is generally believed that the 1970 election was fair and free. Nothing 
can be further from the truth. I was a young major posted in East 
Pakistan during those fateful days. During the election campaign 
Awami League goondas (roughnecks) terrorized all those who did not 
support them. They beat up people and threatened them with dire 



consequences if they opposed Sheikh Mujib and his close associates. I 
remember hearing Mujib addressing an election rally. He was a fiery 
demagogue who knew how to inflame public opinion. He told the 
thousands of people who had gathered that he just been to Islamabad. 
Each road and building in that city smelled of jute. It was the 
exploitation of East Pakistan that had provided the money for building 
that fancy capital of Pakistan. He told them that East Pakistan will never 
be a colony of West Pakistan. Awami League goonW attacked West 
Pakistanis and killed many innocent people. We reacted to a reign of 
terror let loose by the Awami League.' 

INTERVIEW WITH BRIGADIER (RETD.) YASUB ALI 
DOGAR 

Brigadier (Retd.) Yasub Ali Dogar was sen'ing as a captain in East 
Pakistan in 1971, and became a POW when Dacca surrendered on 
16 December 1971. I requested him to write down his responses to a 
number of questions of mine on the events in the former East Pakistan. 
The following is the entire script he sent me by email on 27 April 20IO: 

'I would like to state that my family had a·long association of stay in 
East Pakistan: 1962-1968. My father Major (Late) Mahbub Ali was the 
first Pakistani principal of Adamjee Public School/College in Dacca 
Cantt. It was considered then as the most prestigious higher secondary 
school in East Pakistan, an equivalent of Aitchison College. I was myself 
a student of Dacca College from November 1962-April 1964, thereafter 
I joined the Dacca University and was selected for PMA Kaku) from 
there in November 1964. Ex-President of Bangladesh Mr lajuddin 
Ahmed was Head of Soil Science Department and I have the honour of 
being his student for a few months. 

'Till 2 December I 971, I was manning SSG posts in Chittagong Hill 
tracts bordering Pakistan-lndla-6urma border triangle. On 2 Dcccmbc:r 
my company 'The Jangju Company, 2 Commando Battalion (SSG) was 
airlifted to Dacca for further employment in the Northern Sector. On 
3rd morning at mid-day we were airlifted in PIA aircrafts to Saidpur 
for operations in Thakargaon-Rangpur Sector. This was perhaps the last 
PIA flight in East Pakistan because the same evening with the 
declaration of all out war all PIA flights ceased to operate. I remained 
in this sector till cessation of hostilities on 16 December 1971. 

'The overall environment had been deteriorating since the mega• 
cyclone killing over a 100.000 people in December 1970. There was a 



feeling in East Pakistan that the West-Pakistani leadership under 
General Yahya Khan and his cronies did not provide adequate response 
to the requirements of the cyclone affected population of East Pakistan. 
The political environment was absolutely hostile to all non-Bcnplis in 
general and the umy in particular. It got accentuated to the highest level 
since the beginning of March when rumours of the declaration of an 
independent Bangladesh became very imminent. Maximum killings of 
Biharis and other non Bengalis took place during this period. 

'I was a Platoon Commander (Captain) in Jangiu Company of 2 
Commando Battalion (SSG) in the Chittagong Hill Tracts. Till 2 
December my responsibilities were to ensure that there is no incursion 
or infiltration of any hostile clements (Indians or Muktis) in my area of 
responsibility. On outbreak of all out war I was part of 34 Brigade 
Headquarter at Rangpur in the north carrying out various tasks givm 
by the Brigade Headquarter having moved there on 3 December 1971. 

'In my area Indians had moved in strength on 11/12 of November. 
We were under full-fledged attack by an Indian Battalion on 22nd of 
November, which we were able to beat back. So, I am very clear as far 
as international borders were breached, it is the Indians who breached 
it first. Pakistanis were only responding, in fact two of our F86 Sabre 
jets had been shot down over Jessorc in November much before the 
break out of war on 3 December 1971. 

'The Agartala Conspiracy Case was discovered in 1966-1967. Till 
March 1971 Indians were subverting the intelligentsia, students. officers 
and soldiers belonging to East Pakistan. From March 1971 onwards they 
were providing full support to the Mukti Bahini including recognition 
of Mr Tajuddin Ahmed's government in exile. They finally crossed the 
borders in Nov I 971. My feeling is that they had realized that Pakistan 
Army had stabilized the situation inside East Pakistan to a large at.mt 
and now a long drawn guerrilla war would be required to cause 
1uffident attrition to Paltl1tan Army to Fl • political ,olutlon or their 
choice. Meanwhile, the number of refugees was causing India a large 
financial drain on their resources. It was imperative that such a state of 
affairs could not be tolerated for long and India had to find a solution 
quickly. 

'The Ansar were basica1ly a second line force on the pattern of 
"Qaumi Razakars" in West Pakistan. Some joined Mu.kti Bahini while 
some were made use of by the Pakistan Army; they were of little use for 
both sides. I did not get a chance to operate with Al-Badr; therefore. I 
will say what I have heard from others. They were well motivated and 



by and large acted as good auxiliary to the army. It seems that they had 
their own political agenda besides helping the army. However I do not 
subscribe to the view that they carried out large scale massacres. Being 
Bengalis they had no reason to do so. 

'The effectiveness of the Mukti Bahini was largely depended on their 
background, training and moti\'ation. Old EBR regiment/EPR cadres 
were excellently led by ex-Pakistan Army officers. The bulk was 
recruited from refugee camps, given a few days training and infiltrated 
for operations inside. Theirs was generaUy a lacklustre performance. 
Some independent Bahinis such as the •Tiger Siddiqi• and •Mujib 
Bahinr were slightly better organized and armed. 

'From 11 November to 3 December it was a matter of confusion for 
Pakistani high command. Some thought Indians are trying to gain a 
chunk of territory which could be handed over to the Bangladesh 
government in exile to operate from there. Others thought that Indians 
would move in as deep as possible till such time their casualties are of 
acceptable level to them. I subscribe to the view that if the all out war 
had not been declared on 3 December the Indians would have remained 
at the periphery and not moved deep inside East Pakistan. It would have 
also given sufficient time to find a political solution if the military/ 
political leadership sincerely wanted to fine one. 

'Basically cut off from the resl of Pakistan with no local support in 
the population and depleted of arms and ammunition against over­
whelming odds there was no other choice. They could have fought for 
a few more days, gotten some more casualties with the same result. The 
heavy handed army action had totally antagonized the Bengalis. General 
Niazi in his statement before the Hamoodur Rehman Commission had 
reportedly castigated the doctrine that the defence of Eut Pakistan lies 
in the West. Throughout the war we were waiting for that final offensive 
which would have forced the Indian troops to recoil backwards to face 
the Jeep lnlruslon coming In from West Pakistan. With regard to 
human rights violations, yes, I feel that the performance of Pak Army 
leaves much to be desired on all counts. 

'The treatment of the Indian Army differed from place to place. I 
and some fellow officers tried to dig a tunnel to attempt escape but the 
Indians uncovered that plot. We were put in solitary confinement where 
the hygienic conditions were appalling. We were placed on half rations 
for thirty days while undergoing detention in ceUs; the food given 
initially was almost unpalatable. We therefore decided to go on hunger 
strike. This created a commotion and the conditions were relaxed. I had 



terrible mosquilo bites all over my body. I complained to an Indian 
doctor, Major Bannerjee who immediately ordered that I should be 
given proper trealmenl and provided proper facilities to sleep 
comfortably. On the whole, Indian Bihari units were harsh in their 
treatment of Pakistanis. Goan Christians and Sikhs were friendly but it 
is to Major Bannerjee thal J owe most gratitude for treating me 
humanely." 

INTERVIEW WITH COLONEL (RETD,) Ruz JAFRI 

Colonel Riaz Jafri was among the 195 POWs in Indian custody that the 
Bangladeshi government wanled to put on trial for war crimes. He has 
had the following to say about that episode: 

'I was a Lieutenant Colonel and posted as General Staff Officer 
(Grade One) in the Civil Affairs wing of the Martial Law Headquarters, 
Zone B, Dacca, East Pakistan. I was the senior-most principal staff 
officer to (late) Major General Rao Farman Ali Khan who was the 
Martial Law Administrator (Civil Affairs). I landed there on 30 June 
1971. 

The military had no particular plan to target Hindus. However, in 
quite a few cases, entire families of Hindu, as well as Muslim, Bengalis 
were forcefully taken to India where their young men were trained as 
saboteurs and sent on subversin missions to East Pakistan. We did not 
use excessive force against the insurgents-this was only propaganda by 
India and the Awami League. During my very early days in office, I 
happened to come across a small English textbook for the kindergarten 
class. I was astonished to read, in one of its opening pages, 'Ram 
!Hindu; also name of a Hindu god] is a good boy. Rahim (Muslim 
name; also a designation of God according to Islam) is a bad boy'. A 
quick scan of the book showed it to be full of such mind-poisoning 
phrucs that presented Hindus positively and Muslims negatively. The 
book was printed by a publishing house of Calcutta. On enquiring from 
the principal of Adamj« High School, Dacca Cantonment, I was told 
that the book was approved by the Provincial Text Book Board and had 
been in use for the last two decades or more! The other element against 
Pakistan was the Bengali government servants-who were cager to get 
quick rises and promotions in a newly-born country with a vacuum at 
the lop. The third element comprised of intellectuals, professors, and 
lawyers-mostly Hindus. 



'Gopal Sharma (a Hindu Brahmin), a member of the Mukti Bahini 
cadre, was under dtt.ention when he developed gangrene in an arm 
wound. I got the wound dressed, castigated him severely, and let. him 
off saying that he was a stupid person simply playing into the hands of 
the Indians. My lower staff didn't much like my frtting a sworn enemy, 
but imagine their astonishment when Gopal came back after about a 
wttk and asked for a rifle. 'What for?: I asked. 'Sir, tonight some Muktis 
[his old gang mates] will attack the grain silo at Manak Ganj and I want 
to defend the building.' I sent some men with him and, sure enough, 
the Muktis did appear during the night. Thereafter, Gopal was a 
welcome buddy of the subtdar-junior commissioned officer-who had 
shown the most resentment on his release. 

'The Indian intervention had started before my arrival-immediately 
after 25 March 1971. However, on 21 November 1971, the Indians 
launched a full-fledged attack with tanks and artillery. On 3 December, 
after the war was declared in the West, the Indian Air Force also started 
bombing and strafing our locations in East Pakistan. 

'I didn't have the heart to go to Pallan Maidan to witness the 
humiliation of the surrender on 16 December, but watched it on TV. 
The Indians allowed us to keep our arms for thrtt days as there were 
not enough Indian troops to guarantee our safety and afford protection 
against the Mukti Bahinis who had gone- wild with jubilation and could 
do anything under such intoxication. 

'I had the- misfortune of be-coming a POW and was kept at Camp 61, 
Gwalior, India, along with other sixty-three officers, seven of us 
Lieutenant Colonels. The- Indians tre-ated us properly and according to 
the- Ge-neva Conve-ntion. The officers were- lodged in an Officers' Mess: 
the colonels were kept two to a reasonably well-furnished room with 
attached bathroom. We, the colonels, started digging a tunnel from one 
of the bathroom Roon, but it was dtt.ected after some time when almost 
complete. Therufter, - we1T 1hifted to an army ban-ac:k, huddll'd UJI 

on charpoys six inches apart, and with only one deep-trench open 
latrine under the sky to serve as a toilet for nearly eighty-three officers 
and other ranks. 

'When, around December 1973, repatriation started, I, a1ong with 
four other officers, was taken to Camp 88, Agra-where the infamous 
195 POWs were being collected, from the various camps, for trial for 
the purported war crimes committed by them in East Pakistan. I was 
one of those included in the list of 195, and always wondered at my 
being included among them. My guess is that we were largeted because 



we had some important assignment or we were coMected to important 
people in Pakistan. At the Simla Conference, the demand for the trial 
of the •war criminals" was dropped. Consequently, we 195 were 
repatriated in April 1974. I was on the last but one train that arrived at 
the Attari/Wagah border on 28 April 197 4. 

'There is no doubt that we handled the situation badly and wrongly. 
We could have won over the Bengalis by giving them due respect and 
a proper say in the affairs of Pakistan: 

COLONEL (RETD,) NADIR ALI 

An interview with Colonel (Retd.) Nadir Ali, who was posted in East 
Pakistan at that time, was published in the online weekly magazine, 
Vitwpoi"t, in 2010. His evidence indicates a definite anti-Hindu policy 
of the martial law authorities in the fonner East Pakistan. Here, excerpts 
from it are presented below: 

'During the fateful months preceding the dismemberment of 
Pakistan, I served as a young Captain, meantime promoted to the rank 
of the Major, in Dhaka [as it has been renamed post-secession] as well 
as Chittagong. In my position as second-in-command and later as 
commander, I served with 3 Commando Battalion. 

'My first action was in mid-April 1971. •11 is Mujibur Rahman's home 
district. It is a hard area. Kill as many Bastards as you can and make 
sure there is no Hindu left alive," I was ordered. •sir, I do not kill 
unarmed civilians who do not tire at me,n I replied. •Km the Hindus. It 
is an order for everyone. Don't show me your commando tinessel".. ... 

'Thousands were killed and millions rendered homeless. Over nine 
million went as refugees to India. An order was given to kiU the Hindus. 
I received the same order many times and was reminded of it. The Wett 
Pakistani soldiery considered that Kosher. The Hamoodur Rehman 
Commission Report mention, this order. Of the ninety-three lakh (9.3 
million) refugees in India, ninety lakh were Hindus. That gave us, 
world-wide, a bad press and morally destroyed us. Military defeat was 
easy due to feckless military leader ship. Only couple of battalions in 
the north offered some resistance. For example, the unit of Major 
Akram, who was awarded highest military medal, Nishan-e-Haider, 
resisted and he lost his life .. 

'With federal capital in Islamabad, dominated by West Pakistani civil 
servants and what they called a Punjabi Army, East Pakistanis felt like 
subjects of a colony. They never liked it ever since 1947. In early sixties. 



my fellow Bengali officers called each other general, a rank they would 
have in an independent East Pakistan. We all took ii in good humour. 
But 1971 was not a joke. Every single Bengali felt oppressed .. 

'General Tikka was branded as "Butcher of Bengal': He hardly 
commanded for two weeks. Even during those two weeks, the real 
command was in the hands of Genera] Mith a, his second-in-command. 
General Mitha literally knew every inch of Bengal. He personally took 
charge of every operation till General Nia.ii reached at the helm. At this 
juncture, General Mitha returned to GHQ. General Tikka. as governor, 
was a good administrator and made sure that all services ran. Trains. 
ferries, postal services, telephone lines were functioning and offices 
were open: (Ali 2010) 
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10 
The Rise and Fall of 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto 

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto came to power in Pakistan once the old order had 
been badly bruised. His meteoric rise to power had been possible 
because of his espousal of egalitarianism in the form of Islamic 
socialism: that message went to the heart of the downtrodden and they, 
in tum, celebrated him as their champion. A scion of the big landowning 
class of Sindh, his charisma, demagogic skills, and radiant intelligence 
were compromised by his vindictive and combative personality. His 
Sindhi ethnicity worked against him in the context of the power 
equation in Pakistan-there was no worthwhile Sindhi representation 
in the Pakistani state structure, especially in the military. Afier the loss 
of East Pakistan, Punjab's position as the dominant province greatly 
increased as it also became the majority province ethnically. Thus, the 
population breakdown was as follows: 

Punjab 

Slndh 
NWFP 
Balochistan 
Triba1 areas 

58% (including the roughly 9.83'6 Seraiki-~pealting 
areas of M>uthem Puniab) 

21.6% 

Ethnic composition or the military: 

Punjabi -Pakhtun 
Mohajirs 
Sindhis 
Balochis 
Kashmiris 
Source: ShafQat 1997: 171. 



The ethnic composition of the officers corps, according lo lwo 
estimates-based on inlerviews: 

Ethnicit Firslestimale Srcond estimate 

Pun'abis 70% .... 
Pakhtuns "" "" Muha'irs 10% 10% 
BaJochis and Sindhis '" 7" 

SoW'ce: Shafaat 1997: 173. 

Bhutto began his stint in power in a rather unorthodox manner: nol 
only as president but also as supreme commander, chief martial law 
administrator, foreign minister, interior minister, and inter-provincial 
co-ordination minister (Taster 1979: 132). More than 90,000 Pakistani 
POWs were in Indian custody, including 20,000 women and children. 
The Indians had captured 5795.64 square miles of Pakistani territory 
on the western front, while Pakistan had succeeded in capturing merely 
110.35 square miles of Indian territory (Nawaz 2008: 329). 

NATIONALIZATION OP HEAVY INDUSTRY 

On 2 January 1972, Bhutto's government nationalized all the major 
industries, including iron and steel, heavy engineering, petrochemials, 
cement, and the public utilities. Public speeches, and television 
addresses to the people, were full of populist rhetoric demonizing the 
capitalists and industrialists as exploiters, lax evaders, and much worse. 
The anti-industrialist campaign was consummated with the 
announcement, on 10 February 1972, of a new labour policy: 

1. 20 per cent representation was to be given to workers in a factory's 
administration. 

2. The workers' share in the annual profits of a production unit was 

raised from 2.5 to 4 per cent; later, it was increased to S per cent. 
3. Any party to a labour dispute could take its complaint or case 10 

the labour court for redress. 
4. The court was to give a decision within 30 days; previowly it was 

60 days. 
S. A worker fired from his job had to be informed about the reasons 

for his dismissal in writing. 



6. An old-age pension was announced, and it was made obligatory 
for factory-owners to support the education of one child of each 
worker up to matriculation. 

7. Regarding medical treatment, the two-per cent deduction from 
the worker's wages was stopped. Instead, the owners' share, to 
such a fund, was increased from 4 to 6 per cent. 

8. Registration of trade unions was made much easier. At. a resuh. 
their number increased dramatically (Ahmed and Amjad 1984: 
92-93). 

Such measures inadvertently infused revolutionary fervour among 
radical leftists. Consequently, spontaneous as well as planned industrial 
agitation Mgan to take place all over Pakistan. The tactics of gherao­
surrounding and detaining owners and managers of industrial 
enterprises-and kabza-taking over control-were common practices 
amongst radical trade unionists in neighbouring India. Pakistani leftists 
seemed to have taken their cue from their counterparts in India. But, 
such tactics exceeded the limits that Bhutto had in mind. The 
governmenl adopted a stem tone and warned the radical socialists and 
trade union activists that disruptive activities would not be tolerated. 
The government also made it dear that any future manifestation of 
street power would M met with the might of the state (Mahmud 1987: 
19-22). That threat was translated inlo practice: when the gherao and 
kabza methods created unrest in industrial areas all over Pakistan, 
Bhuno ordered strong action against the growing insurgency. The police 
and paramililary forces used considerable force and repression to crush 
the resistance-although, earlier, when he had ordered the military to 
take action, General Gu.I Hassan had refused to comply (Khan 1993: 
362). In any event, by the end of 1972, the workers' resistance had been 
dealt se,·ere blows and it quietly petered out during the next year. 

LAND REFORMS \ so i ·i'.:\) 
On I March 1972, Bhutto's much-awaited land reforms were introduced 
under Martial Law Regulation No. 11 S. The rhetoric concomitant with 
the speech included a tirade against Ayub Khan's land reforms.. which 
Bhutto alleged had buttressed feudalism through various conc:essions 
and exceptions to the landed elite. Under his scheme, the ceiling was 
lowered to I SO acres of irrigated, and 300 acres of on-irrigated, land. 
Excess land was confiscated without any compensation. However, 
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instead of the ceiling applying to the family, ii applied to individual 
ownership-which Bhutto justified on the basis that ownenhip, in 
Islam, resided with the individual! This was a major disappointment for 
his socialist followers. Moreover, in a balancing political act pw-ported.1y 
not to alienate the landed classes. Bhutto began to welcome the big 
landowners into his party. Sueh overtures disillusioned the leftists in the 
party who. over time, were increasingly sidelined; many left the PPP. 

In 1977, another land reform was announced. The criling was 
lowered to 100 acres of irrigated, and 200 acres of un-irrigated, land. 
However, compensation was introduced at the rate of Rs 30 per Produce 
Index Unit for land acquired by the state (Saeed 2010: 3-4). On the 
whole, the tenancy provisions formally improved the legal status of the 
tenant-cultivators, bul no effective mechanisms were put in place to 
enforce them. The reforms failed to alter the rural power structure 
because the limit& were fixed in tenns of individual, and not family, 
holdings. Moreover, by transferring land to relatives oulSide the 
immediate family, and nren retainers and servants. the landowners 
continued to maintain their power and influence. The 1977 refonns 
were abandoned after Bhutto was ousted from power by the military. 

TRIMMING THE WINGS OP THE MILITARY 

Military defeat at the hands of India had put the Pakistani generals on 
the back foot. The new government let Pakistan's state television air the 
complete cemnony of the surrender of the Pakistan Army in Dacca on 
16 December 1971. This evoked an angry response from the military, 
and even people in general were greatly perturbed by the bizarre 
spectacle. More significandy, differences between Bhutto and the army 
chief, Genenl Gui Hassan Khan, developed rather quickly. Gui Hassan 
complained that Bhutto and his associates interfered in his work and 
kept a tab on his activities. As already noted, Gui Hasu.n refused to Ult" 

the military against the workers in Karachi. Further tensions between 
the two men developed when Bhutto's military adviser, Major General 
(Retd.) Akbar Khan-the hero of the Kashmir war who wu later 
dismissed for masterminding the Rawalpindi Conspiracy-ordered the 
movement of artillery guns to help the civil authorities of Nowshen, in 
the NWFP. quell a police mutiny. Gu.I Hassan overruled the order. A 
mutiny in Punjab also found the Bhutto government and military chief 
giving contradictory orders to the army (Khan 1993: 350-64). Gui 
Hassan has claimed that it was his refusal to kowtow to Bhutto's 
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whimsical and irregular demands and orders that resulted in his being 
retired on 3 March. Bhutto, simultaneously, retired Air Marshal Rahim 
Khan: both men had been instrumental in bringing him to power some 
months earlier. What surprised many was that he chOJe General Tikka 
Khan, of East Pakistan fame, to replace Gui Hassan. When the Italian 
journalist Oriana Fallaci questioned Bhutto about his choice of Tikka 
Khan, he reportedly said: 

Tilde.a Khan was a soldier doing a soldier's job lin East Pakislan). He wenl 
to Easl Paldslan with precise orders and came back by precise orders. He 
did what he was ordered lo. though he wasn't aJways in agreement, and I 
picked him because I know he'll follow my orders wilh the same discipline 
(quoted in Nawaz 2009: 325). 

Bhutto abolished the post of commander-in-chief. The three heads of 
the armed forces were gi\'en equal rank and seniority. The head of the 
army, henceforth, was to be known as the chief of army staff (COAS). 
His tenure was fixed at four )'ears, later reduced to three years. The 
naval headquarters were moved from Karachi to Islamabad. Moreover, 
Bhutto began to monitor the promotion of officers; those suspected of 
harbouring sympathies for oppositional political parties were denied 
promotion. Such interference in the affairs of the powerful military 
earned him the resentment of many senior officers {Shafqat 1997: 175). 

CIVILIAN RULE 

It was in such circumstances that the government convened the 
National Assembly on 14 April 1972. A consensus on lifting martial law 
was reached forthwith. An interim constitution, written by Federal Law 
Mini~r M!._an ~ud ~ adopted on 17 April, and ame 
into effect 0021 Apfi( Bhutto took tlie oath, under it, as president. 

~~~;;:~;:' ::i~~r~~~~; ~~0p~:1 ~:::::: 1=e~; 
nominal; Bhutto, as president, retained the real power. The National 
Assembly appointed a committee of twenty-five members, under the 
chairmanship of Kasuri, to prepare a new constitution based on the 
parliamentary form of go\'emment. · 
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WAR CRIMINALS AND THE POW ISSUE 

Profound resentment existed, among Bengalis, against the Pakistani 
POWs for the latter's alleged war crimes. Hence, sporadic dashes 
erupted in different parts of Bangladesh when Pakistanis were 
attacked-which was one reason for India's decision to move them to 
camps in India. On 24 December 1971, Bangladesh's Home Minister, 
A.H.M. Kamaruzzaman, announced that Bengali authorities had 
arrested thirty top Pakistani civilian officia1s who would soon bt put on 
tria1 for genocide. This was followed by the widows of seven Bangladeshi 
officers, who had been killed by the Pakistanis, asking India to put some 
Pakistani officers on trial for war crimes. After returning home, Sheikh 
Mujib initiated a forma1 process of a war crimes tria1. On 29 March 
1972, the Bangladesh government announced a plan to try some IIOO 
Pakistani military prisoners, including General Niazi and General Rao 
Farman Ali, for war crimes. Initially, India agreed to hand over all 
military prisoners against whom Bangladesh could present 'prim a. fa.cie 
cases' of atrocities. Later, on 14 June 1972, India decided to hand over 
a more restricted list of 150 POWS, later increased to 195 including 
Niazi, to Bangladesh for trial. Such pressure continued to grow; on 19 
June-that is ten days before the Simla summit was to lake place­
Mujibur Rahman reaffirmed his commitment to try the Pakistanis 
(Ahamed 2010). 

Pakistan reacted by putting many of the Bengalis living in West 
Pakistan into detention. According to one estimate, nearly 400,000 
Bengalis were in Pakistan at the time of the fa]) of Dacca. Moreover, 
Bhutto convinced China to veto Bangladesh's membership in the United 
Nations. Thus, on 25 August 1972, China cast its veto when Bangladesh 
applied for membership to the United Nations. Meanwhile, the issue of 
Pakistani POWs in Indian detention camps loomed large in Pakistani 
politica1 and media discussions. India'& Prime Minister, Indira Gandhi, 
was anxious not 10 keep the POWs for too long for different politica1 
and diplomatic reasons, even when voices were being raised to put those 
guilty of crimes against humanity on trial. She probably alao felt that, 
given India's obvious position of strength and advantage, she could 
succeed in clinching a favourable deal with Pakistan over Kashmir. 
Consequently, she despatched a seasoned diplomat, D.P. Dhar, to 
Pakistan to invite Bhutto to a summit at the famed hill station of Simla, 
the former summer capita] of the British. Bhutto responded with 
enthusiasm and the ba11 was set rolling (Taseer 1979: 135). Bhutto 



THE RISE AND FALL OF ZULFIKAR ALI BHUTTO 209 

consulted a broad spectrum of Pakistani politicians: considerable 
attention was given to gathering the opinions of influential interests. 
For the Pakistani public, the release of the POWs was prime of 
importance. 

THE ARMY'S BRIEF 

Shuja Nawaz has brought forth very interesting information on the 
stand the Pakistan Army took on any negotiations with India. No doubt, 
the POW issue was of utmost importance to the military. The brief it 
prepared suggested that recognition of Bangladesh must be made 
conditional on the Indian and Bangladeshi governments fulfilling a 
number of preconditions. With regard to India, the Pakistan military 
insisted that Indian troops should be pulled back from the international 
border and ceasefire line; the POWs released; and no Pakistani military 
personnel put on tria1 for war crimes. Further, it was stressed that 
Pakistani POWs should be exchanged for Bengali military and civil 
personnel detained in Pakistan. Where Bangladesh was concerned, it 
was to ensure that the Biharis, and other pro-Pakistan elements in 
Bangladesh, were treated properly. 

It is interesting to note that while demanding proper treatment for 
the Biharis, the military strongly opposed any idea of them being sent 
to Pakistan-asserting that they had a home in Bangladesh (Nawaz 
2009: 328-9). On the question of Kashmir, Bhutto was advised to take 
a firm stand: 'We should not concede the Indian-held Kashmir to India. 
We should continue to insist that the Kashmiris have a right of self­
determination and India must give them this right. Pakistan could, 
however, agree to an (sic) arbitration on the question of Kashmir' (ibid., 
330). The army also wanted Bhutto to tell India that it should reduce 
the size of her armed forces to remove fear of aggression in Pakistan 
(ihid.). Nawa2 has made this interesting ttmark: 

This was not an army that had just losl a war. It sounded more like the tem'l5 
o( surrender offered to a de(eated enemy. The brief was aimed as much at 
India as convincing Bhulto lhat if the Indian 'threat' remained at a high level, 
th1m "obviousJy we will have to maintain a proportiona1ely higher level of 
standing Armed Forces. It conceded however that should India reduce ib 
threat, the size of 1he Pakistan armed forces could be reviewed a«ordingly 
(ibid.). 



THE SIMLA. AGREEMENT 

A large delegation, including leading journalists, accompanied Bhutto 
to Simla at the end or June 1972. The summit opened formally on 28 
June I 972. Both sides e:xpressed a sincere desire to end conflict and to 
establish a durable and lasting peace. The bottom line of Indira Gandhi's 
strategy was to insist on a comprehensive settlement that would cover 
all the issues that had arisen in the aftermath or the war betwttn them. 
From the Indian point o( view, that, most «ntnlly, meant a settlement 
of the Kashmir dispute. Pakistan took a very different approach: the end 
to the occupation o( Pakistani territory and the release o( its POWs was 
emphasized as the necessary preliminary first slep to pave the way for 
an amicable resolution o( the Kashmir dispute. 

Bhutto asserted that putting Pakistani military officers on trial for 
war crimes would not create the required conducive atmosphere for 
resolving the Kashmir dispute. Such an argument seemed to have 
convinced the Indian prime minister and her advisers who went along 
with it. On 2 July 1972, the Simla Agreement was signed between the 
two leaders. Both sides affirmed 10 work together towards the creation 
of durable peace and harmony between them, to cease carrying oul 
hostile propaganda against each other, and lo promote understanding 
between each other through e:xchanges in the fields o( culture and 
science. 

II was stated that the two countries resolved to settle their differences 
by peaceful means through bilateral negotiations or by any other 
peaceful means mutually agreed upon between them. Pending the final 
settlement o( any o( the problems between the two countries, neither 
side would unilaterally alter the situation and both would prevent the 
organi tion, assistance, or encouragement o( any acts detrimental to 
the maintenance o( peaceful and harmonious relations. 

It was further laid down that, in Jammu and Kashmir, the line of 
control resulting from the ceaseflre of 17 December 1971 would be 
respected by both sides without prejudice to the recognized position o{ 

either side. Neither side would seek to alter it unilaterally, irrespective 
of mutual differences and legal interpretations. Both sides further 
undertook to refrain from the threat, or the use, of force in violation of 
this Line. 

It was also stated that the representatives of the two sides would meet 
to further discuss the modalities and arrangements for the establishment 
of durable peace and normalization of relations, including a final 
settlement of Jammu and Kashmir (Simla Agreement 1972). 
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Conspicuous by its absence in the Simla Agreemenl was any 
reference lo a plebiscile. This was a significant departure from the 
hitherto UN resolutions pertaining to Kashmir. 

INTERPRETATIONS OF THE AGREEMENT 

On the whole, the Si la Agreement was a great success (or Bhutto. He 
had pleaded Pakis1an's case from a position o( patent weakness. Indira 
Gandhi, who was in a much slronger position, could not exploit that to 
her advanlage in procuring an overall settlement of all issues, especially 
on Kashmir. In one sense, the victor at Simla was the Pakistani army 
whose brief prevailed-albeit because of Bhutto"s skills. Why Indira 
Gandhi gave in remains a puzzle. Reportedly, Bhutto was able to 
convince her that it would be impossible for him to begin negotiations 
to resolve the Kashmir dispute without the settling of the POW issue. 
Bhutto returned to Pakistan in a very carefully orchestrated public 
relations offensive that projected him as a great stalesman and patriot 
Also, apart from the absence of any reference to the UN resolulions 
pertaining to a plebiscite, no concessions were made to India on 
Kashmir. The only significant change was that the Ceasefire Line 
became the Line of Control. 

Soon afterwards, both sides began to interpret the Simla Agreement 
in a manner that they deemed was advantageous to them: India insisted 
that the principle of bilateralism meant that the Kashmir problem was 
not an international issue any longer, and that the line of control had 
in practice become the international border; Pakistan insisted that the 
Simla Agreement recognized that the Kashmir problem had yet to be 
resolved (Taseer 1979: 141-3). 

REPATRIATION OF POWs 

Just before the Simla Summit, India agreed to deliver I 50 Niazi and other 
alleged war criminals, to Bangladesh for trial. Mujib issued a statement 
that Bangladesh would try them for war crimes. At Simla, both sides 
considered it prudent not to probe this issue too deeply (Ahamed 2010). 

Back at home, Bhutto took a firm stand that recognition of 
Bangladesh would be subject to the release of 1he POWs. He strongly 
objected to India handing over the Pakistanis charged with war crimes 
to Bangladesh to be put on trial. Such positioning, in light of the fact 
that hundreds of thousands of Bengalis were in Pakistan who, if not 



detained, were not being allowed to leave for Bangladesh meant that 
Pikistan could exert considerable pressure on both India and 
Bangladesh to withdraw their plans of putting the 195 Pakistanis on 
trial. Consequently, the repatriation process slowly got underway (ibid.) 
In November 1972, Bangladesh and India decided to repatriate some 
6000 family members of Pakistani POWs and, in response, Pakistan 
agreed to release some 10,000 Bangladeshi women and children held in 
Pakistan. Thereafter, more such exchanges took place. However, 
Bangladesh took the stand that India would not release the initial 195 
Pakistani POWs but would try them, along with their local collaborators, 
for war crimes. Bhutto threatened that if Bangladesh carried out the 
trial of the 195 Pakistanis, Pakistan would also follow suit. In an 
interview on 27 May 1973, Bhutto remarked: 'Public opinion will 
demand trials (of Bangladeshis] here .... We know that Bengalis passed 
on information during the war. There will be specific charges. How 
many will be tried, 1 cannot say: (quoted in Ahamed). Thereafter, 203 
Bengalis stranded in Pakistan were rendered virtual hostages. 

On 28 August 1973, India and Pakistan signed the Delhi Accord 
which allowed the release of most of the stranded Bangladeshis and 
Pakistanis held in Pakistan and India, respectively. Pakistan and India 
also agreed that the issue of the 195 accused Pakistanis would be settled 
between Bangladesh and Pakistan. Pakistan excluded the 203 
Bangladeshis, who had been taken into custody, out of the repatriation 
process. Later, Pakistan proposed that if Bangladesh agr«d, the 195 
men could be tried in special tribunals in Pakistan. Bangladesh finally 
accepted Pakistan's proposal realizing that its citizens would be retained 
in Pakistan if it went ahead with the trials. That paved the way for the 
complete repatriation of the Pakistani POWs in India, and the Bengalis 
in Pakistan, by 15 April 1974 (Ahamed 2010). 

THE 1973 CONSTITUTION 

Meanwhile, Bhutto had invested a great deal of effort and prestige in 
the transition to democracy. An all-parties constitutional committff 
submitted its recommendations to the National Assembly in April 1973. 
The constitution retained the description 'Islamic Republic' for the state. 
The president was to only be a figurehead; real power was vested in the 
office of the prime minister. ~ the National Assembly 
voted by 125 votes, out of a total of 133, in favour of the draft that the 
Kasuri committee had prepared. Even the NAP voted in favour of it, 
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although relations between the PPP and it had soured considerably, 
especially after Bhutto dismissed the NAP government in Balochistan. 
The constitution proposed a parliamentary democracy based, in 
principle, on a federal division of power between the centre and 
provinces; however, the centre continued to enjoy overriding powers 
vis-i\-vis the provinces. 

In ideological terms, the 1973 constitution took some further steps 
towards an Islamization of the polity. Besides a reiteration of the clauses 
on the removal of aU laws repugnant lo the Quran and Sunnah, and 
bringing existing laws into conformity with the Quran and Sunnah, the 
new constitution required that not only the president-as was required 
of the 1956 and 1962 constitutions-but also the prime minister were 
to be MusJims. Moreover, they were required to take an oath affirming 
their belief in the finality of the prophethood of Muhammad (Ahmed 
2010: 198). Consequ-;:ntly, the Ahmadiyya issue was debated in the 
Nationa1 Assembly; the head of the mainstream Rabwah group, Mina 
Nasir Ahmad, and his advisers presented their views to parliament. The 
record of those proceedings remains classified. On 7 September 1974, 
the National Assembly declared the Ahmadiyya community non­
Muslims. 

Although the Baloch leaders Khair Bakhsh Marri and Mir Ali 
Ahmed Talpur did not sign the constitution, Bhutto was swom in as the 
prime minister of the country on 14 Augwt 1973, having secured 108 
votes in a house of 146 members. Fazal Ilahi Chaudhry, from Punjab, 
was elected as the president under the new constitution. However, 
within four hours of the signing of the constitution, the fundamental 
rights p~ in it were suspended under the Proclamation of 
Emergency order that was adopted. It empowered Bhutto 'to ufix• his 
political opponents, have them arrested and incarcerated until they Wffe 

tamed, men such as Khair Bakhsh Marri, Ghaus Balchsh Bizenjo, 
Ataullah Mengal and Wall Khan: recalled veteran Pak.11tani cohunnl 
Ardeshir Cowasjee (Dawn, 10 January 2010). 

-------------------------,_./ ______, 

THE FEDERAL SECURITY FORCE 

While investing in parliamentary democracy, Bhutto created a 
paramilitary force-the Federal Security Force (FSF)-that would be 
directly under civilian control. Ostensibly, it was to assist the 
government dea1 with smugglers, black marketeers, and other criminal 
elements but, in practice, it served as Bhutto's private army. The noted 



politica1 scientist Khalid bin Sayttd has dtscribed such an urge: lo 
establish personal control over the state as Bonapartism. The 
Bonapartisl state is one in which a political movement is set in motion 
that emphasizes the need for a strong centralized state ruled by a 
strongman. Sayeed, arguing that this tendency emerged with Ayub's 
ascent to power but was consummated under Bhutto, has observed: 
'Bhutto was primarily motivated by animus dominandi, that is, the 
aggrandizement of his own power, he wanted to control e\'ery major 
class or interest by weakening its power base and by making it 
subservient to his will and power' (Sayeed 1980: 91). 

In any event, some serving and retired smior police officers were 
hired to organize and manage the FSF-which was a I 5,000-strong 
force, equipped with semi-automatic weapons. Many of the activities of 
the FSF were of a highhanded type and, in some cases, in stark violation 
of the law (Hussain 2010: 189-190). In one infamous case, FSF goons 
were involved in seriously assaulting a founder member of the PPP, J.A. 
Rahim, and his son. They were badly beaten up; the son suffered 
fractured limbs. Over time, Bhutto became surrounded by sycophants 
while many left-leaning and democratic-minded senior members of his 
party either lefl the cabinet or were sidelined (Chishti 1996: 84-7). 

MILITARY ACTION IN BALOCHISTAN 

Although the PPP had the majority of the seats in the National 
Assembly, it had won majorities in only two provinces-Punjab and 
Sindh. In March I 972, Bhutto reached an agreement with the NAP and 
the Jamiat-e-tnema-e-Islam (JUl)-a Deobandi political party-under 
which a NAP-JUI coalition government was formed in the NWFP, and 
a NAP government in Balochistan. According to Gui Hassan Khan, 
Bhutto had not reached the understanding In good faith and started 
'undermining the governments In the NWFP and BaJochistan by 
intrigue and other repugnant methodl, to rq,lace them with those of 
his own party' (Khan 1993: 3n). In any event, in February 1973, the 
Pakistan government claimed to have detected a cache of arms 
concealed in a diplomatic shipment to the Iraqi embassy in Islamabad. 
Al that time, Baloch guerrillu were involved in skirmishes with the 
Pakistan Army in the Pat Feeder area-an agricultural oasis surrounded 
by the vast and desolate terrain of the province. Bhutto declared the 
capture of arms, and the armed conflict in Balochistan, as yet another 
conspiracy against Pakistan. 
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He alleged that the Baloch sardars had failed 'to take effective 
measures to check large scale disturbances in different parts of the 
province . causing a growing sense of insecurity among the 
inhabitants and grave menace to the peace and tranquillity of the 
Province' (Nawaz 2008: 333). The Balochistan government was removed 
from office on 12 February 1973, under the pretext that it had exceeded 
its constitutional authority and that it had been involved in a conspiracy 
to begin an armed rebellion. The Pakistan Army was ordered to go in 
to establish law and order, and undertake modernizing measures such 
as the building of roads and schools and the provision of electricity. 

Prominent sardars who held office in the NAP government in 
Balochistan, or were sympathetic to it, were taken into custody, charged 
with treason, and later put on trial. The governor of Sindh, Mir Rasul 
Baksh Talpur, a Sindhi like Bhutto and considered close to him, also 
had to resign as his brother, Mir Ali Ahmed Talpur, was suspected of 
being involved in the Balochistan resistance movement. The first 
skirmish occurred on 18 May 1973 at Tandoori near Sibi: eight Sibi 
Scouts were killed; and the army moved into the Marri area on 21 May. 
Later, the conflict escalated as the families of the fighters shifted to 
Afghanistan while the men stayed behind to carry on with the armed 
resistance (Interview, Mir Muhammad Ali Talpur). Some young men 
from Punjab, inspired by Marxist ideas while studying at Cambridge 
University, also took part in the insurgency. The response of the 
Pakistan military was firm and ruthless. It launched a major military 
operation against the insurgents. Iran provided generow help of S200 
million in emergency military and financial aid, and despatched Huey 
Cobra helicopters to assist the Pakistanis (Harrison 1981: 36). 

On the other hand, the Baloch fighters found sanctuary in 
Afghanistan from where they launched surprise attacks on the army. At 
its height, the conflict involved more than 80,000 Pakistani troops and 
at least 35,000 Baloch guerrlllas. According to one estimate, some 5300 
Baloch were killed or wounded. There were 3300 army casualties (Khan 
1983: 71). Some army sources deny that the military operation was 
conducted on such a large scale, or that so many Baloch took part in 
the armed struggle. In any event, fighting conlinued throughout 
Bhutto's stint in power. The major fallout of the military confrontation 
in Balochistan was that it brought the military back into politics, with 
direct responsibility to ensurt Pakistan's territorial integrity. 



BAN ON THE NAP AND ARREST OP PAKHTUN LEADERS 

Although the NAP government in Balochistan had bem dismissed, it1 

leaders arrested, and military action ordered against the Baloch 
insurgents. the NAP-JUI government remained in power amid risin@ 

tensions in the NWFP. Partly, the tension was an effect of the overthraw 
of King Zahir Shah of Afghanistan, in 1973, in a coup engineered by 
his cousin, Sardar Daud Khan. Daud wu known for his pro-Soviet 
leanings. He revived the Pakhtunistan issue and challenged the legality 
of the Durand Linc as the border betw«n Afghanistan and Pakistan. 
Pakistani intelligence sources suspected that such posturing would have 
destabilizing repercussions on their side of the disputed border. Bhutto 
responded by ordering the military to take appropriate measures to 
counter hostile Afghan propaganda. 

Those measures included support for conservative Afghan forces 
opposed to the new government in Kabul. As part of a long term 
engagement in Afghanistan, the future legendary SSG officer, Sultan 
Amir Tarar alias Colonel Imam, who played a prominent role in the 
anti-communist jihad of the 1980s, was sent to the United States in 1973 
to receive training with the United States Army Special Forces. He told 
me that the decision to destabilize Afghanistan had been taken by the 
Bhutto regime, in the event that Daud continued with his pro­
Pakhtunistan pronouncements (Interview, Colonel Imam}. Moreover, 
Bhutto was convinced that Wall Khan and other Pakhtun nationalists 
were secretly in alliance with Daud. Major General Nasttrullah Babar 
has written that Bhutto began to support anti-Daud Afghans in 1973. 
They were given basic infantry weapons and trai ing to conduct 
guerrilla warfare under an SSG team. This was done in tota1 s«recy­
only Bhutto, Aziz Ahmed, COAS General Tikka Khan, and Major 
General Babar knew about it (Amin 2001). 

On the other hand, Wali Khan had begun to distance himself from 
the legacy or his father, Abdul Ghaffar Khan, whose pro-Congress 
credentials and opposition to the partition of India were seen by him 
u a liability and, thus. a dnwback to his ambitions of becoming a 
mainstream Pakistani nationallit. In a surprise move, the NAP-JUI 
government decided to use Urdu, and not Pushto, as the medium ol 
education in NWFP. Mouover, Wali Khan embarked on a strategy oi 
extending his support and influence In Punjab. Bhutto found such a 
strategy disturbing. On 23 March 1973, as Wali Khan addressed a public 
meeting in Rawalpindi's historic Liaquat Bagh, it was attacked by armed 
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gunmen who opened fire resulting in the death of a dozen people and 
many more wounded. It was widely believed that the outrage had bttn 
carried out by the FSF. Wali Khan narrowly escaped a bullet during the 
anack (Mazari 2001: 296-7: Wali 2003: 2). This attaclt greatly infuriated 
the Pakhtuns who wanted to launch a huge agitation in the NWFP 
capital, Peshawar. However, Wali Khan decided not to court direct 
confrontation with the central government and stopped the agitation 
from taking place. 

Moreover, on 21 April 1973, when the new constitution was put to 
the vote, Wali Khan and his party members and allies voted in favour 
of the constitution despite some resen•ations on provincial autonomy 
and the concentration of power in the office of the prime minister. Wali 
Khan, with the support of all the oppositional parties in the National 
Assembly, was elected the leader of the opposition. Such overtures 
obviated an immediate dash between the~he time being. 
When Hayat Muhammad Khan Sherpao, the governor ofNWFP and a 
dose ally of Bhutto, was assassinated on 8 February 1975 in a bomb 
blast, Bhutto held Wali Khan and the NAP responsible for that crime. 
Wali Khan, and most of the senior leadership of the NAP. were arrested. 
They were put on trial before the same Hyderabad tribunal that was 
trying the Baloch leaders. The trials dragged on for years and were 
considered a farce (Newburg 2002: 146-150). The Baloch and Pakhtun 
leaders remained in incarceration while Bhutto was in power. 

FAILED COUP ATTEMPT 

Ever since he had come into power, resentment against Bhuno had been 
simmering among some junior and middle-ranking army and air force 
officers. The fact that he had retired Yahya and his dose associates, but 
retained many senior commanders who were involved in the East 
Pllki,tAn deb,de including Tikka Khllll, wu viewed with di■may. Their 
dissatisfaction grew, over the months, as the reform policies unfolded. 
ln 1972, Bhutto retired Brigadier F.B. Ali, who had taken the lead in the 
officen' agitation that resulted in Yahya Khan and his ilk stepping down. 
That added to the frustration of the brigadier's admirers in the armed 
forces. The creation of the FSF convinced them that Bhutto was on the 
way to consolidating a personal authoritarian rule and dictatorship. 
Consequently, they began to meet to discuss the situation, but were 
penetrated by military intelligence and the plot was foiled, resu1ting in 
the arrests of several officers on 30 March 1973 (Nawu 2008: 336). 



The arrested men were put on trial in Attock Fort. Bhutto selected 
Major General Muhammad Zia-ul-Haq to head the military tribunal to 
try the alleged conspirators. Zia had come lo Bhutto's notice when the 
latter had visited Multan. Apparently, he had been impressed by Zia's 
modesty and lack of ambition! Also, while serving with the Jordanian 
Royal Army, Zia had distinguished himself by crushing the Black 
September Uprising of 1970. In any case, the plotters were subjected to 
a thorough investigation. The trial, on the whole, was fair. Those 
convicted were sentenced and sent out to different prisons. The 
government was keen lo keep them dispersed and to discourage them 
from receiving visitors easily. As a balancing gesture, Bhutto undertook 
a set of measures purported to appease the military-for example, he 
increased their pay scale and permitted the army to expand its 
recruitment. Moreover, de(ence expe:nditure was increased, in nominal 
terms, from Rs 3725 million in 1971-2 to Rs 8210 million in 1976-7 
(Nawaz 2008: 339--43). 

CONSOLIDATING HIS RULE 

The diverse range of activities that Bhutto initiated were augmented by 
a number of moves to enhance control over the civil and military 
oligarchy-for example, guarantees to civil servants against dismissal 
from office were removed. Consequently, the axe fell on some 1300 
bureaucrats who were sent into retirement or dismissed on charges ol 
corruption (Yusuf 1999: 146). On the other hand, the government tried 
to induct its own men into the administration through the 'lateral entry' 
procedure, whereby the Establishment Division headed by a Bhutto 
loyalist, Viqar Ahmed, could induct officers through far less vigorou~ 
recruitment procedures than those applied to the Central Superio1 
Services examination. As a resuh, during 1973-77, 137-4 officers wer« 
recruited through lateral entry (Burki 1980: l02). With regard to th« 
military, the new constitution invested the prerogative to appoint tht 
three service chiefs, as well as the COAS, in the prime minister. Th« 
constitution explicitly forbade military takeovers by describing any sucll 
move as high treason, and prescribed the death sentence for any such 
act. However, Bhutto was cautious as only forty-three senior officen 
were retired (Yusuf 1999: 144). Among those were six from the air fore« 
(Shafqat 1997: 175). 
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DIVERSIFICATION OP PAICISTAN1 S EXTERNAL 

SUPPORT BASE 

Z.A. Bhutto was undoubtedly the architect of Pakistan's foreign policy 
reorientation in the 1960s-from the nearly complete dependence on 
the United S!ales to the building of relalionships wi1h olher major 
players of which China was the mos! important. He had spelt out such 
ideas in his major work, The Myth of Independence (1969). In it, he had 
justified the right of developing nations 10 exercise sovereignty and to 
make foreign policy decisions in light of their objective self-interest. 
Bhutto presented a widely shared Pak.istani point of view that, in spite 
of India's rejection of the United Slates' overtures to join the western 
camp, the United States always meted out preferential treatment to 
India. Such policy adversely affected the national security of Pakistan. 
The US arms embargo placed on India and Pakistan in 1965 hurt 
Pakistan more because only Pakistan relied hea\ily on American arms 
(Bhutto 1969: 2-3). Such a decision, he asserted, whittled down the 
importance of the military alliance between the L'nited States and 
Pakistan to a mere formality. 

He prepared a strong brief for a Sino-Pakistan alliance, arguing that 
China-and not the So\·iet Union-was going to be the main rival of 
the United States in the future, as Asia became increasingly more 
important. A strong Sino-Pakistan alliance would also be an effecti\'e 
counterweight to India's e>:pansionist designs, backed by an incessant 
urge to isolate and weaken Pakistan and to deny it the right to Jammu 
and Kashmir. Therefore, Bhutto urged that Pakistan should not be lured 
by promises of joint business \'entures and cooperation with India as 
long as the Kashmir dispu~e was not settled (ibid., 176-84). 

Bhuno·s emergence, as the most powerful man in Pakistani politics, 
was viewed with some anxiety by the White House. However, before 
leaving the United States having attended the US Security Council 
session In Dc.:cmbcr 1971, Bhutto hnd met Nixon i:and ~nior offidal~ 
He had told the American president that Pakistan was 'completely in 
the debt of the United States during the recent trying months' (Kux 
2001: 204), Further, he assured them that although he was ca1led a 
'Yankee hater: he wanted to establish good relations with the United 
States. Nixon's response was equa1Jy warm. He assured Bhutto that he 
would do evef)1hing within his power to help Pakistan but that, because 
of congressional opposition, it could not be in the form or military aid; 
it would be economic and development aid (ibid.). An American 



diplomat who met Bhutto on 7 January 1972, after he had nationaliw 
the major heavy industries and when the atmosphert was charged wid 
revolutionary fervour, recorded that Bhutto assured him that he was no 
anti-American; that the US was the greatest power his own daughte1 
was studying in the US. and so on. He went on to say that he was neithe1 
anti-Soviet nor anti-Indian. The American noted that, some days earlier 
Bhutto had told the Canadian High Commissioner to Pakistan that ht 
had been elected on a platform that called for 'confrontation with Indio 
and that he was guided accordingly' (Aijazuddin 2002: 125). 

Subsequently, Bhutto toned down his radicalism, and his anti• 
imperialist rhetoric and utterances on the United States became mor( 
benign. In meetings with the Americans, Bhutto lauded the help tha1 
the US had rendered to Pakistan by issuing an ultimatum to India i11 
1971 not to attack West Pakistan (Jain 2007a: 90). The Americans note<J 
that Bhutto's refrain continued to be one o( India exploiting Pakistan'5 
weaknesses. For their part, the Americans reiterated that they wen 
committed to the preservation o( Pakistan's integrity and sovereignty 
In March 1973, Nixon released S24 million worth o( military equipment 
that had been blocked since 1971, and reinstated the 1967 arms-supply 
policy thal enabled Pakistan to procure spare parts and non-lethal 
equipment for weapons previously supplied to it (Kux 2001: 209). 
Bhutto also sought US help in constructing a new port at Gwadar, on 
the Arabian Sea coast in Balochistan, saying that the US Navy could use 
the facility. Nixon did not show much intertst as the United States did 
not want to upset the Soviet Union and India. Interestingly, this idea 
was supported by the Chinese-when Kissinger visited China in 
November 1973 (ibid., 211 ). 

~ LAHORE ISLAMIC SUMMIT AND INDIAN NUCLEAR 

EXPLOSION 

In February 1974, Bhutto invited Muslim heads o( state and 
governments, as well u leaders of liberation movements, to Pakistan to 
attend an l&lamic Summit in the historic city of Lahore. Almost all of 
them came, induding the PLO leader, Vasser Arafat. Sheikh Mujibur 
Rah~an also attended, much to the chagrin o(Jnd.ira Gandhi-but Ibis 
gave the message that the separation o( East Pakistan was complete and 
relations between Bangladesh and Pakistan could normalize. In his 
address to the dignitaries, Bhutto waxed eloquently when he described 
the 'Pakistan Army as the Army o( Islam' {Hilaly 26 March 2011). 
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Solidarity with the Palestinians, and bringing Israeli occupation of 
Jerusalem to an end, were declared the comentones of his government's 
policy (Beg 1974). Such flourish meant that Pakistan could take up 
cudgels on behalf of the universal Muslim Umma. The Islamic Summit 
was a grand exercise in national projection by Bhutto. It greatly 
exaggerated Pakistan's military capabilities, but was consistent with 
earlier examples of Pakistani leaders marketing their state and nation 
to foreign powers in the hope that such services would return dividends 
in the fonn of economic and military aid. 

Pakistan's sense of insecurity was greatly accentuated when, in May 
1974, India exploded a nuclear device. According to a secret State 
Department report dated I 4 January 1972-quoted by the Indian 
newspaper. The Asian Times-Nixon's tilt towards Pakistan, and the 
US-China liaison facilitated by Pakistan, had appartntly caused concern 
in New Delhi; and, its decision to carry out the nuclear test was 
motivated by that sense of insecurity (The Asian Age, 6 December 2011). 
Pakistan had, since 1956, been pursuing a peaceful nuclear programme 
and severa1 facilities had been set up. Uranium deposits had also been 
discovered in southern Punjab. In March 1965, Bhutto was reported to 
have said to a British journalist, of the Manchester Guardian, that if 
India were to acquire nuclear capability 'then we should have to eat 
grass and get one, or buy one, of our own' (Nawaz 2008: 340). 

President Gerald ford-who succeeded Ni.xon after the latter had to 
resign office because of the Watergate scandal-continued with his 
predecessor's policy vis-1-vis Pakistan, assuring his country's support 
for Pakistan's integrity but without making any major effort to lift the 
arms embargo. This position was particularly unacceptable to Pakistan 
once India had carried out the nuclear test. Subsequently, the Americans 
were persuaded to lift the arms embargo. but this applied to both India 
and Pakistan. The lifting was announced on 24 February 1975 when 
Bhutto visited Washington. The Ford administration emphasized that 
the sales would be made on a cue-to-case basis and that efforts would 
be made to avoid stimulating an arms race between the two riva1s. It 
was noted, however, that India had been acquiring weapons, on a large 
scale, from the Soviet Union while Pakistan had mainly received 
armament from China, a1beit on a relatively smaller sca1e (Jain 2007a: 
321-2). During a press conference on 10 March, Bhutto recalled that 
Pakistan had two treaties with the United States-1954 and 1959-
which obliged the United States to provide arms to Pakistan. However, 
the lifting of the embargo enabled Pakistan to buy weapons on a case-



to-case basis only and not receive them gratis, 
treaties (ibid., 322). 

THE ICAHUTA NUCLEAR FACILITY 

The first major step towards the development of a nuclear bomb was a 
meeting in Multan, in January 1972, to which the government invited 
leading Pakistani scientists including future Nobel Laureate Abdus 
Salam. In his highly emotive address to them, Bhutto challenged them 
to build a nuclear bomb. That started the baU roUing. Pakistan sought 
financial support from Libya and Saudi Arabia, and possibly also Iran 
(Nawaz 2008: 340-41 ). American officials started worrying about 
Pakistan's nuclear ambitions, which began to be described as an 'Islamic 
bomb: A Stale Department briefing paper dated 31 January 1975 
expressed the view that Pakistan was 'trying to acquire an independent 
nuclear fuel cycle and the technical skills that would make the nuclear 
weapon explosion option feasible' (Kw. 2001: 219). Pakistan, however, 
went ahead and signed a deal to purchase an advanced French nuclear 
processing plant. Dr Abdul Qadeer Khan, a metallurgist and the so­
called 'father of the Pakistani nuclear bomb: had been in contact with 
Bhutto for some time and returned from the Netherlands in 1975. In 
1976, he joined the team that had been deputed the task of developins 
the nuclear weapon. The Pakistan military, initially, was not involved in 
the nuclear weapons programme but Zia, who had been promoted to 
COAS in March 1976, was told by Bhutto that the army should assist 
in building an enrichment plant at Kahuta near Islamabad. Zia assigned 
that task to Brigadier Zahid Ali Akbar. A.Q. Khan had successfully 
brought, with him, enrichment centrifuges from the Dutch laboratory; 
work on constructing the bomb began in real earnest. Apparently, there 
was considerable friction between A.Q. Khan and the Pakistan Atomic 
Energy Commission's scientists. On Brigadier Akbar's strong pleas, th, 
matter was resolved by makins the Kahuta operation autonomous; A.Q 
Khan was put in charge of it. In any case, thenceforth, the army wa5 
closely involved in providins it with security and monitoring its 
acthities (Nawaz 2008: 340-2). 

Sensing that something was afoot on the nuclear front. Kissinger paid 
a number of visits to Pakistan to dissuade Pakistan from going ahead 
wilh the building of a nuclear bomb. Such trips bore offers of military 
aid-in terms of advanced aircraft and other equipment-as well a1 

warnings that economic aid would be cut off if Pakistan persisted with 
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its nuclear ambitions. This threat was concretized with amendments 
proposed by the Democratic senators John Glenn and Stuan Symington, 
to the US foreign assistance bill, that barred assistance to non-NPT 
(Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty) signatories that imported uranium­
enrichment or nuclear fuel reprocessing technology. Kissinger warned 
that, in light of the amendment, economic aid to Pakistan could be cut 
off. Bhutto and his senior advisers, however, remained steadfast in their 
resolve not to give in to US pressure (Kux 2001: 221-6). 

THE FALL OF BHUTTO 

In 1976, Bhutto began to plan a general election in 1977. According to 
the terms of the 1973 constitution, it was not due till 1978 but Bhutto 
felt confident and secure and wanted 10 cash in on the popularity he 
perceived he enjoyed. Meanwhile, the opposition had begun to dost 
ranks to collectively challenge a government it loathed and feared. On 
7 January 1977, the government announced that general elections would 
be held in two months' time, on 7 March. The PPP declared, in its 
election manifesto, that, among other things, teaching of the Quran 
would be a compulsory subject of basic education. Sixteen thousand 
plots would be allotted, gratis, to workers every year and productivity 
would be increased by 50 per cent (Chishti 1996: 79). Immediately, the 
very next day, several opposition parties banded together 10 form the 
Pakistan National Alliance (PNA). Although the PNA consisted of 
parties of all shades, it was essentially a right-wing lslamist alliance and 
included major players such as the Jamaat•e-Islami, the Deobandi 
Jamiat-e-U1ema-e-Islam, and the Barelvi Jamiat Ulema-e-Pakistan. They 
clamoured for the so-called Nizam-e-Mustafa, or lslamist state from the 
time of Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) and his pious successors. The 
former National Awami Party (NAP), banned by Bhutto, changed its 
name to NationaJ Democratic Party and joined the PNA. Another 
important player was the Tehrik-e-lstiqlal, led by former Air Marshal 
Asghar Khan. Relations between Bhutto and Asghar Khan had 
deteriorated over the years. Although they had brieOy been together 
during the anti-Ayub movement, they became arch rivals later. Asghar 
Khan always maintained that Bhuno bore a major portion of the blame 
for the loss of East Pakistan. On 23 January 1977, Asghar Khan said 
that, after coming into power, the PNA would try those responsible for 
the dismemberment of Pakistan (Chishti 1996: 79). Obviously, such a 
threat was directed not only at Yahya and his clique but also at Bhutto. 



On the other hand, Bhutto was notorious for ridiculing and evm 
using abusive language against his opponents, including Asghar Khan. 
Former Inspector General Police and Sp«ial Intelligence Adviser to 
Bhutto, Rao Abdur Rashid, has alleged that Asghar Khan also used 
abusive language against Bhutto, and was the fmt to mention tha1 he 
would sec to it that Bhutto was hanged (Rashid 2010: 177). In any case, 
the election campaign progressively degenerated into a bitter and violent 
confrontation. The opposition took recourse to the notorious bogey of 
the Pakistan movement: that 'Islam was in danger: The PPP retaliated 
by describing the opposition as a colleaion of useless men serving 
vested interests. 

The election results revealed that the PPP won 154 out of the 200 
seats, while the PNA secured onJy 36 seats. Initially, the PNA claimed 
that rigging had taken place at 15 seats, but later inaeued that figure 
to 20 and finally to 40, and declared that the newly-elected PPP 
government was illegitimate. Consequently, the PNA boycotted the 
provincial elections that followed on 10 March, and claimed that the 
PPP had resorted to bogus voting (Chishti 1996: 88). The Jamaat-e­
lslami's supreme leader, Maulana Maududi, gave a call for Bhutto's 
overthrow, which was followed by a display of street power and violent 
clashes that took place in many parts of the country between the PNA, 
PPP supporters, and the police. The lslamists, in particular, targeted 
Lahore's cinemas and set many ablaze; their calls for NiZJJm-e-Mustafa 
were raised loud and shrill. The PNA seemed deter ined to bring the 
government down. 

The massive demonstrations and agitations rudely shook the 
overconfident and triumphant Bhutto. On 21 April, the government 
clamped martial law on Karachi, Hyderabad, and Lahore, followed by 
press censorship. Apparently, the military high command had been 
consuhed and gave Bhutto their backing. That temporarily dampened 
the PNA's reaolve to brine the sovemment down through agitation and 
strikes. Howtver, Asghar Khan took the view that the opposition should 
try to lobby the support of the ruling generals; many retired military 
commanden, including Gui Hassan and Rahim Khan, were drafted into 
this role (Taseer 1979: 172-3). This wu followed by the opposition 
calling on General Zia to present their grievances. At that stage, Bhutto 
also started alleging that the United Stales was involved in a plot to oust 
him. Dennis Kw: has observed: 
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During an emotiona1 addms in the National Assembly on April 28, 19n, 
the prime minister charged that the United States was financing a 'vast, 
colossa]. huge international conspiracy' to oust him from power. Bhutto 
alleged that Washington wu punishing him for opposing US Vietnam policy, 
for backing the Arab cause against Israel, and for refusing 10 bow to 
Washington's pressure on the nuclear processing issue (Kux 2001: 230). 

In any event, things began to get out of control for the government. 
When the agitators took out a procession in Lahore, in defiance of the 
martial law, the mili1ary refused to intervene. It was the police that used 
teargas to disperse them. In some other parts of the country, as well, 
local military commanders refused to take determined action (Khan 
2008: 93). In a state of panic, Bhutto made further concessions to 
demands for the enforcement of Islam. Thus, instead of Sunday, Friday 
was declared as the day of rest. A ban was imposed on the sale and 
consumption of alcohol, as well as on gambling. 

Bhutto offered 10 hold talks with PNA leaders and went to mttt 
Maududi at his home in Lahore. This was followed by further talks with 
other PNA leaders but, by 4 July, it became dear that a political impasse 
had taken place (Mazari 2001: 476). Finally, on 5 July 1977, the military 
staged a coup on the orders of General Muhammad Zia-ul-Haq. One 
of the key players instrumental in taking the decision 10 overthrow 
Bhutto, Lieutenant General Faiz Ali Chishti, corps commander of 
Rawalpindi, denied that any agreement had been reached between the 
government and the opposition. He justified the military takeover as 
imperative to saving the country from civil war: 

Had Mr Bhutto signed the peace agreemenl wilh the PNA, there would have 
been no coup d~al . ... Our task was lo sepante the rival parties and to take 
the polilical leaders into protective custody .... Gen Zia did nol come to 
power through a conspiracy. He was sucked in by circumstances. And in the 
fin.al 1111.J}'l'I• Mr Bhuuo wu him.ell respon,ible fur brinslns Gencnil Zi■ 
into power (Chishti 1996: 134). 

In any case, Bhutto and members of his cabinet were arrested; senior 
PPP and PNA leaders were also detained. Zia announced that martial 
law had been imposed, 1he constitution suspended, all assemblies 
dissolved, and promised that elections would be held within 90 days. 
He then ordered the release of Bhutto and the other leaders. On 29 July, 
Bhutto was released and headed for his hometown of Larkana where he 
received a rousing welcome. Instead of lying low, he decided to tour 



across Pakistan. His meetings attracted mammoth crowds as people 
lined up along the railway line to welcome him. The response in Lahore, 
the Punjab capital, was massive. One of the witnesses at the Lahore 
gathering, Ahmed Faqih, remembers hearing Bhutto say that there was 
no reason to worry. While August and September belonged to the 
military government and its PNA collaborators, October would mark 
the return of the PPP as elections would prove that it enjoyed the trust 
of the people. Things came to a head when Bhutto visited Multan, in 
southern Punjab. The administration tried, in vain, to prevent a huge 
gathering. Disorder and tumult followed. Moreover, Bhutto had behaved 
rudely with General Zia when they met after the coup: his wife, Nusrat 
Bhutto, had displayed similar hostility towards him (Taseer 1979: 
173-5). Bhutto was re-arrested on 3 September, this lime accused of 
authorizing the murder ofa political opponenl in March 1974. In the 
actual ambush, allegedly ordered by Bhutto, the father of the target, 
Ahmed Raza Kasuri, once a PPP stalwart, was killed (Khan 2008: 119). 
General Zia now began to describe Bhutto as a 'murderer and corrupt 
villain' (Taseer 1979: 173). 

However, things, took a dramatic tum when, 10 days later, a Lahore 
High Court judge, Justice Samdani, threw out the case against Bhutto 
on the grounds thal the evidence against him was contradictory and 
incomplete. Three days later, Zia arrested Bhutto again on the same 
charges, this time under martial law. When the PPP organized 
demonstrations, Zia exploited the volatile situation to cancel the 
upcoming elections. Thereafter, a 'judicial process' followed that seemed 
determined to prove Bhutto guilty. Ironically, Masood Mahmood. 
director general of the FSF, testified against Bhutto asserting that Bhutto 
had ordered Kasuri's assassination and that four members of the Federal 
Security Force had organized the assassination on Bhutto's orders. The 
four alleged confessed to their role but one of them later recanted, 
declaring that his confession had been extracted from him under 
torture. The counter-evidence and arguments put forth by the defence 
were ignored, and not even ucorded in the verdict that dedared him 
to be the mastermind in the conspiracy to assassinate Kasuri-but 
which, instead, resulted in the death of his father, Nawab Muhammad 
Khan Kasuri. 

The five judges' bench of the Lahore High Court passed a death 
sentence on Bhutto. An appeal in the Pakistan Supreme Court resulted 
in a split 4-to-3 majority decision upholding the death sentence. On 24 
March I 979, the Supreme Court dismissed the appeal. The four judges 



THE RISE ANO FALL OF ZULFIKAR ALI BHUTTO 

who had found him guilty were- Punjabis, while the three who wanled 
lo acquit him were non-Punjabis. Bhutto was hanged at the Central Jail, 
Rawalpindi, on 4 April 1979. No great agitation or popular uprising 
broke out, to protest the hanging of Pakistan's only democratically­
elected prime minister, partly because the martial law regime had 
successfully repressed the PPP by then and panly because many of his 
dose associates had either left the pany in frustration or been compelled 
to leave or bttn thrown oul. 

Conspiracy theories about what brought Bhutto down arc legion. In 
his book, If I am A.ssaninated (1979)-written while in prison and 
smuggled out and published posthumously in India-Bhutto assened 
that General Zia initially admitted to the Newsweek, BBC, and UPI that 
the prime minister 'did sincerely attempt to reach an agreement with 
the opposition. In fact what Mr Bhutto agreed to was probably the 
maximum that any politician could agree to' (Bhutto 1979: 4). Bhutto 
refuted the White Paptr, later published by 1he manial law regime on 
25 July 1978, alleging that a serious law and order situation had 
emerged, threatening the security and integrity of the country, because 
of a deadlock in the negotiations between his government and the 
opposition. Instead, he claimed that an agreement had been reached 
with the PNA on 4 July, and only minor points needed to be soned out 
the next day, when the military staged 1he coup (ibid.). He went on to 
allege that the military had been planning the coup for quite some rime; 
also. not only had Pakistani capitalists, but also foreign powers, funded 
the PNA campaign against him-and that the funds from the external 
sources were far greater. He obliquely alluded to American involvement­
as a consequence of his defiance of the US by going ahead and acquiring 
the nuclear processing plant 

In fact, during the height of the PNA movement, the PPP had begun 
to allege that the United States was backing the opposition and millions 
of doUars had been brought in in sacks and dlstrtbutW. to the miscreants 
(Rashid 2010: 176-7). This impelled the US Secretary of State, Cyrus 
Vance, to write a letter to Bhutto dated 29 April 1977 in which he 
categorically refuted such charges. Among other things, he wrote, 'We 
have given no assislance, financial or otherwise, to any political 
organization or individuals in Pakistan' (Jain 2007a: 97). In any cue, 
according to Bhutto, the key villain in the alleged conspiracy against 
him was Mian Tufail Muhammad of the Jamaat-e-Islami who was in 
dose contact with General Zia (Bhutto 1979: 169-72). The rest of the 



book is an attempt to account for his indefatigable commitment to make 
Pakistan self-reliant and militarily strong. 

The weakness in the chain of arguments is that Bhutto does not 
explain why the military first set him free, if a conspiracy to get rid of 
him had existed for some lime. Also, he does not explain why the 
military would be party to some foreign hand's attempt to punish Bhutto 
for acquiring the reprocessing plant. It is more likely that the conspiracy 
to get rid of him began to take form only after he started to tour the 
country and pulled mammoth crowds to his gatherings. 
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11 
General Zia Braces the Fortress 

of Islam 

The military returned to the political domain after six and a half years 
of a hectic civilian rule that had been democratic, authoritarian, 
populist, and vindictive. While he had been in power, Bhutto had 
dominated the political arena virtually all by himself. But, the India­
centric orientation of the Pakistani state remained unchanged. In fact, 
Bhutto had taken a number of measures to bolster the doctrine that a 
credible defence against the much bigger foe on the eastern front was 
imperative to Pakistan's survival. It is needless to emphasize that such 
a conviction enjoyed an upsurge after the breakup of Pakistan-which 
the Pakistani establishment found expedient to ascribe entirely to India's 
nefarious designs. However, no military confrontation took place 
between the two countries during Bhutto's time in office. On the 
contrary, the Simla Agreement and the return of the Pakistani POWs 
helped defuse tensions. Both Z.A. Bhutto and Indira Gandhi were 
constrained, by challenges to their governments from domestic 
opposition, to turn inwards. 

Zia inherited a highly volatile Pakistan, and his immediate concern 
was to establish his hold over the political process. He had overthrown 
an elected, though beleaguered, prime minister whose popularity had 
plummeted during the PNA movement post-March 1977, but then 
displayed a dramatic surge when he was released on 29 July and 
remained free till he was rearrested on 3 September-on the charge of 
ordering a political opponent's murder. If anything, Pakistan was a 
profoundly polarized society and Zia had to develop tactics and a 
strategy that would ensure the military government's continuance. 
Simultaneously. more than any other ruler of Pakistan, he was 
committed to substantiating and consolidating the two-nation theory­
not merely as an identity concern to distinguish Pakistan from India, 
but as an ambitious ideological enterprise in its own right. To achieve 



such objectives. he augmented the ideological and cultural indoctrina1ion 
of the military-as an Islamic fighting force armed with armament that 
enhanced its defensive and offensive capabilities to deal with India. Such 
undertakings took place while Zia sought tnnsformative nation and 
state building. 

THE IMMEDIATE POLITICAL CHALLENGES 

Zia began by suspending-not abrogating-the 1973 constitution. He 
promised to hold free and fair elections within 90 days, and hand power 
over to the elected representatives of the people. Martial law was 
imposed throughout the country. As political parties were not banned, 
they began to prepare for the forthcoming elections in October. 
However, Zia changed course and began to argue that he had discovered 
gross irregularities that had been committed by the PPP regime. This 
stand received support from the PNA, especially Asghar Khan. The 
dramatic revival of support for Z.A. Bhutto most probably convinced 
the PNA politicians that they stood no chance in a free and fair election, 
and so started a chorus with the refrain that those responsible for the 
misuse of power should be held accountable before the holding of fresh 
elections (Baxter 1991: 31). 

On 1 March 1978, the government went a step further by banning 
political activities, but not political parties. Several pro-PPP newspapers 
were dosed down. Journalists who dared write critical comments were 
severely punished, including obscene public whippings. Writers, poets, 
and intellectuals were penalized in a brutal manner (Bhutto 20IO: 
200-2). In any case, the government declared that general elections 
would be held in 1979. Seven! PNA parties, including the Muslim 
League and the Jamaat-e-lslami, permitted their members to join the 
cabinet. 

In a BBC interview given the day his father was hanged, Murtaza 
Bhutto pledged to avenge his father's death; the organization, 
Al-Zulfikar, was formed and its bases established in neighbouring 
Afghanistan. In 1981, Al-Zulfikar cadres hijacked a PIA airliner. An 
army officer, Major Shahid Rahim, who was on board the flight was 
killed before it landed al Kabul. 11 was then allowed lo proceed to the 
Syrian capital, Damascus, where the Syrians allowed the hijackers to 
land. The dnma came lo an end on 15 March. Zia agreed to release 
fifty-four PPP men in jail, while the plane was allowed to return 10 
Pakistan. 



Several other o~ntions, including murderous attacks on government 
functionaries and collaborators o( Zia. were carried out in Pakistan. 
Some assassination attempts were also made on Zia. including the firing 
or a Soviet-origin SAM 7 at a PAF plane carrying Zia in February 1982. 
The Indian spy agency, RAW, was allegedly involved in a plan 
(originating in London) aimed at liquidating Zia. Its ringleader and 
other operatives were arrested in Lahore when they arrived to take 
delivery ohhe weapons that RAW was to provide. Pakistan alleged that 
AI-Zulflkar had set up training camps in India and Libya as wt'II as 
Afghanistan; it was also allegedly assisted by the Soviet Union and Syria 
{Hussain 2010: 270-2). 

AI-Zulfikar, however, failed to establish a popular base in Pakistani 
society and so was unable to set in motion any sort or popular resistance 
or revolution that would cause a major societal upheaval. Moreover, in 
the two provinces that had historically a1ways had bad relations with 
the federal government, the martial law regime enjoyed goodwill among 
the Pakhtun and Baloch leaders-while Bhutto had jailed them, it was 
Zia who released them. Local bodies elec:t.ions were held in September 
1979, but on a non-party basis. That was to become a matter o( principle 
for Zia, who believed that politka1 parties were divisive and against the 
supposedly consensus-based political traditions or Islam (ibid., 273). 
Nevertheless, a luge number or pro-PPP candidates were elected. The 
government responded by postponing the national and provincial 
assemblies' elections scheduled for 17 and 20 November 1979, once 
again invoking the need to maintain law and order. Additionally, parties 
were also banned. 

Nusrat Bhutto had appealed to the Supreme Court against the 
proclamation or martial law. The Supreme Court ruled that the martial 
law regime could 'perform all such acts and promulgate legislative 
measure. which (ell within the scope or the law or necessity, induding 
the power to amend the Constitution' (quoted in Baxter 1991: 34). 
While z1a·s opponents saw it as supportive or the martial law 
government, the Zia regime was irked as it perceived it as an attempt 
to decide whether a measure was or was not within the scope ohhe law 
or necessity. Consequently, Zia promulgated the Provisional Constitution 
Order or 1980, which removed that possibility by excluding all martial 
law actions from the jwisdiction or the courts. In future, laws and 
decrees issued by the military government could not be reviewed by any 
court. This &SKrtion was overruled by the Quena High Court. The 
government responded by issuing the Provincial Constitution Order or 
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1981, which supplemented the 1980 Order by requiring the judges of 
the Supreme and high courts to take an oath to 'act faithfully in 
accordance with the Provisional Constitution Order of 1981 and abide 
by it' (quoted in Baxter 1991: 34). Some judges resigned in protest but 
others accepted the new rules. The net result was that the subordination 
of the court system, to the martial law system, was fully consummated. 

Although political parties had already been banned, the PPP and 
several smaller parties formed the Movement for the Restoration of 
Democracy (MRD) in February 1981. Its main mission was to work 
towards the ending of martial law and for holding free elections in 
accordance with the suspended 1973 constitution. MRD activism was, 
at that time, largely confined to Sindh though some agitation had also 
taken place in Punjab. The government retaliated with full fury. Labour 
unions were banned and trade union activists rounded up. In particular, 
suspected AI-Zulfikar activists and sympathizers were hunted down all 
over Pakistan. Torture was employed extensively. Consequently, the 
movement in Smdh, as well as elsewhere, collapsed under the full 
weight of state repression. Some 300 Sindhis died in the police and 
military operations (Kardar 1992: 313; Khan 1983: 168-70). The only 
parts of Sindh that remained passive were the Mohajir strongholds of 
Karachi and Hyderabad. 

Having crushed the MRD movement, General Zia arranged a 
refen:ndum in 1984 on the Islamic character of Pakistan. The people 
were asked to vote on whether the people endorsed the process of 
lslamization oflaws begun by the government. The government claimed 
a turnout of 64 per cent, of which 96 per cent were repprted to have 
voted in favour of General Zia's refonns. However, international news 
agencies such as Reuters and the Manchester Guardian reported the 
turnout to be as low as 10 per cent (Bhuno 2008a: 270). Next, in January 
1985, Zia called for national elections. However, the candidates had to 
contest as private individuals. In the absence of political parties, ethnic 
ties such as those based on biradari (patrimonial lineages), sect, tribe, 
and other such particularistic differences became the basis for vote­
gathering (Mehdi 1988: 31 ). Zia appointed, from amongst the elected 
members of the National Assembly, a relatively unknown Sindhi, 
Mohammad Khan Junejo, as prime minister. 

After handing over power 10 Juneja, Zia lifted martial law and got 
the new legislature to retroactively accept all his actions of the past eight 
years, including his coup in 1977. More importantly, he armed himself 
with the constitutional authority to dominate the political system 



through severa1 amendments to the constitution, most notably the 
Eighth Amendment. Article 58 2(b) conferred power.; on the president 
to dissolve the lower house of parliament, the National Assembly­
though not the upper house, the Senate-if, in his opinion, 'a situation 
has arisen in which the Government of the Federation cannot be carried 
on in accordance with the pro,isions of the Constitution and an appeal 
to the electorate is necessary: 

THE MQM AND ISi 
Notwithstanding such manipulations, Zia continued to worry about the 
volatile Sindh province. Ethnic tensions between the indigenous Sindhis 
and Urdu-speaking Mohajin: had begun to emerge in the early 1970s, 
and a number of skirmishes between militants from both groups had 
occurred. A Sindhi separatist tendency had emerged soon after 
independence but remained marginal. The rise of the PPP, led by a 
Sindhi, had resulted in such separatism being further marginaliud but 
it revived when Bhutto was overthrown and executed. The radicalization 
of Sindhis propelled apprehensive Mohajirs to organize themselves 
along ethnic lines. 

Thus, on I 8 March 1984, the Mohajir Qaumi Movement (MQM) was 
founded by Ahaf Hussain, the non-office-holding supreme leader of the 
MQM. It is now an open secret that the MQM was a creation of the 
Inter-Services Intelligence (ISi), and that Zia had masterminded its 
formation. This was confirmed by General Mirza Aslam Beg, who 
succeeded Zia as COAS after the latter's sudden death in an air crash 
(Hasan 2007: 7). Zia wanted to curb the rise of the PPP at any cost. The 
MQM was also allegedly supplied its arms by the ISi. The MQM was 
encouraged to claim that the Mohajirs were a separate nationality-thus 
raising the spectre of a break-up ofSindh along ethnic lines. Ironically, 
Zia was able to placate the main protagonist of Sindhi separatism, G.M. 
Syed, from whom the PPP had wrested away the mantle of Sindhi 
nationalism in 1972. Thus, support for the MQM and dissensions 
within Sindhi political factions effectively blunted Sindhi separatism 
and, at the same time, weakened the PPP-inspired insurgency, especially 
in the Mohajir-dominated key cities of Karachi and Hyderabad. Such a 
strategy in the political realm, however, was only a partial expression 
of Zia's overall agenda to consolidate military rule. 



ISLAMIZING THE GARRISON STATE 

Zia was a1so delermined to implement a transformative programme of 
change that would affect all sectors of society. Under his patronage, the 
garrison state-a polity deriving i1s identity from perceived existentialist 
threats from external as well as internal enemies-acquired 
incontrovertible Islamist features. Stephen Cohen has asserted that, 
from the beginning. the Pakislan military considered itself an Islamic: 
fighting force. He found thal 'the professional journals of the Army arc 
filled with sludies of the question of Islamization of the mililary, and 
all come back to the question of the degree to which traditional Indian 
Anny patterns need to be altered to Islamic principles' (Cohen 1992: 
37). Under Zia, the unit maulvis (clerics) were upgraded and given the 
rank of Junior Commissioned Officer-on the pattern of the military 
chaplains in the US Arm)'. He has also noted that heavy indoctrination 
into lslamism was not necessary for the armed forces because 'Islam 
naturally supports the idea of the military professional' (ibid., 139). 
Cohen's findings suggest that such a self-image varied from the 
moderate to the extreme, but the military retained the overall 
organizational structure and practices inherited from the colonial past. 
He does not mention that the cultivation of an lslamist army received 
approbation from the United States as it coincided with Pakistan's role 
as a frontline state in the so-called Afghan jihad. 

At any rate, indoctrination was pursued with much greater zeal 
during Zia's term than asserted by Cohen. Such a process needs to be 
put in perspective, in light of the changing socio-cu1tural background 
of the officer corps when Zia came into power. The old guard, mainly 
comprising Sandhurst-trained officers, was gradually replaced by an 
indigenized Pakistani officer class. Such a process started rather early 
and received expansionisl spurts in the aftermaths of the 1947-48, 196S, 
and 1971 wars with India. The new officers were from middle, and 
lower-middle class, backgrounds-and no longer exclusively from the 
select districts of northern Punjab or NWFP. The relaxed lifestyle in 
which music, dance bands, and alcohol were pan of the social milieu 
prevalent in the officers' messes had already received a jolt when Bhutto 
opportunistically banned the consumption of alcohol. A catalyst was 
needed to push the military into an lslamist direction. General Zia was 
eminently suited to play that role. 

His overall transformation of the Pakistani state and society along 
Islamist lines envisaged the establishment of a garrison state in which 



the military would stand out clearly as an ideologic institu1ion. Such 
a weftanschau,mg could only be realized in practice through social 
engineering on a grand scale. However, as some writers have noted, in 
the case of Zia such conviction was tempered by a prudent assessment 
of what is possible rather than what should ideally exist. His 
fundamentalist proclivilies apart, Zia was a practical and modem man. 
He could sense that Pakistan was too complex and diversified culturally, 
ethnically, and in sectarian terms. Therefore, wholesale imitation and 
replication of either the Iranian, or rather the Saudi, model that he 
admired was not possible. Nevertheless, he took determined steps to 
foster an lslamist garrison state that harked back to a golden age ol 
conquest and expansion, as well as a supposedly ideal and just social 
order that existed at the time of the dawn of Islam. 

No doubt, a commitment to make Pakistan into an ideal polit)' 
infused with Islamic ideas of justice and progress, or more fundamentalist 
versions of it, had been part of the official rhetoric of all governments. 
However, no previous government undertook the necessary and 
sufficient measures to construct a national identity that comprehensi\'ely 
reflected the ideology of an lslamist garrison state. Rather, rhetoric and 
ad hoc measures characterized the conduct of governments before 
General Zia came to power. 

Hitherto, the modernist elite had been dithering between their 
commitment to democracy, on the one hand, and political Islam, on the 
other. Such ambivalence was conspicuous by its absence from Zia's 
Single•minded commitment to a patently, anti-liberal. anti-democratic, 
anti•minorities, and anti•women agenda. He wanted to establish a social 
order 'in which all sectors of life including administration, judiciary, 
banking, trade, education, agriculture, industry and foreign affairs ar, 
regulated in accordance with Islamic principles' (Noman 1988: 141) 
Consequently, a range of 'reforms' was undertaken to realize the 
hegemony of an lslamist garrison ~tale in Pakistan. 

The Legal Framework Order, issued by General Yahya Khan a! 
martial law administrator, had mentioned an 'Ideology of Pakistan' that, 
under Bhutto, began to acquire the trappings of lslamism; but, it wa! 

Zia who completed it in proper measure. He consulted a wide range ot 
ulema but the ideas of the amir of the Jamaat-e-Islami (JI), Sytd Ahul 
Ala Maududi, clearly exercised the profoundest influence on him 
Maududi's theory of the state was based on an unhistorical idealization 
of the pristine IsJamic community and polity that Prophet Muhammad 
(PBUH) had founded and was continued by his immediate successors, 
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especially the first two caliphs, Abu Bakr and Umar. The laws and 
cultural practices of that period prescribing strict s~egation of men 
and women, and non-Muslims paying the protection tax, jizya, have 
been considered to be authoritati~ly binding on subsequent generations 
of Muslims (Maududi 1979a; 1979b; 1980). Equally, Maududi wrote a 
highly dogmatic treatise, Al-Jihad Fi-al Islam, in which he subscribed 
to the classic dichotomy of the world-into dar-ul-Islam (abode of peact' 
where Islamic law prevails) and dar-u/-harb (enemy territory where 
non-Muslims rule)-as propounded by the early jurists of Islam. 
According to such disposition, peace betw«n Islamic and non-Islamic 
states could be established only temporarily because such states were, 
in principle, at war. Resorting to circumlocutions and chicanery about 
jihad being justified when Islam and Islamic communities are 
threatened, he also justified jihad as offensive warfare when non­
Muslims do not accept Islam. He had no problem in upholding 
outmoded practices such as slanry and concubinage-non-Muslims 
defeated in war who are unable to pay ransom are to be ensland, with 
women entering the harem as chattel of their owners (Maududi 1981). 

Maududi's theories were almost identical to the ideologue of the 
Muslim Brotherhood, the Egyptian Syed Qutb, and only superficially 
different in detail from those set forth by the Shiite ideologue Imam 
Khomeini. Neither Maududi, nor Qutb, nor Khomeini differ in any way 
from traditional Sharia law pertaining to international relations: 
dogmatic Sharia is incogniz.ant of peace based on modem notions of 
respect for sovereignty and the territorial integrity of states as upheld 
by the UN Charter (1945). With regard to personal beliefs on doctrine 
and adherence to rites and rituals, Zia is generally believed to have 
subscribed to the puritanical Deobandi school of radical Islam. Some 
people who knew him personally say that he spent long hours at Sufi 
shrines, particularly at that of Ali bin Usman AI-Hajweri-popularly 
knnwn as Oata Sahih-in l.ahOTe. lf1hat is lrue. then he seemed to have 
been quite eclectic, combining radial Islam with the folksy Barelvi­
Sunni Islam. The irony, of course, was that Genera1 Zia had no qualms 
about privately inviting Bollywood superstar Shatrughan Sinha to his 
home to meet his mentally challenged daughter who adored Indian film 
stars and especially Shatrughan Sinha. He became a family friend and 
used to visit Pakistan regularly. That relationship continued even after 
Zia's death (The Tribime, 4 August 2005). 



LEGAL REFORMS 

Already, in 1977, Zia announced his intention of introducing Islamic 
punishments for a number of offences. as prescribed in the Quran. After 
a period of preparation and consultation with Islamist scholars, the 
government, in 1979, announced the imposition of the Hudood 
Ordinance, i.e. punishments for the offences of adultery (death by 
stoning), fornication (100 lashes), false accusation of adultery (80 
lashes), drinking alcohol (80 lashes), theft (cutting off of the right 
hand), highway robbery (when the offence is only robbery, cutting off 
of hands and feet; for robbery with murder, death either by the sword 
or crucifixion) (Munir 1980: 124-32). 

A Federal Shariat Court was established in 1980 to try Hudood 
offences. A special bench of the Pakistan Supreme Court, called the 
Shariat Appellate Bench, comprising three Muslim judges was 
established to hear appeals against the verdicts of the Federal Shariat 
Court (Usmani 1990: 68-71). Although scores of people were tried for 
Hudood offences, and sentences were passed that prescribed stoning 
and amputation of limbs, the sentences were changed to prison 
sentences at the higher levels of appeal. Immense international pressure, 
as well as protests from the highly-educated liberal sections of society 
organized in NGOs, played an important role in creating an atmosphere 
that made the judiciary at the higher level change its mind. On the other 
hand, initially, the whipping and hanging of some culprits was meted 
out publicly in front of large crowds that assembled to see the macabre 
spectacles. However, after a while, such punishments were removed 
from the public sphere and were carried out in the jails. However, the 
military regime remained determined to institutionalize the 
discrimination of women and non-Muslims with the view to creating a 
chaste Islamic nation. 

WOMEN 

In 1980, a circular was issued to all government offices prescribing a 
proper Muslim dress-code for female employees. The wearing of a 
chador (loose cloth covering the head) was made obligatory. A campaign 
to eliminate obscenity and pornography was also announced. It, 
however, took the fonn of a campaign against the general emancipation 
and equal rights of women. Leading Muslim theologians hostile to 
female emancipation were brought onto national television to justify the 



various restrictions on women. Moreover, the legal status and rights of 
women diminished dramatically because of the Hudood laws and their 
examination by the Shariat courlS. For example, rape, as sexual 
intercourse forced upon a woman, is not recognized in the Quran, but 
it was acknowledged by Muslim jurists as zina bi/ jabr or sexual 
intercourse under duress. Under the Anglo-Muhammadan codes that 
Pakistan had inherited from the colonial system, the evidence of the 
victim was accepted in rape cases. Under the Zina ordinance, neither 
the evidence of the victim nor that of any other woman was admissible. 
To prove that adultery and rape has been committed, the traditional 
requirement of four male witnesses was instituted. Moreover, PPC 
Section 375, as the earlier law on rape was called, had protected girls 
under the age of fourteen by prO\iding that, even with their consenl, 
sexual intercourse with them would constitute rape. This immunity was 
not included in the zina ordinance (Mehdi 1994: 123). In 1984, a new 
Law of Evidence was adopted which reduced the evidence of a female 
witness to half, in worth, of a male witness-pertaining to written 
financial transactions-in a court of law (ibid., 231-2: Weiss 1986). The 
cumulative effect of such measures v.·as, undoubtedly, that the legal and 
social position of women was greatly weakened. 

Noted women's rights acti\ists Asma Jahangir and Hina Jilani ba\'e 
demonstrated that such legislation resulted in the meting out of harsh 
punishments to many victims simply because they could not produce 
male witnesses who could give e\'idence that they saw the actual 
penetration of the \'agina by the male phallus of the accused (Jahangir 
and Jilani 2003). The Human Rights Commission of Pakistan noted that 
the incidence of so-called honour killings by close relatives, or through 
hired killers, increased significantly in the wake of the legal and social 
oppression introduced by Genera1 Zia (Slate of Human Rights 1991-
2006). As the general situation of women deteriorated, some of the 
educated women or the larger cities of Llhore, Karachi, and l•lamabad 
brought out demonstrations demanding a stop to the anti-women 
campaign. Such agitation did little to mitigate the hardened climate 
against women (Mumtaz and Shaheed I 987). 

NON-MUSLIMS 

With regard to the non-Muslims in Pakistan, the general atmosphere 
became dramatically hostile after Zia introduced the blasphemy law in 
1982. It declared any insult to Prophet Muhammad (PBOH) and Islam 



to be a major offence. The maximum punishmenl prescribed for ii was 
life imprisonmenl. In 1986, blasphemy was made even harsher when 
1he death penalty was included as the maximum punishmenl. Section 
295-C of the Penal Code declared lhat: 

Use of deroga1ory remarks etc. in respect of the Holy Prophet: Whether by 
words, either spoken or written, or by visible represenlalions. or by any 
imputation, innuendo or i inuation, directly or indirectly, defiles the sacred 
name of the Holy Prophet (peace by upon him) shall be punishable with 
death, or imprisonment for life, and shall be liable to fine (Ahmed 2005: 
203). 

In subsequent years, the blasphemy law was invoked many times to 
punish alleged offenders: it was mostly Christians who were targeted 
for blasphemy. The trial procedure was deeply flawed and unsafe. 
Almost invariably, the lower courts would sentence the accused to 
severe punishment. However, protests from Pakistani human rights 
organizations and other NGOs, Western states, the UN, Amnesty 
International, and other such entities compelled the superior courts to 
either acquit them on some technical grounds or to allow them to seek 
asylum in the West. In some cases, fanatics brutally murdered 
individuals who they believed had blasphemed. Only two such culprits 
have been convicted for these extra-judicial executions. There have been 
many cases of churches being burnt and bombed, and of Christians, 
especially women, being forced to convert to Islam. 

The declaration, in 1974, of the Ahmadiyya community as non­
Muslims had solidified Pakistan's confessional character. In 1983-84, 
further restrictions were imposed on the Ahmadiyya community. It was 
forbidden to use Islamic nomenclature for its worship rituals, places of 
worship, and so on. Attacks on Ahmadi places of worship increased as 
a result. Over the years, the anti-Ahmadi legislation resulted in vicious 
attacks, resulting in hundreds of deaths of members of the Ahmadiyya 
community. 

In 1985, separate electorates for non-Muslims were instituted. Non­
Muslim voters were not to vote for general seats in the general 
elections; they were to only vote for non-Muslim candidates. Zia 
argued that such a procedure would be more effective in enabling non­
Muslims to get elected and represent their interests in the legislatures 
because, if they contested general seats, they stood no chance of getting 
elected. The reality was that the already socially alienaled religious 
minorities were, as a consequence, politically excluded from the 
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mainstream Muslim nation also. A Christian leader and decorated 
1965 war hero. Group Captain Cecil Chaudhry of the Pakistan Air 
Force, expressed his disappointment over such blatant anti-minority 
laws in an article, 'Remembering Our Heroes: published in the Defence 
Journal of June 2001: 

In Pakistan our political order is based on religious apartheid through the 
Separate Electorate System .... The Separale Electorate System, thrust upon 
lhe nation hy Zia-u1-Haq in 1985, divides the enlire nation into five rdigious 
groups and does not allow any poli1ical inleraCtion between any iwo or the 
groups. The seats or the National and the Provincial Assemblies are so 
divided that Muslims. Christian.s, Hindus, Ahmadis, and other religious 
minorities can only contest for and vote within their own group. This system 
has completely broken down social harmony thus paving the way for 
sectarianism slrife .... A political system so deeply rooted in religion when 
allowed to perpetuate will mosl definitely cause dissensions wilhin each 
group and give rise to religious ex1remism, even to lhe extent of spreading 
terrorism in lhe name of rd.igion .... The non-Muslim cilizcn.s have proved 
that they do not want the Separate Electorates by very effectively boycotting 
the first lwo phases of the on-going Union Council dection.s .... Having 
said this let me slate thal in India the extremist Hindu is targeting the 
Christians mainly. I also believe this situation will not last and we can 
already see things improving in India .... With dttp regre1 I have to admit 
lhat there is no comparison. India is a proven st.-cular country and lhe state 
of religious 1olerance and equality is far better lhan lhat or Pakistan .... If 
this government allows the presenl stale of gross sectarianism 10 continue 
we are doomed as a nalion (Amin 2001). 

On a personal note, Cecil Chaudhry believed that his promotion beyond 
group captain was overruled by Zia because he was Christian. On the 
whole, it must be granted that after Zia introduced comprehensive 
Islamization, the overall ideological stance and cultural milieu became 
manifestly biased against the religious minorities; moreover, the 
Islamization measures that he introduced provided a basis for 
institutionalized discrimination. That trend has continued into the 
present times because no succeeding government has dared to repeal 
the laws that Zia had enacted. 

SECTARIAN POLARIZATION 

Hitherto, not only were Sunnis of all descriptions, but also the Jthna 
Ashari Shias, reckoned to be Muslims. However, certain moves during 



his time began to expose the brittle nature of such categorization 
because, doctrinally, Zia harboured the Deobandi and, politically, 
Jamaat-e-Islami sympathies. The other Sunni sub-sects and Shias were 
concerned that they would be marginalized. Not only did the Shias 
object, but many Sunni sub-sects also had reservations about the 
authority of the Deobandi scholars. In the economic field, banking 
reforms were introduced which ostensibly eliminated 'interest' and 
replaced it with 'profit' (Ahmed 1999: 23 I). The alms tax, zakat, was 
imposed on Muslim citizens. However, the Shias refused to pay zakat 
to the government of General Zia-ul-Haq as the government was Sunni 
in its orientation and, therefore, could not claim zaktit from them. The 
government initially dismissed the Shia demand, which resulted in 
widespread agitation by the Shias who threatened to paralyse the 
government and marched to Islamabad in their thousands. The unruly 
protests and demonstrations that ensued in the capital resulted in open 
conflict with the police, and a serious law and order situation was 
created. However, with the theocratic regime founded by the Ayatollahs 
in neighbouring Iran inspiring them to resist real and imagined Sunni 
oppression, the agitators defied the police. Such determined resistance 
forced the government to change its policy: Shias were exempted from 
paying zakat (ibid.). In one sense, assertive Shia behaviour inadvertently 
helped in conferring a Sunni identity to the Pakistani state. 
Constitutionally, Pakistan did not distinguish between Sunnis and Shias 
as both were considered bona fide Muslims but, after the Shias 
politicized and sectarianized the zakat tax-which was meant for the 
use of the poor and needy-the Shia-Sunni chasm became even wider. 

Such cleavages were severely compounded in the wake of the contest 
between Iran and Saudi Arabia tO lead the Muslim world. Both, 
staggeringly rich because of income from oil, began to activate their 
sectarian affiliates all over the world. In Pakistan, such a contest erupted 
into a proxy war in the 1990s between militias-receiving fundin(I: and 
extremist propaganda via audio-cassettes and video films-from these 
two centres of Islamic fundamentalism (Ahmed 1998: 176-8). 

EDUCATIONAL REFORMS 

A -search for an 'ideological basis' of education had already started, in 
1947, when Pakistan came into being. The emphasis was on Islamizing 
education though, at that time, it was interpreted as the promotion of 
a social-democratic culture and not fundamentalism. Religious 



education was to bt given priority. The emphasis on Islam was also 
meant to delegitimize provincialism and linguistic nationalism. 
However, tslamization did not mean fundamentalism till Zia came to 
power (Rahman 2004: 7-17). 

During Zia's long period in office, the process oflong-term and deep 
indoctrination of society, through the educational system, began with 
a concerted effort-to infuse Islamic values and culture, so as to make 
the pupils feel that they were part of the universal Islamic Umma, make 
them fully aware of the purpose for which Pakislan was created, and 
inculcate abiding loyalty to Islam and Pakistan (ibid., 17). Textbooks 
covering the whole fourteen-year period, from primary school to 
university, were lo be lslamized along fundamentalist lines. In his 
pioneering work on Pakistani textbook curricula, The Murder of Hi5tory 
(1993), Pakistan's premier historian, Professor K.K. Aziz, examined 
sixty-six textbooks dealing with History, Social Studies, and Pakistan 
Studies, from 1he elementary 10 1he university le\'cl, and amply 
demonstrated the dislortion of facts and twisting of ideas. Muslim 
invasions and conquerors received positive emphasis while Hindus and 
the Hindu religion were denigrated. Moreo,·er, great emphasis was laid 
on glorifying the Pakistani military. It was asserted 1hat, in the 1965 
war, lndia was on the verge of being beaten by Pakistan and begged the 
United Nations to arrange a cease-fire (ibid., 153). 

About the breakup of Pakistan, the textbooks blamed the Bengalis 
while India was projected as the ,·illain of 1he piece (ibid., 154). 
Moreover, General Zia's Islamization policy was praised as an honest 
attempt to fulfil the promise allegedly gil'en by Jinnah to create an 
Islamic system of government (ibid., 158). Aziz, using a language that 
very closely resembles Lasswell's understanding of a controlled citizenry, 
wrote: 

The aoal, ii seems. is to produce a generalion with the following traits: 
docility, inability lo ask questions, capacity to indulge in pleasurable 
illusions, pride in wearing blinkers, willingness lo accept guidance from 
above, alacrity to like and dislike things by order, 1endency to ignore gaps 
in one's knowledge, enjoyment of make-belief, faith in the high value of 
prelences(ibid., 188). 

Among the core themes that Aziz has identified in the textbooks are: 
support for military rule; glorification of war; and hatred of India (ibid., 
190-3). The bottom line in Aziz's argument is that Pakistani pupils were 
being indoctrinated with a perverted religio-militarist ideology of hate. 



He told me, in London in 1996, that he has been subjected to threats 
and feared that his life may be in danger. Taking their cue from Aziz, 
other Pakistani academics dilated upon the pernicious effects of such 
cunicu1a on the formation of attitudes and values. In her essay, 'History, 
Social Studies and Civics and the Creation of Enemies'. Rubina Saigol 
has particularly focused on the negative implications of the national 
identity cultivated in the textbooks. The history of conquests by Muslim 
invaders. and the rise of the separatist movement among India Muslims, 
primarily hinges on casting Hinduism, Hindus, and India in a bad light. 
She has written: 

The main source of the const ction of the Pakistan Self, are Indians in 
genera], and Hindus in particulu. Since Pakistan emersed within the 
political paradigm of the two-nation theory, which poses Hindus and 
Muslims as two irreconcilable communities. most identity-for ing 
teiubooks revolve around the story of the two nations. The latter 
consideration allows Hindus to play the major role of the national demon' 
(Saigol:2003: 163). 

Continuing. she has remarked that the merger of politica1 Islam, into 
the Pakistani National Self, generates an obsessive, paranoid type of 
mindset in which a number of internal and externa1 enemies of Islam 
and Pakistan are identified. Consequently, not only India but even 
Western nations and Israel are included among the enemy. However, 
Hinduism and India remain the paramount enemies and threats to 
Muslims and Pakistan. The message being inculcated through such 
textbooks is that Pakistan cannot enter into norma1 relations with India 
under any circumstances (ibid., 166-7). She has noted that, in the post· 
Zia period, emphasis has shifted from a macho-type glorification of 
Pakistan to the inculcation of fear of India as a bigger and better-armed 
enemy always on the look out to harm Pakistan. 

The impact of 1uch textbook curricula ha1 Indeed been profound 
and lasting. Thus, for example, A.H. Nayyar and Ahmad Salim of the 
Islamabad think-tank. Sustainable Development Policy Institute (SDPI), 
published a critical report on the educational curricula in 2004 entitled, 
The Subtle Subversion: The State of Curricula arid Textbook$ in PaJ.:istari. 
Their joint article, 'Glorification of War and the Military' specifically 
highlights the emphasis on jihad {holy war), shahodat (martyrdom), 
ghazi (victor in war), shoheed {martyr), and so on in the textbooks 
(Nayyar and Salim 2004: 79-90). 



In a televised discussion, Nayyar was attacked by a number of right­
wing opponents for criticizing qatal (killing). One of them, Ataul Haq 
Qasmi, was of the view that if feelings of jihad and shahadat were not 
inculcated in the pupils, then there was no point in mentioning the 
Quran, hadith (sayings of the Prophet Muhammad [PBuHI), and Allama 
Iqbal (Pakistan's national poet) in such textbooks. In other words, he 
was of the view that readiness to take up arms was the core message of 
Islam. Dushka Saiyid assumed a very similar stand and argued that 
there was nothing wrong with teaching jihad to childttn. Islam was not 
the religion of Christ, who taught its followers to tum the other cheek. 
She wondered how jihad could be wrong when it is directed against the 
Americans. Moreover, were Pakistanis supposed to prostrate themselves 
in front of India? She stated that Muslim history was full of jihad; the 
Holy Prophet himself took part in jihad (Ahmed 2004). 

A dispassionate assessment of the textbook curricula would reveal 
that Aziz, Saigol, Nayyar, and Salim approached the purpose of 
education as a means of producing a balanced and rational frame of 
mind that would help pupils become good and responsible citizens of 
a liberal, pluralist society. On the other hand, those who had authored 
the textbooks aimed at using the textbooks to produce a mindset 
consistent with the fundamental logic underlying the two-nation 
theory: that Hindus and Muslims were two separate nations, and 
Pakistan was an ideological state wedded to confessional criteria. It had 
been demanded in negation of India as the homeland of all communities. 
The founder of Pakistan himself had laid down the foundations of a 
We-They mutually exclusive dichotomy between Hindus and Muslims, 
and followed that position relentlessJy in his struggle for Pakistan. 
Jinnah's presidential address at the March 1940 annual stssion of the 
Muslim League in Lahore very forcduUy underlined the irreconcilability 
between Hindus and Muslims (Speeches of Mr Jinnah 1968: 151-72). 
Whal the tutbooks did was add patently militaristic overtones to such 
reasoning. 

ISLAMIST MILITARY 

Zia certainly realized that the Islamization process underway in other 
branches of the state and society would be inadequate without the 
military being transformed into an lslamist institution as well. In fact, 
the core institution for the consolidation of the Islamist garrison state 
had to be the military. In this rcgard, a book authored by Brigadier S.K. 



Malik, Tht Quranic Conctpt of War ()979), epitomizes the philo,ophy 
of war and anned conflict that tht military rulers of Pakistan wanted 
to inculcate in their men in ordtr to transform them into lslamist 
warriors. It includes a most rtvealing foreword by Gentral Zia, which 
includes the following: 

I write these few lines to commend Brigadier Malik& book on 'The Quranic 
Concept of Wu' IO both soldier and civilian alike. Jehad Fi-Sabilillah (Holy 
War for God) is not the aclusive domain of the professional soldier, nor i.s 
it restricted to the application or military force alone. 

This book brings out, with simplicity, clarity, and preci.sion, the Quranic 
philo.sophy on the applicatKln or military force, within lhe context of the 
totality that i.s JEHAD. The professional soldier in a Muslim army, pursuing 
the goals of a Muslim stale, CANNOT become a 'profmional' ifhe does not 
take on 'the colour or Allah' in all his activities (Malik 1979). 

The author marshalled a number of arguments to establish that war 
is natural in human nature and, therefore. has been a part of human 
societies down the ages. However, warfare for territory, nationa1 self­
intcrest, etc. have no place in the Quranic scheme of war. Proceeding 
on the classic jurisprudential dichotomy of Muslim jurists, that the 
world was divided into dar-ul•ls/am (abode of peace where Islamic law 
prevails) and dar-ul-Harb (abode of strife under non-Muslim rule), 
Malik has asserted that it is obligatory for Muslims to defeat the non­
Muslim enemies. He has quoted the Quranic verse that reads as follows, 
'And fight them on until there is no more tumult or oppression, and 
there prevail justice and faith in Allah altogether and everywhere' (I 979: 
28). He has conceded that peace can be temporarily established, by 
treaty, with pagans. Howtver, warfare can be initiated if the treaty is 
violated. Moreover, even if the agreement is not explicitly violated by 
the pagans, but the Islamic state suspects treason from the pagans, then 
the treaty can be broken (ibid., 30). J•wa and Chrittiuu who agrff to 
pay jizya can be taken under the protection of the Islamic state. Warfare 
against hypocrites-thOK who convert to Islam only in name but not 
in the true sense-is also justified. The author has summarized the 
Quranic theory of war in the following words, 'To recapitulate, in the 
Quranic penp«tive, the object of war is to obtain conditions of peace, 
justice and faith. To do so, it is essential to destroy the forces of 
oppression and persecution' (Mallie 1979: 35). 

It is not difficult to deduce, from such convoluted reasoning. that the 
author considered the preconditions for 'peace, justice and faith' to be 



fulfilled only if the Islamic order prevails all over the world. He 
reviewed the Quranic 'ethics of war', and concluded that 'the checks and 
controls imposed by the Holy Quran on the use of force have no 
parallel' (ibid., 49). At another point, he examined the Quranic strategy 
of war in which dh·ine help, in the form of thousands of angels, is 
assured if ii is foughl properly (ibid., 55 ). Referring to the famous battles 
fought under the leadership of Muhammad (PBVH), he observed, 'We 
see that, on all these occasions. when God wishes to impose His will 
upon His enemies, He chooses to do so by casting terror in their hearts' 
(ibid .. 57). Consequently, according to Malik: 

Th,: Quranic mililary strakgy thus l'Ojoin~ us to prepare ourse/vrsfor war to 
the uflnosr in ordcr to strike terror mlo the hearts of the enemies, known or 
hiddr,1, while guardmg oursdvesfrom /iri11g terror-slric/u>n by /he rnemy. 
Terror ~truck into thl' hearts of e enc 1es is not only a means, it is the end 
in itst:lf. Once a condition of terror inlo the opponent's heart is obtained, 
hardl)· anrthing is left to be achie\'l"'d. It is the point when: the means and 
the end mn•t and merge. Terrur is not means of imposing dl"'cisinn upon the 
enemy: ii is the decision we wish to impose on him (ibid., 58-9). 

As the purpost· of an army is to strike terror into the hearts of the 
enemy, therefore it is both a matter of military preparation-to ha\'e the 
best trained and armed troops-as well as of ideological preparation. 
The ideological preparation would mean imbibing a strong faith in 
Islam and, especially, its call to jihad. Death on the battlefield, or on 
some other mission for the glory of Islam, is not to be feared because 
Allah ensures that such individuals will be amply rewarded in Paradise. 
Referring lo a Quranic verse, Malik has described it as a bargain that 
God has made with believers who fight for him (ibid., 141). The book 
ends with a list of all the verses related to war (ihid., 147-50), 

The aim of the book seems to be to present a 'Quranic theory of just 
Will'. Tiu: problem ii, 1hat, 11,1.orJing to ii, W.tl h 1.011,,;c:ivc:J uf o~ 4.11 

incessant and perpetual phenomenon rather than an occasional 
undertaking to defeat an oppressor; warfare would only cease with Islam 
defeating all un-lslamic forces and establishing global peace based on 
justice as defined by Islamic law. He has made the significant point 1hat 
1hc Quranic approach to war is more humane and considerate: women, 
children, servants, and even slaves who might accompany their masters 
in war, would be spared, as would 'the blind, the monks, the hermits, 
the old, the physically deformed and the insane or mentally deficient' 
(ibid., 47). Such circumlocution and sophistry runs throughout his 



book. It is a typical amalgam of unbending dogmatism tempered by 
concerns to present it as a necessary evil to defeat and eradicate the 
forces of evil. That it may have become obsolete in the contemporary 
era. because of the Geneva Conventions or the UN Charter, is not 
c-ntertained at any point in the book. On the contrary, it is a resounding 
call to arms under the mantle of jihad. 

The 'Quranic concept of war' was never formally declared as the 
philosophy of the Pakistan military. It was, however, on the highly 
recommended reading list of the Command and Staff College, Quetta 
and the National Defence College, Islamabad. Since Zia had, himself, 
endorsed 1he book, it must have been lrealed with considerable 
seriousness-whether out of a strong conviction or for sheer 
instrumental reasons is difficuh to assess. It was published around the 
time when the Afghan jihad was about to begin, and must have been 
one of the factors that easily convinced the US-Saudi sponsors of that 
jihad to adopt 1he Pakislan Army as ils main operational channel for 
the anti-Soviet military campaign. Some dissenting voices, about the 
lslamizalion of 1he mililary, are reproduced below. The remarks of an 
Indian officer, who fought against Pakistan in the 1965 and 1971 war, 
are also gi\'en. 

MAIOR (RETD.) AGHA HUMAYUN AMIN 

'I joined the Pakislan Military Academy Kaku! as a cadet on 3 May 1981 
and was commissioned in 1he tank corps in 11 Cavalry on 17 March 
1983. At that time, Arabic had become compulsory subject in the 
academy. Many of the guest speakers were known for having some 
extreme views on religion. Evening prayers were compulsory. However, 
I am told that after 1983 religious indoctrination became more 
pronounced and reached its height when General M. Malik was the 
commandant at the academy. Brigadier S.K. Malik·,, The I,lamfr Concept 

of War, was part of rtcommended readings at Staff College Quetta. It 
was considered a good investment, career-wise, to pray with senior 
officers. Most officers did it to please their superiors. I remember some 
absolute free thinkers who drank heavily doing it with promotion in 
mind. In 1984, Nazim Us Salat campaign was ordered. It meant that 
most army formations were sent on tableegh campaign (convincing 
people to foUow Islam in letter and spirit). Notwithstanding such pious 
tasks, in December 1984 army units were tasked to stamp Zia's 



GENERAL ZIA BRACES THE FORTRESS OF ISLAM 

rd'ertndwn ballots with a yes vote. Thus we were involved in blatant 
election rigging. 

'On the whole, the so-called 'lslamization' mcasURS only lowered 
professional standards. This happened from the very onset when cadets 
were recruited. Zia placed military officers in key civil posts. Thus for 
example, Admiral Sharif was recruited as the boss of the Federal Public 
Service Commission. His focus during the interviews with candidates 
was on religion alone. He asked questions like 'do you know dua-e­
qa"oot?' (prayer). He pronounced a top level candidate, Zafar Bukhari, 
as unfit for all key administrative positions and fit only for the postal 
services. The reason was that he had wrinen in his exam that the leftist 
Faiz Ahmed Faiz was his favourite poet.' 

An army officer who wants to remain anonymous has provided the 
following insights into how the egalitarian and congenial atmosphere 
in the officers' mess was subverted by the introduction of puritanical 
practices: 

'Prior to the dry mess created by Bhuno. the officers' messes were 
places where senior and junior officers could meet and talk freely, 
sharing jokes and repartees and ha\'ing a drink. We could easily disagree 
with our seniors and army matters were freely discussed and debated. 
There used to be dance and music. It was a very lively atmosphere in 
which wt socialized and fraternized. Of courst there were the religious 
type who kept away but the general rule was that it is up to the 
individual to choose his life style and regimentation of morals and 
values was frowned upon. 

'All that was reduced to naught with the lslamist inputs. Now, the 
walls in the messes and in the corridors hung verses from the Quran 
and each and every individual was expected to say the comet thing in 
line with the reigning ideology of the High Command. As a result the 
spontaneity and warmth that prevailed pre,-iously was supplanted by 
formali,m and c:orr«tneH. Debate and di,c:uHion di111ppeared and 
instead one was bombarded with sennons on chaste conduct. Such 
measures received full apptteiation from the Americans. After the 
so-called Afghan jihad started Zia and his advisers made it a point to 
exaggerate the lslamist character of the anny. Zia apptared on the cover 
of 1imt and Ntwsweek. Al that time the Americans were all too keen 
that the Pakistan Army should become a jihadist institution. 

'The officers were expected to join the ranks during the praytrs. This 
might sound as something radically egalit ian but it was not. Standing 
together by no means broke down the hierarchies of rank and status. 



On the contrary, the officers had to 'play the role of moral leaders. most 
of the time this resulted in hypocritica1 behaviour ralher than genuine 
conversion to piety. 

'Previously Pakistan Christians would seek a career in the armed 
forces and were considered good fighters and patriotic Pakistanis, but 
Islamization discouraged them from coming to the messes. Over time 
they stopped seeking a career with us. That further accentuated the 
religious identity of the army. However, even Zia did not datt go so far 
as to encourage the divisions between Shias and Sunnis. The Pakistan 
Army, however, became an Islamist fighting force. The jihad in 
Afghanistan proved a bonanza to the lslamist forces who then wett 
groomed into the art of Islamic warfare-a bogus art and science but 
which tteeived patronage from the Chief and his coterie of advisers. 

'Anti-India rhetoric was part of the overall grooming of the Pakistan 
Army but after General Zia became the COAS and later martia1 law 
administrator and president such an orientation became the raison 
dltre for the maintenance of armed forces ready to fight for the glory 
of Islam. The fact is that even then troops posted on the India-Pakistan 
border regularly interacted with one another. Many belonged to the 
same colonial regiments, others sometimes turned out to be from the 
same villages. Sometimes the trust became so great that one could visit 
the other side. I remember some Indian officers wanted to visit the 
famed Heera Mandi of Lahore (Diamond Market or Red Light Atta) 
and they wett taken there to a mujra (dance session with a court.nan), 
while our officers could visit Amritsar and other places to have a drink. 
The same would start shooting at each other whenever tensions arose. 
This is the truth.' 

BRIGADIER (RETD,) VIJAI NAIR 

Brigadiu Nair of the Indian Army confirmed thi, in • Ions interview 
to me. He said: 'My family originally belonged to Kunjah in Gujrat 
district of West Punjab. I fought against Pakistan in both the 1965 and 
1971 wars. Under nonnal conditions contacts between the two aides 
were very friendly and the officers would develop good rappol'I and 
behave with one another in a courteous and respectful manner. We 
exchanged greetings on a regular basis and even socialized. Conduct 
during war was of course a call to duty and both sides fought to the best 
of their abilities'. 
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12 
The Afghan Jihad 

As noled already, while Pakislan's national security paradigm had 
always been premised on the perceived threat from India, relations with 
Afghanistan-about the disputed Durand Line-had also bttn a cause 
for worry all along. During the Cold War, while Pakistan had co-opted 
itself into the US military strategy to prevent any southward movement 
towards the hot waters of the Arabian Sea, the Afghan monarchy had 
been cultivated by the USSR-although the Afghans did not enter into 
any mililary pact with the So,·ict linion. The situation in Afghanistan 
was destabilize-cl on 17 July 1973 when King Muhammad Zahir Shah 
(1933-1973) was overthrown by his cousin Sardar Muhammad Daud 
Khan. Daud was a proactive Pakhtun nationalist who uvived the 
controversy over 1he Durand Line with Pakistan. However, his rule was 
unpopular with sections of his population as he employed repression 
against both the leftists and the conser\'ative sections of Afghan society. 
In June 1975, the Jamiat•e•lslami [no direct affiliate of the Pakistan 
Jamaat•e•lslami] anempted an overthrow of the government, which 
wa.s crushed by the Daud government but resulted in many militants 
taking refuge in Pakistan. At that time, Z.A. Bhutto was in power in 
Pakistan. He ordered support for the insurgents (Farr 1985: 94). 
Already, at 1hat stage, the American ClA and the Pakistani ISi had 
begun to connect in order to bolster a resistance to the Daud regime. 
Thus, for example, lhe legendary Colonel lmllln (Sultan Amir T11nr) 
was sent to the United States in 1973 for training in insurgency warfare 
(Interview, 18 December 2008). 

However, Daud also fell out with the Afghan communists. 
Consequently, an insurgency began to take shape under the leadership 
of the People's Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA)-which 
represented the Afghan communists. On 27 April 1978, pro-POPA 
officers of the Afghan Army overthrew Daud and executed his family 
members. At that stage, the Americans were not particularly concerned 
about it. A close associate of General Zia, Lieutenant General (Retd.) 



K.M. Arif, has wrinen that it was Zia who wrote to President Carter 
'suggesting that the US might take a serious note of the strategic 
imbalance created in the region. Carter ignored the warning as an 
overreaction from a weak country' (Arif 2001: 175). This stance of the 
Americans was to change dramatically later. 

Nur Muhammad Taraki, Secretary-General of the POPA, became the 
president and prime minister of Afghanistan, assisted by a Revolutionary 
Council. The PDPA was already faction-ridden: the Khalq faction led 
by Taraki and Hafu:ullah Amin, and the Parcham faction represented 
by Babrak. Karmal (Suleri 1990: 14-15). The two factions clashed and 
many Fareham members were executed while others went into exile. In 
any case, the Marxist government embarked upon an ambitious 
programme of modernization; in particular, the position of women was 
greatly improved through a reform of the marriage customs. Young 
women were encouraged to take to modern education and to reject 
conservative lifestyles. Land reforms weakened the position of the 
traditional landowners as, besides the breaking up of large holdings, 
usury was abolished. Debts incurred in the past by poor farmers, to the 
landJords, were abolished. These and other such related reforms resulted 
in a backlash from the deeply conservative Afghan society. 

Already, in mid-1978, a rebellion had taken place in the Nuristan 
region; soon afterwards, the rudiments of a civil war began to emerge. 
However, the first major setback to the Muxisl regime was from within 
the Khalq faction of the POPA. Violent internal conflict resulted in 
Taraki being brutally killed and Hafizullah Amin seizing power in 
September 1979. This resulted in further instability as Amin began to 
victimize his opponents in the POPA. Many fled the country, mostly to 
the USSR. Amin tried to balance the Soviet influence through secret 
overtures to Pakistan and the United States, and toned down the secular 
credentials of the regime by taking on a more sympathetic position on 
religious rights, especially on hlam. Pakistan began providing covert 
military assistance to the growing Afghan resistance in late 1978-much 
before the United States started doing so (Arif 2001: 177). 

Now, the Soviet Union had been providing economic and military 
aid to Afghanistan since the 1920s and, over the years, its influence had 
grown. After the April Revolution, Soviet advisers and military 
personnel had arrived in large numbers to assist the Afghan 
communists. The Soviet Union aJso provided armament, induding 
military aircraft. Such assistance was formalized through a peace trtaty 
signed in December 1978, which allowed the Afghan government to 



all upon the Soviet Union for military support. After Amin took over, 
,e influence of the Soviet Union declined; however, a rebellion by 
llamists forced him to change this policy and he sought more military 
ssistance from the Soviet Union. This was granted, but the Soviets did 
ot trust Amin. On 27 Decembt'r, he was assassinated by KGB agents 
nd their Afghan accomi,Iices, and denounced as a CIA agcnL The same 
ay, the Red Army began its march into Afghanistan; forces landed by 
ir at Kabul Airport; within a short period of time, some 100,000 Soviet 
·oops were in Afghanistan. A stunned Jimmy Carter described it as 'the 
realest threat to peace since World War 11' and advised Brezhnev to 
ither withdraw the Soviet military or face serious consequences' 
~uoted by Arif from the lnlernationaf Herald Tribune of 31 December 
979, 2001: 175). 

Such a huge influx of foreign lroops did not help pacify the volatile 
i1uation. On the contrary, the rebellion against communist rule 
roliferated. As a result, the Red Army was engaged in fighting Afghan 
1surgencies in different parts of the country. Islamic countries 
ondemned the Soviet intervention: foreign mi isters from thirty-four 
,Jamie nations adopted a resolution condemning it. The UN General 
,ssembly passed, by a vote of 104:18, a resolution protesting the So,·iet 
wasion of Afghanistan. 

Although US military assistance started much later, initial US 
wolvement in Afghanistan ht'gan after Daud had captured power-
1hen the Pakistan military sent some of its officers for training in 
uurgency warfare. Immediately after the communist takeover, the US 
ought greater contacts with Afghan rebels. Some six months bt'fore the 
oviet deployment on 3 July I 979, President Carter signed an executive 
rder authorizing the CIA to carry out covert propaganda operations 
gainst the Kabul regime. This was an ideal opportunity for the 
,mericans to reinvigorate the notorious Great Game that had been 
oing on in the ffgion ,incr the nineteenth century. The Red Army's 
rrival in Afghanistan greatly transformed US involvement, as it now 
trove to set up an effective resistance to the foreign troops. It was the 
pportunity the Americans had been waiting for, to conduct a proxy 
1ar against its arch rival. The humiliation suffered in Vietnam could 
ow be avenged, irrespective of the suffering it would inflict on the 
atives of the region. 



PAKISTAN BECOMES A FRONTLINE STATE 

The Soviets committed extensive atrocities against the Afghans who 
mainly headed to Pakistan, but also to Iran, in search of safe havens. 
Whereas the Iranians strictly monitored the use of their territory for 
the launching of armed incursions into Afghanistan, the rtsponse of 
Pakistan was just the opposite. The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan 
resurrected Pakistan's erstwhile role as a frontline state in the US 
strategy to contain the spread of communism. The military pacts 
between the United States and Pakistan, f'rom the 1950s, had been 
dormant and the two allies had moved away from each other as already 
noted. Now, that alliance was resurrected-although, the immediately 
preceding period was one in which relations between the two had 
touched their lowest ebb. The Carter administration was particularly 
concerned about Pakistan's refusal to forgo its nuclear weapons 
development. In March 1979, it had threatened to cut off economic aid 
under the Symington Amendment. Zia had taken the position that 
Pakistan's nuclear programme was as 'peaceful' as that of India's-which 
was considered unacceptable and a month later, in April, the United 
States cut off economic aid to Pakistan. Such a drastic measure 
particularly exercised the Pakistani government because it felt that 
although the Indians had introduced nuclear weapons in South Asia, 
the Carter administration had rewarded the new Indian Prime Minister, 
Morarji Desai, with a warm reception in July 1977, and with a 
presidential visit to Delhi in early 1978. Relations between Pakistan and 
the US touched their nadir when it was revealed that the State 
Department had been considering an attack on Pakistan's nuclear 
facilities to tenninate its nuclear infrastructure as one of their options 
(Abbas 2005: 95-6). 

From the Pakistani point of view, the American policy in South Asia 
was grossly skewed in favour of India. It was under these circumstances 
that, when on 21 November I 979 the news broke that some group had 
tried to take over the holiest shrine of Ka'aba in Makkah, Zia reportedly 
said that international transmissions suggested it had been inspired by 
the Americans. Spontaneous crowds of enraged Pakistanis-joined by 
students from the prestigious Quaid-i-Azam Univenity, Islamabad. led 
by the Islami Jamiat Talaba, lhe student wing of the fundammtalist 
Jamaat-e-lslami-marched on the US Embassy in Islamabad. The mobs, 
shouting angry slogans of 'Allah-a-Akbar' (God is Great), ·oown with 
America; and 'Zia-ul-Haq Zindabad (Long live Zia-ul-Haq)' O\'erpowcred 



the Pakistani and US guards, climbed over the walls, and set fire to the 
buildings inside. Two Americans, and two Pakistani employees of the 
embassy, were killed in the raid. The Pakistan Army base was not far 
and soldiers could easily have arrived within half an hour. But, it took 
them four hours 10 come to the rescue of those besieged inside the 
embassy as the army was involved in providing Zia with security as he 
rode a bicycle from his residence to his office-a publicity stunt he 
thought would go down well with the Pakislanis, as the icons of the 
pristine Islamic stale at Madinah-the pious caliphs-were known to 
have shunned all pomp and show and lived like ordinary citizens even 
when they were the heads of the state and government. That such a 
publicity stunt coincided with an auack on the American embassy was 
accidental, though the Americans suspected that the raid was 
orchestrated by someone in the go\·ernmenl (ibid., 96). 

Under the circumstancrs, the Soviet intervention proved to be the 
catalyst that would transform relations between the two countries from 
profoundly estranged to closest cooperation, albeit without necessarily 
surmounting the trust deficit that had accumulated on both sides. 
Rather, dose cooperation was dictated by the purely instrumentalist 
concerns of both sides. Nevertheless, on 21 January 1980, Carter offered 
$400 million to Pakistan, of which $200 million would consist of 
military equipment on credit and $200 million of economic aid. Zia 
famously deKribed it as 'peanuts' (Suleri 1990: 15). A joint statement 
of 3 February 1980, by Zia and by Carter's nation security adviser, 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, invoked the 1959 Agreement emphasizing that e 
United States was committed to Pakistan's independence and security 
(Jain 2007a: 104). However, Pakistan was not satisfied with the limited 
help that the Americans were willing to offer. Also, lhe Carter 
Administration seemed reluctant to raise the stakes, and informed 
Pakistan that the 1959 Agreement was only an executive agreement and 
not • proper treaty because it had not bl!'en adopte!'d by the!' US C.ongr-e" 
through proper procedure. On 5 March 1980, Zia's foreign affairs 
adviser, Agha Shahi, openly expressed displeasure at what Zia had 
already described as 'peanuts: In particular, the S200 million military 
sales credit was considered to be too insignificant to meet Pakistan's 
defence requirements at that critical juncture (ibid., 104-5). 

However, Brzezinski-who had already masterminded an active 
policy to encourage dissidents to protest in the name of human rights 
in Eastern Europe-also organized a campaign to covertly finance the 
Afghan Mujahideen through the CIA and Britain's Ml6. In an interview• 



dated 13 June 1997, he made a clean breast of US strategy ir 
Afghanistan: 

We immediately launched a twofold process when we heard that the Soviet.! 
had entered Afghanistan. The 6rst involved direcl reactions and sandiom 
focused on the Soviet Union, and both the Stale Department and thf 
National Security Council prepami long lists of sanctions to l:,e adopted, ol 
steps to be labm to increase the intemaliona1 costs to the Soviet Union ol 
their actions. And the second course of action led to my going to Pakistan 
a month or so after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, for the purpose ol 
coordinating with the Pakistanis a joint response, the purpose of which 
would be to make the Soviets bleed for as much and as long as is possible; 
and we engaged in that effort in a collaborative sense with the Saudis, the 
Egyptians. the British. the O.inese, and we started providing weapons 10 the 
Mujaheddin, from various sources again-for example, some Soviet arms 
from the Egyptians and the Chinese. We even got Soviet arms from the 
Czechoslovak communist government, since it was obviously susceptible to 
materia1 incentives; and at some point we stMted buying arms for the 
Mujaheddin from the Soviet army in Afghanislan, because that army was 
increasingly corrupt (Brzezinski 2011 ). 

Thus, while overt military aid remained modest during Carter's term in 
office, Brzezinski managed to circumvent official structures via the CIA. 
The most significant player in the new clandestine alliance was Saudi 
Arabia. Its vast oil wealth and a fanatical zeal to wage war on the godless 
Soviet Union converged into a golden opportunity to thwart the 
leadership challenge posed to it by its arch-rival, Iran, under the equally 
fanatical Imam Khomeini and his Shia clergy. As the self-styled leader 
of the Muslim world, Saudi Arabia did not even maintain formal 
diplomatic relations with the USSR. For years, it had quietly cooperated 
with the CIA by letting it interview pilgrims from the central Asian 
republics of the Soviet Union at the time of the annual Hajj (Coll 2004: 
Bl). Britlffl i~volvemenl wu alto preaenl from lhe llart u old Afghan 
hands were included among the consultants. Egypt and other smaller 
Islamic players also took part in the recruitment or Islamic warrion. 

CHINA 

In this regard, China's often gets eclipsed but constitutes yet another 
deviation from the formal rules of war. Serious differences ~een the 
Soviet Union and China had emerged in the I 9601 and split the 
jnternationa1 communist movement into hostile pro-Moscow and pro· 



Beijing configurations. The Chinese had taken the stand that Sovi 
social imperialism was the bigger enemy of the international proletariat 
and socialist revolution. In the J970s, the US-China liaison facilitated 
by Pakistan had already resulted in an understanding that Soviet 
influence should be curtailed in Asia. Mao's successor, Deng Xiaoping, 
had decided to make a complete break with the socialist economy and, 
instead, go full-thronle for capitalism. Such a ISO-degree about-tum 
necessitated greater cooperation with the Americans to access capital, 
technology, and markets. It also implied military cooperation with the 
once-demonized citadel of capitalism. Now, an opportunity had arisen 
to elevate that understanding into a working alliance of all sorts against 
the Soviets. 

Thus, in January 1980, American officials visited Beijing where it was 
agreed that the two sides would cooperate to counter the Soviet invasion 
of Afghanistan, as weU as against Vietnam-which had moved closer to 
the Soviet Union following the farmer's war with the pro-Chinese Pol 
Pot in Cambodia. The Americans also secretly promised to allow 
technology transfers. Thus began the American, Saudi, Egyptian, and 
Chinese aid to the Afghanistan jihad (Cooley 2000: 66-7). This 
involvement was also motivated by Chinese interest in the Karakoram 
Highway-historically known as the Silk Road-which passed though 
Pakistan and China, onJy 35 miles away from the Afghan border. China 
used its air space, and the Karakoram Highway, to transport its own 
weapons as well as those of the Americans and other nations. Later, 
according to the beleaguered Afghan president, Najibullah, Chinese 
military aid exceeded $400 miUion. The ISi denied that the Chinese 
were involved in the provision of weapons (ibid., 72-80). 

GENERAL ZIA'S STllATEGY FOR CONDUCTING THE 

AFGHAN JIHAD 

Pakistan had become a sanctuary for a huge influx of Afghan refugees. 
In spite of its meagre resources, it offered genuow humanitarian help 
and the provision of facilities for the establishing of an Afghan 
resistance against Soviet occupation. Pakistan received the sympathy 
and support of many Western and Islamic countries. Brzezinski paid 
genuous compliments about Pakistan's role in the Afghan jihad, stating: 

There wu a certain coolneu and distance in the American-Pakistan 
relationship prior to the Sovirt Invasion of Afghanistan. After that invasktn, 



we collaborattd very closely. And I have lo pay tribute to the guts or the 
Pakistanis: they acled with remarkable courage, and lhey just weren't 
inlimidated and they did things which one would have thought a vulnerable 
country might not have the courage to undertake. We, I am ple&St'd lo say, 
supported them very actively and they had our backing. but they were there, 
1hey were the ones who were endangered, not we (Bruzinski 2011 ). 

One neNI not emphasize that ii was Zia who was at the helm of affairs 
In Pakistan, and the risks that Pakistan was taking were a tribute to his 
leadership. Once Ronald Reagan assumed the presidency on 21 January 
1981, attitudes in the White House, the Pentagon, and the State 
Department changed stridently in favour of backing the Mujahideen to 
the hilt. Conffituently, an ambitious aid package, to the tune of S3.2 
billion for the period 1982-7, was offered to Pakistan. It was dividNI 
equa11y between economic aid and military sales. Pakistan accepted the 
package without any hesitation. Speaking to newsmen on 21 April 1981, 
after talks with Reagan's secretary of state, Alexander Haig, Agha Shahi 
explained that 1he new package was accepted not only because it was 
bigger but that: 

The Carter Administration's offer did not carry the credibility or a US­
Pakistan relalionship nor was the package commensurate with the 
magnitude or the threat; the Reagan Administralion had put forward a Five­
Year Plan that was the difference. We believe in the determination of the 
new Administration lo strongly support the independence of Pakistan (Jain 
2007a: 107). 

The main difference was that it was not simply one player of the Carter 
Administration, Bnezinski, who was in favour of backing Pakistan but 
the whole administration was determined to convert the struggle in 
Afghanistan into a proxy war against the Soviet Union. 

Pakistan began to be praised as a 'pivotal state: a 'frontline Rate: and 
so on (Arif 2001: 184-5). In reward for its services, General Zia 
demanded a free hand in organizing the resistance and the right to 
dispose of the funds-which was readily conceded by the US. Thus, 
Pakistan acquired modern armament and related technology on a 
massive scale, and its conventional arsenal vis-8-vis India was 
replenished after years of bans on procurement from the United States. 
Although some concerns about Pakistan's nuclear programme were 
expressed by prominent members of the American Congress, the US 
government looked the other way (Haqqani 200S: 216). Pakistan 



..:ontinued, clandestinely. to pursue its nuclear programme (ibid., 185-
6). General Zia tasked the ISi. rather than the regular military, with 
primary responsibility for masterminding actions against the Soviets 
and Afghan communists. The CIA and the ISi Directorate worked in 
con..:ert, though the actual operations were managed exclusi\"d}' by the 
ISi. Pakistan's elite SSG commandos were deeply involved in those 
operations {ibid., 186). A call to Jihad was heralded all o\"er the world; 
!-.foslim zealots from forty-three !-.tuslim countries, as wdl as from the 
\\'est, began to arrive in the Pakistani city of Pesha1,·ar. These warriors, 
known as !-.itujahideen, were trained l·xdusiwly by the ISi to use modern 
weapons and cxplosi,·es. \\'hile foreign warriors arriwd in Peshawar in 
the thousands, the real backbone of the liberation struggle was t->orne 
by the Afghan and Pakistani !-.iujahideen. Except for the commur11s1s 
and soml' left•lcaning liberals. all other sections of Afghan .mciety took 
part in !hl· iihad-mduding the Deohandi, Wahhabi. and Sufi orders. 
Equally. 111 Pakistan, the lamaat-e-lslami as well as the Wahhabi· 
oriented :\hl-c-Had1th and the Dcohandi Jamiat-e-C\cma•e-Jslam were 
deeply inn,lved m recruiting and mdo..:trinatmg young men for the 
Afghan 11haJ hen Sufi-oriented Sunms, doctrinally the ~ame .is lhe 
Barclv1s, took p,1rt m the religious war (Rana 2004; Rashid 2000) 

MADRASSAS AND MlJJAHIDEEN 

Besides 1mnu·J1ate mot->ihzati(1n and rc..:ru1tmcnt, long-term 1mc~trncnt 
was mad..- in thc~c areas through the m,uirassM (rdigtous schools). Zia 
encouraged Saudi chanties to l:iuild madrassas along the Afghan borJa. 
Madm.,;.;as-whcre pupils were imparted edu..:ation m lslami~ thl·ology, 
law, and bdiefs-had always exisled Ill Muslim societies, and wen.­
supported 1:iy government and pnvatc donations and endowm..-nts. 
Ironically, tn the prc-colomal era, the pupils belongl'd to upper-dass 
fomilics Such pupils wcr.:- lhl·ll qual,fl.:-d lo u·n·,:- in rd1g1ou• po<ilion~ 

in mosques and other related institutions. That changed when secular 
schools imparting modern education came into being during the Bntish 
period. The search for employment required a diffe1ent kind of 
knowledge and lraining. Thereafter. it was mostly children from poor 
ha..:kgrounds who were sent to the madrassas where they rccein::d 
clothes, free hoard and lodgmg and, once trained in the basic rituals 
and beliefs of Islam, usually found work as pr.ircr leaders and 
functionarir.:s in Islamic institutions. In the 1970s, I here were only a few 
hundred m.adrn.,;sas. After the polilicization of Islam as jihad ideology, 



the number of modrtmas proliferated-to 12,000-15,000 by the mid-
1980s-partkularly along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. It is 
estimated that 1.5 to 2 million pupils (Taliban) were the products of the 
madra.ssas (Ali 2009: 15-25). 

In this regard, the US role in promoting the jihad ideology is 
noteworthy. According to }Ot' Stephens and David B. Ottaway, who 
wrote an article entitled 'From the U.S., the ABC of Jihad' (23 March 
2002), school knbooks designed by the Centre for Afghanistan Studies 
at the Univenity of Nebraska-Omaha. under a USAJO grant worth 
USS50 million, were published with a view to promoting the idea of 
jihad among the Mujahideen. They observed: 

In the twilight of the Cold War, the United States spent millions of dollan 
to supply Afghan schoolchildren with textbooks filled with violent images 
and militant Islamic teachings, part of covert attempts to spur resistaRCe to 
the Soviet occupalion. 

The primers, which were filled with talk of jihad and fealured drawings 
of guns, bulleu, soldiers and mines, have served since then as the Afghan 
school sy51em's core curriculum. Even the Taliban used the American­
produced books, though the radical movemenl scratched out human faces 
in keeping with its strict fundamentalist code (2002). 

The books were mostly printed in Pakistan; during I 984-94, over 13 
million were distributed at Afghan refugee camps and Pakistani 
mt1drmsas 'where students learnt basic math by counting dead Russians 
and Kalashnikov rifles' (Jan 2002). Mahmood Mamdani has quoted an 
example given by the Pakistani physicist and political debater, Pervez 
Hoodbhoy, from a fourth-grade mathematics textbook published under 
the programme. In it was included the following exercise: 'The speed 
of a Kalashnikov (the ubiquitous Soviet-made semiautomatic machine 
gun) bull,:t is BOO meters per second. If a Russian is at adistanceof3200 
meten from • rnujtfflid, and that mujahld alnu al the Ruaslan's head, 
c:alcuJate how many seconds it will take for the bullet to strike the 
Rwsian's forehead' (Mamdani 2004: 137). I contacted Professor Jack 
Schroder at Nebraska University through Dr Saleem Ali; the latter had 
studied madrrustJ education in Pakistan. Schroder denied that such 
material was printed in Nebraska and 8S5erted that it was done locally 
in Afghanistan. He sent me a facsimile of a maths lesson in whic:h 
counting dead Russians was used to teach the students to count. 
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Although the programme was discontinued in 1994, the textbooks 
continued to be used in the madrassas. Steve Coll has observed that 
relishing the killing of as many Red Army troops as possible ucmed to 
have been an obsession with Howard Hart, CIA's chief of station in 
Islamabad: 

For many in the CIA the Afghan jihad was about killing Soviets, lint and 
last. Hart even sugated that the Pakistanis put a bounty out on Soviel 
soldien: ten thousand rupees for special forces soldiers, five thousand for a 
conscript. and double in either case if lhe prisonen were brought alive. This 
was paybadt for Soviet aid lo the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong. and 
for many CIA officers who had served in that war, it was personal (Coll 
2004: 59). 

That such practices may induce a violent culture in the hundreds of 
thousands of Mujahideen, and one day come to haunt the Americans 
themselves, was not given any consideration at that stage. I have heard 
CIA operatives on CNN and BBC who, without any remorse, described 
such policy as cost-effective and imperative in the battle to defeat their 
arch enemy. Another negative implication of introducing monetary 
incentives was that corruption, bribery, an illicit arms lrade, and poppy 
cultivation became rampant and percolated all sections of Afghan 
society, and indeed the Pakistan military and ISi. While Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton has, on a number of occasions, acknowledged US 
guilt in creating such monsters, when I posed the question to former 
US Ambassador to Pakistan Wendy Chamberlin (July 2001-June 2002) 
whether she felt that the US had any responsibility in the creation of 
the terrorist mind-set, she retorted that General Zia sufficed in turning 
Pakistan into a fanatical Islamic society. The US assistant secretary of 
state for South and Central Asian Affairs, Robin Raphael, whose former 
husband Arnold Raphael was ambassador to Pakistan during the Zia 
period and died ln the plane crash with hlln, emphasized that at the 
time it was important for Pakistan lo preserve its integrity and survival 
against a Soviet thrust into its territories at all costs, and that the United 
States provided crucial support at that time. 

STRATEGIC DEPTH 

As the Pakistani military expanded its role in Afghanistan, it a1so began 
to re-define its stature in the region. As already noted, Pakistani defence 
strategists had always worried about Pakistan's lack of 'strate ·c depth' 



SOVIET LOSSES 

-\ LI.-\ l'st11n,lll" i"1um the hq;1nning of 19.S-I suggcsll'J 1hat thl' 
\1uJa111,ln:n h,1J k1lk-J ,,r 1,(1unJcJ 1-,000 Soviet soldiers and Jcstro) cJ 
150--100 So1·1d ,ur.::rJ(t. 27:'iO tanl..s Jnd armourt•d c.uncrs, .mJ 11c..1rl~ 
!WOO tru~i.., ,rn,I otha 1lh1dc~. This had hel·n ,llhL<'H•J m ..1 mo;\ rn~1-
cffc..:t11·l· m,mri<T S<~(JII 1ml!1on .::ontnhutcd by tht· L'S ta:1.pa~er~ ,md 
S200 rmll1on , ~.1ud1 .-\1,1hi..1. CIA D1rt·ctor W1ll1am Cast·y bc.::amc an 
ardent d1..1mpu,n of 11h..1J Reagan had bt·t·n n:·dl·ctnl, and pwplc with 
cvt·n ~tn,ngn ,on~tTI ..1111 c 1·ic,,s now l'ic.::,une part o! the adm1n1stra1ion 
Tht·y lol>knl upon tht· :\fghan 11had as a God-sent opportumty to dt-ft-.ll 
1h,· ·n·,1 cmr,n: r·,,n1trcssm.,n Ch.,rlu• \\',1,on ht·canw 1ht• mouthp1ect' 
of the rah1J ,u1t1·llllnlllUn1~t lobby in the l'nited Stales. He d<!'1·eloped 
dmc n·latiPm with ha, and l'icgan to pronde more money and 
sophnticatcJ weapons ~ntems mto the CIA's dass1ficJ Afghan budget­
m parti~ular, the ~tmgt·r missile which could he fired from a single 
soldier'~ ,hould,•r, ,md f'WVCd to he the undoing of the So,·ict air force 
,l~ hot ,1t1J.._k hdKoptcr~ Jnd fixed-wing a1rcrJft hcc.ame easy largcts 
J.nJ Wt'fl' ~hot Jm, n i macasmg numhers. 



AN ISLAMIC-CHRISTIAN WAR AGAINST COMMUNISM 

A number of devout Catholics. with strong anti-communist sympathies, 
were now running the covert Afghan operations. Such proclivities 
bound them even closer to the lslamist extremists who were conducting 
the actual operations against the Soviet troops (Coll 2004: 89-93). Steve 
CoU has put this convergence of religious fanaticism in the following 
words, 'Casey saw political Islam and the Catholic Church as natural 
allies in the •realistic counter-insurgency· of covert action he was 
forging at the CIA to thwart Soviet imperialism' (ibid., 97-8). Charlie 
Wilson, a great champion of the jihad, was able to procure shoulder­
fired Stinger missiles for the Islamic warriors. Many such weapons 
ended up on the illegal weapons market. As a result, there was a 
dramatic escalation in the funding to the Afghan jihad as well as in the 
military operations, including ISi operations, against military targets 
inside the Muslim Central Asian republics of the Soviet Union. The 
KGB and the Afghan KHAD had carried out sabotage and assassination 
missions inside Pakistan. By 1987, 90 per cent of the 770 terrorist 
incidents recorded worldwide had taken place in Pakistan (Abbas 2005: 
122). So, it was tit-for-tat. As the casualties mounted, the Soviet Union 
sent a warning to both the United States and Pakistan. While the 
Americans denied any involvement, Zia ordered the man in charge of 
such operations, Brigadier Mohammad Yousaf, to go slow as they 
widened the scope for terrorism. Many Arab Mujahidttn studied these 
tactics with great interest: AJ-Qaeda would later turn such lessons 
against the Americans. 

On 15 December 1986, Casey suffered a massive stroke and died a 
few wttks later. Thereafter, important changes took place in the attitude 
of the United States' policy makers. Doubts began to be expressed about 
a strategy that bolstered anti-American Islamists, such as Gulbadin 
Hekmatyar, whom Zia and the ISi considered their man among the 
vuiou, Afghan leaden. The CIA, however, conllnued to support the ISi 
strategy; the mission, which was stiU to kill Soviets. Colonel Imam 
(Sultan Amir Tarar, a Punjabi Jatt who spoke 0uent Pashto) explained 
to me, in an extended interview al his residence in Rawalpindi in 
December 2008, that he trained and led the Afghan and Pakistani 
Pakhtuns in hundreds of missions aimed at killing Russians. He stated 
that this did not pose a problem for his conscience because he was 
acting for the glory of Islam. However, there was some criticism, within 
the Afghan resistance, about the ISl's manipulation of the Afghan jihad 



to serve Pakistan's interests. the critics included loca1 commanders such 
as Abdul Haq, who had lost a leg during the campaign. Haq enjo)'ed 
the b'ust of the Americans, including American journalists covering the 
events. 

In any event, the secretary-general of the Communist Party, 
Gorbachev, and his advisers had, from the beginning of 1987, begun to 
doubt the wisdom of a continuing Soviet presence in Afghanistan. II 
had caused a great loss of men, material, and prestige (Arif 2001: 179). 
Gorbachev had initiated reforms in the rigid communist syslem and 
wanted to make a break with the type of state system 1hat he had 
inherited from his predecessors. He and his advisers were, therefore, 
also willing 10 extricate themselves from the Afghan situation. They 
were amenable to a negotiated withdrawal provided power was handed 
over to moderate Afghan elements and not lslamists. Soviet Foreign 
Minister She\'ardnadze communicated such an intention to his 
counterpart, George Shultz. while on a visit to Washinglon, DC. This 
was later discussed by the head of the KGB and the acting CIA chief, 
Robert Gates, in Washington DC (Coll 2004: 168). 

The Afghan communists, on the other hand, were very worried 1hat 
if the So\iels withdrew they may not be able to hold on to power. 
Meanwhile, Babrak Kann.al, who had earlier taken over power with 
Soviet help. had been replaced by Dr Najibullah as president of 
Afghanistan in November. Under Soviet instructions, the new 
government sought a moderate image with a multiparty sys1em and 
provisions for Islamic law. But, such changes did not make any 
difference as the Afghan Islamisis and the ISi were determined to 
establish a dogmatic Islamic state. On the other hand, modem educated 
women and liberal-minded Afghans, who had benefitted from the 
modernist reforms of the communists, feared an Jslamist takeover by 
Hekmatyar. 

De,pite oppo,ition from the hlamabad-ha5ed hard-line CIA officers 
who continued to put their trust in the ISi, in the spring of 1988 the 
State Department assigned Edmund McWilliams with the task of 
liaising with rebel Afghan leaders without the ISi being informed. The 
Americans were now in tacit agreement with the Soviets that the 
withdrawal of the Red Anny should not bring an Islamic fundamentalist 
regime into power in Afghanistan. Because of the efforts of both the 
superpowers, the Geneva Accords were signed on 14 April 1988 
whereby the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan was to begin on S May 
1988 and be completed by IS February 1989. The accord required 





States was fully aware of India's concerns. It was also asserted that 
Pakistan needed the F•l6s for a defensive role (Jain 2007a: 327-8). On 
the whole, concerns about Pakistan's nuclear weapons were low-key. 
Thus, for example, on 12 September 1983, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State Marshall formulated the administration's concems in these mild 
terms: 'The Cnited States does remain concerned with certain Pakistmi 
plans-specially any unsafcguarded operation of its new lab reprocessing 
plants and its continued efforts to complete construction of an 
unsafeguarded enrichment plant. (ibid., 330). Formally. the 
Americans kept demanding that Pakistan sign the Nuclear Non• 
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).11 was becoming clear, by 1987, that the Red 
Army would be forced to withdraw in the not-so-distant future-which 
resulted in the Reagan administration changing its stance; Pakistan was 
pressured to sign the NPT before a new S4.02 billion aid package could 
be put before the US Congress for its appro\'al (Malik 1990: 80). Zia 
resiskd such pressure with great diplomatic skill. In his mec-tings with 
Reagan and members of Congress, Zia continued to assert that Pakistan 
was not interested in making nuclear weapons. Howc-ver, such a strategy 
could not wnceal the reali1y for too long because. according to Hassan 
Abbas, Dr Abdul Qadeer Khan, the so-called father of the Pakistan 
nuclear bomb: 

'"'ithin three months of such revelations, three Pakistanis in the United 
States and two in Canada were arrested for trying to illegally export 
materials and equipment that could help ad\'ance Pakistan's nuclear 
programme. Pakistan denied any m\'olvemcnt. but the Amencans were 
not impressed (ibid.). 

RELATIONS WITH INDIA 

The most interesting aspect of Zia's political acumen was that although 
he invested, with considerable consistency, his ideological convjctions 
and political skills in conferring an unmistakable lslamist identity on 
Pakistan, he succeeded quite well in keeping traditional enmity 1owards 
India out of his public pronouncements. Moreover, with Pakis1an's 



military deeply involved in Afghanistan, it was necessary that India 
should not create mischief on its eastern border. Zia ensured that the 
Americans kept that in mind; he himself, deployed a number of 
diplomatic overtures to k«p India on the back foot. Thus. for example, 
he proposed that both countries sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. Another measure he put forth was that both should agree to joint 
inspections of their nuclear sites by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. He also proposed a pact, between them, to terminate weapons 
development programmes and allow mutual inspection of each other's 
facilities. He also considered that, besides Pakistan and India, other 
South Asian countries such as Bangladesh and Sri Lanka and ochers 
could agree to jointly declare South Asia a nuclear-free zone (Malik 
1990: 81 ). In the international realm, Pakistan gained considerable 
approbation; Zia's conditional offer to sign the NPT in 1985 became 'an 
oft-quoted document in world forums on the subject. He offered to sign 
the NPT provided India does so' (ibid., 80-81). Craig Baxter has 
summed up Zia's nuclear diplomacy in the following words: 

India in each Ca5C either did not respond or rejected the proposals. It seems 
dear that Zia wa.s lookin9 for a means to end the Pakistan program !nuclear 
pmgrammel, hut could only do so with some concessions from India. 
Ending the program would presumably save resources and would get Zia 
out of a serious bind with the United Slate. especially with many in the 
United States Consress. Pakistan also offered India a 'no,v.-ar pact: but this 
was not seriously pursued by India (Baxter 1991: 139-40). 

Indian worries about a China that had already inflicted a humiliating 
defeat in 1962, and posstssed nuclear weapons since 1964, meant that 
Zia's overtures were not going to be reciprocated. Moreover, Prime 
Minister Indira Gandhi nurtured immediate grievances against the Zia 
regime for its alleged covert support to the Sikh, and later Kashmiri, 
separatbts. The Idea of a separate Sikh &late In the lndlan Punjab­
Khalistan-was born among the Sikhs settled in North America and 
Britain, but emerged as a serious political threat to India in the 19809 
when Indira Gandhi cultivated the support of a fundamentalist Sikh 
preacher-Sant Jarnail Singh Bhindrawale-to challenge the leaden of 
the conservative Sikh party, the Abli Dal, which dominated the politics 
of East Punjab and was in opposition to her Congress party in that It.ale. 
They were also part of the national opposition to the Congress 
government at the centre. India accused two of the main leaden of the 
Khalistan movement, Dr Jagjit Singh Chauhan and Ganga Singh 



Dhillon-the former based in the l'.nited Kingdom and the latter in the 
US-of being in contact with American members of Congress and 
senior Pakistani officials (White Papa on tlit· Pun)ab Agitation 1984). 
The Indian government and press maintained that Pakistan was 
providing bases, training, and other help to Sikh separatists. The 
greatest degree of Pakistani involn-mcnt allegedly took place during the 
Zia period (1977-88). Pakistan, of ..:ourse, denied such accusations. 

With regard to Indian-administered Kashmir, while Pakistan's 
involvement in its internal resistan~e lo Indian rule began in real earnest 
during the post-Zia period, the basic framework for launching jihad in 
that disputed territory was de\'eloped during his time. In the event, the 
armed struggle m Indian-administered Kashmir began on 31 July 1988, 
when the Jammu Kashmir L1t->eratmn Front (JKLF) exploded bombs in 
three t->uildmgs that t->donged to the Government of India in the 
Kashmiri capital, Srinagar (~oorani 1991: 123). Kashmir Chiel Minister 
Farooq Abdullah al!.:ged that Pakistan was supporting the JKLF. This 
allegation was madl' just t->efore Zia died m J plane i::rash in August 
1988. 

SIACHEN 

A more spl·i::1fi.: and direct confrontatmn took place between India and 
Pakistan on the prohibiti\'e heights of the Siachen G\acii:r-located in 
the d1~pu!ed Kashmir region. The S1achen Glacier is located al a height 
of over 6()(JU metres (20,000 ft). It 1s a most inhospitable terrain, mostly 
due to the exlreme cold weather and the concomitant h.iurds of 
maintaining a base in such ,1 place. It is some 900-1000 sq m1ks 
altogether (2300 sq km). The origin of the Siachen conflict deri\·es from 
the incomple1ely demarcated territory ht•lwcen India and Pakistan, 
known as NJ9842, denotmg the Siachen glacier. The 1972 Simla 
Agr,...~•mcnt did not :iddr.-n th,- u~u.- of who controlled the g\:1c-ier hnt 

merely staled 1ha1, from lhe l',;)9842 location, the boundary would 
proceed 'thence north to the glaciers'. However, after Pakistan began 10 
grant permission to international mountaineering teams to dimb some 
of the high peaks in the Siachen area, India became concerned that 
Pakistan was thus staking claim to the territory. 

Consequently, the Indians began to send secret army exped1t1ons to 
the Siachen Glacier. On 13 April 1984, the Indian Army and Air Force 
personnel went inlo the glacier territory and dug into the highcsl 
mountaintops. It was, therefore, India that took the initiative in 



establishing a military presence, on a continuous basis, in the disputed 
area. Pakistan made severa1 attempts to dislodge the Indians. The most 
determined effort was in 1987 when a mission, led by the elite SSG 
commandru, failed to achieve its objective. General Pervez Musharraf, 
however, has expressed the view that the Indians ha,-e to suffer far more 
than the Pakistanis because the Indians have to cover a long trek, while 
the glacitt is easily accessible from the Pakistani side {Musharraf2906: 
68-70). The Siachen conflict has dragged on and remains unresolved 
up till now. 

OVERALL DIPLOMACY v1s-l.-v1s INDIA 

Zia visited Delhi in 1983 to take part in a conference of the Son­
Aligned Movement. On that occasion, he visited his alma mater, St. 
Stephens College in Delhi, and interacted with Indian leaders on an 
apparently friendly basis. However, India's favourable remarks on the 
Movement for the Restoration of Democracy (MRD) irked the Zia 
regime; at the same time, India kept alleging that Pakistan was helping 
the Sikhs. After Indira Gandhi's assassination in 1984, Rajiv Gandhi 
tried 10 modify the conventionally inflamed relationship. Zia 
reciprocated amply. As a result, an exchange of delegations, led by the 
foreign secretaries. took place. Direct dialling between the two countries 
was started. In 1985, Zia visited India on his "11Y back from Maldives 
when both countries agreed, in principle, not to attack each other's 
nuclear installations. However, such gestures did not, in any meaningful 
sense, alter the mutual distrust that has always marred their relationship. 
As already mentioned, Pakistan blamed India for having a hand in the 
unrtst in Sindh, while India alleged that Pakistan gave sanctuary and 
logistical support to the Sikh secessionists. 

INDIAN MILITARY EXERCISE 8RASSTACKS 

Throughout the post-independence period, India, from time to time, 
has taken steps that have accentuated Pakistan's sense of vulnerability. 
One such major provocation was the military exercise christcm~d 
Brasstacks-from November 1986 to March 1987-in Rajasthan, dose 
to the Pakistan border. Nearly the whole lndian Army was mobiliud. 
Zia looked upon Operation Brasstacks as provocation and, possibly, 
preparation for an invasion of Pakistan. In response, he ordered his 
armoured units to move to the border. India enjoyed conventional 



Jptriority and had exploded a nuclear device. There was suspicion, in 
icurity circles, that Pakistan had also acquired nuclear capability. 
ollowing the Second World War, this was the greatest concentration 
f troops ready to go into battle. The Indians threatened to take 
~tabatory action if Pakistani troops were not moved away from the 
order. This self-righteous threat was delivered by the Indian minister 
f slate for foreign affairs, Natwar Singh, to Pakistan's high commissioner 
1 Delhi, Dr Humayun Khan.on 23 January 1987 (Arif 2001: 268). That 
akistan had moved its troops in response to Indian provocation 
~emed not to have been considered a legitimate reason by Natwar 
ingh. Hawkish elements in the Indian establishment, with the Indian 
,rmy Chief General Sunderji, at the centre of it, were undoubtedly in 
bellicose mood at that time. 
Zia retained his nerve and displayed considerable political acumen. 

le contacted Rajiv Gandhi and, as a result, both sides agreed to 
lithdraw some of their forces from the border. Later, in February, Zia 
isited India on the invitation of the Indian cricket board to watch a 
ricket match. That further helped to defuse the tension. Slowly, things 
eturned to 'normal' although both sides remained equally suspicious 
f each other. General K.M. Arif has discussed Operation Brasstacks in 
etail; his conclusion is that the Indian military high command 
xcceded its brief, and Raj iv Gandhi was not fully aware of the objectives 
he generals had in mind. 

Some critical voices were raised in the Indian media as well against 
)peration Brasstacks-acknowledging that it was provocative and 
1eightened Pakistani security concerns (Arif 200 I: 2<12-76). During this 
,eriod, the international community was again very concerned about 
tar between these two neighbouring states, whose potential nuclear 
apability worried them. [t is not difficult to conclude that Brasstacks 
nust have convinced Paltistan that it needed nuclear weapons to deter 
ndia, which t-njoyt-d a di11inct advantage over Pakistan by virtue of its 
uperior numerical strength and greater arsenal of conventional 
veapons-in addition to its demonstrated nuclear weapon-making 
apability. 

iAUDI ARABIA 

n ideological terms, the most significant development in the external 
,phere during Zia's term was the close affinity that he felt with Saudi 
Uabia. Saudi influence in Pakistan had been growing after the 197<1 



Islamic Summit. Already, hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis were 
working in the Arab states of the Persian Gulf. The Pakistanis were 
culturally prone to hold all things Arab in deference and. although their 
treatment at the hands of Arabs was harsh and insulting, their living in 
that region began to impact their traditional Islamic identity-with the 
result that, instead of the Sufi-oriented traditions of the past, Arab 
Islam with its strict adherence to orthodoJI'. Islamic prayer and habits 
began to affect them. In fact, millions of Muslims working in Saudi 
Arabia and the other oil-rich states of the Persian Gulf created the 
rudiments of a global Islamic revival with Pakistan, in particular, 
becoming radicalized into a puritanical Islam-which was rather easily 
amenable to radical Islam. 

While such changes were underway among the largely unskilled 
workers, shopkeepers, and even the professional middle classes, the 
Pakistan military too became integrated into such processes as, in 1983, 
some 30,000 Pakistani military personnel were posted on duty overseas, 
almosl all in the Middle East. The bulk-some 20,000-were stationed 
in Saudi Arabia, including one armoured brigade (Arif 2001: 194). Zia, 
himself, had served in Jordon in 1he 1970s, from where he had received 
a very favourable reference which apparently helped Bhutto choose him 
as COAS. A friend of mine from the Pakistan Anny told me that the 
Saudis had opposed Pakistani Shias being posted in Saudi Arabia, but 
Zia did not accept such pressure because he did not want to introduce 
divisions in the armed forces. Other reports suggest that no such Saudi 
demand was made. In any case, the Pakistani units in Saudi Arabia were 
removed in 1988, apparently because Pakistan continued to maintain 
dose lies with Iran. Later, after the invasion of Kuwait by Saddam 
Hussain in 1991, the Pakistan Army was again stationed in Saudi Arabia 
and a number of other Arab states in the Persian Gulf (Baxter 1991: 
142-3). The radicalization of the Pakistan mililary was facilitated by the 
physical ptt■ence of it■ per■onnel in the Middle East, eapeclally ln the 
holy land-Saudi Arabia. 

THE ECONOMIC BASIS OF ZIA'S POLICIES 

Shahid Javed Burki has given a highly positive evaluation of Zia's 
economic policy-that he made the prudent decision not to in1nfere 
with it, recognizing its crucial importance. Thus, he did not subjecl it 
to the lslamization juggernaut thal had rolled over other secton of 
society. Consequently, the management of the economy was left to 



t«hnocrats and some industrialists as advisers. Ghulam lshaq Khan, 
chainnan of the Planning Commission, was entrusted with the task of 
reorganizing the economy along free-market principles. He moved 
cautiously and embarked upon a programme of gradual denationalization. 
Later, in 1985, when Ghulam Ishaq was el«ted chairman of the Senate 
(of the National Assembly), the well-known World Bank economist 
Mahbub ul Haq was given the task of managing the economy. Relations 
with the World Bank were normalized, and it restored development aid 
to Pakistan. Burki, as a caption to their achievements, wrote that such 
changes produced an 'economic development record with few parallels 
in the Third Word'. During Ghulam Ishaq's stewardship, the size of the 
GNP increased by 76 per cent, and per capita income by 34 per cent. 
How much of this percolated to the poor has not been accounted for in 
Burk.i"s review. However, he has asserted that, during 1975-85, Pakistan 
received $25 billion in remittances from Pakistani workers in the 
Middle East, and these helped the poor (Burki 1991: 12-1S). 

Burki has not brought the role played by money from the illicit trade 
in weapons and narcotics, that accrued during this time, into the 
discussion on the economy. Ayesha Siddiqa has noted that during the 
same Zia era, 'the senior generals acquired the political power that 
allowed them to engage in predatory financial acquisition' (2007: 139). 
She has asserted that, during Zia's rule, new provisions were introduced 
to expand the military's share in the economy. Industries related to 
fertilizers, oil and gas, the agro-industry, and army farms all became 
areas where the military established its own production. Such measures 
bencfined the military organizationally, as well as individual officers. 
Moreover, secret 'regimental funds' were introduced for the commanders' 
utilization. These were drawn from the defence budget for classified 
projects, as well as from money earned through small cooperative 
business and industrial ventures. Such, and other, avenues provided the 
higher officer1 with ample pin1-and thu1 their loyalty to the regime 
was assured. The military also developed interests in transportation and 
in the construction of roads, bridges, and related areas. Land grants in 
rural and urban areas funher bolstered the economic interests of the 
officer corps. As a result, the military become cconomically autonomous. 
Additionally, the army established its own elite schools, with English as 
the medium of instruction, inside the cantonment areas. A number of 
welfare foundations were established by the army, as well as by the air 
force and navy. In short, the military greatly expanded its presence and 
interests in the Pakistan economy (ibid., 139-44). 



GENERAL Zu.'s EXIT 

In terms of opposition at home, Zia's main worry remained the PPP. 
The leadership of the party was with Z.A. Bhutto's daughter, Benazir, 
who, along with her mother, Nusrat Bhutto, was put under house arrest. 
Nusrat was allowed to travel abroad for medical treatment in November 
1982. In January 1984, after six years of house arrest and imprisonment, 
Zia even allowed Benazir to travel abroad for medical reasons. In both 
cases, pressure from the US and from their friends and supporters 
abroad made the martial law government relent. Benazir Bhutto 
returned to Pakistan in August 1985 along with the dead body of her 
younger brother, Shahnawaz Bhutto, who had died under mysterious 
circumstances in his nat in Cannes {Bhutto 2008a: 289-300). 

Zia had appointed Muhammad Khan Junejo, a Sindhi politician, as 
prime minister just before Benazir returned to Pakistan. The two men 
had reached an agreement that while Zia would lift martial law, Junejo 
would arrange to have the National Assembly pass amendments to the 
constitution that would give: 

Zia and his generals blanket immunity from any manner of prosecution for 
all acts of commission and omission after the July 1977 coup; mention him 
by name as the president of the counlry for the next five yf'ars while 
concurrent1y holding lhe appoimment of the chief of army staff: and give 
him powen lo dismiss the prime minisler and National Assembly (Abba.s 
2005: 120). 

Zia did secure the safeguards that he wanted but, soon afterwards, his 
relations with Junejo began to sour over a number of promotions and 
appointments that the prime minister considered irregular and 
arbitrary. Instead of being the pliant protege, Junejo turned out to be a 
man of principles and integrity-which Zia found unacceptable. Such 
differen,es generated tensions in their rdationship; matters came to a 
head when Junejo decided to sign the Geneva Peace Accord, while Zia 
wanted to ensure that a pro-Pakistan Islamist regime was firmly 
established in Afghanistan. Zia was convinced that Junejo had been 
used by the Americans to pre-empt his ambitions in Afghanistan. Four 
days before the Geneva Accords were signed, on 10 April 1988, a 
massive explosion took place at the Ojhri Camp-the depot where all 
ordnance for the Afghan jihad was stored-midway between Islamabad 
and its twin city of Rawalpindi. It caused havoc as bombs, missiles, and 
other explosives exploded; hundreds of casualties were incurred. 



Sabotage was suspected. Junejo wanted to institute an enquiry to 
determine who the perpetrators were, while Zia was keen that the 
Americans should replace the destroyed ammunition. On 29 May 1988, 
Zia dismissed June;o and the National Assembly. This was done via a 
slatement personally delivered by Zia on Pakistan television. The prime 
minister and parliamentarians were accused of failing to stamp out 
corruption and of their inabilily to enforce Islamic law (ibid., 124). 

On 17 August 1988, a C-1308 Hercules transport aircraft carrying 
Zia and several other senior generals, including the chairman joint chief 
of staff and head of the ISi during the Afghan jihad, General Akhtar 
Abdul Rahman, 1he US Ambassador to Islamabad, Arnold Lewis 
Raphael, and Brigadier General Herbert Wasson, 100k off from 
Bahawalpur in southern Punjab. Just before taking-off, they, and other 
Pakistani officers, had witnessed the performance of 1he US M-1 
Abrams tank. The plane crashed a few minules after take-off; all thirty­
one people on board perished. The cause of the crash has never been 
definitively established but it is widely believed that sabotage was the 
cause of the crash. The CIA, KGB, Khad, RAW, and even dissident 
Pakistani officers and Shia opponents of Zia's Sunni Islamism have been 
named in journalistic tracts. It remains a myslery. Zia's admirers believe 
that the Americans and Soviets had reached an understanding that an 
Islamist regime in Afghanistan was not in their interest and, therefore, 
they entered into a conspiracy to get rid of Zia as he was determined to 
install a pro-Pakistan Islamist regime in Kabul. That the crash could be 
the resull of a technical fault does not seem to be the explanation that 
most commentators want to believe in. Zia died when he felt confident 
and master of the situation. According to Shahid Javed Burki, Zia told 
him, on 29 June 1988, that he would remain in power for a long time. 
That proved to be a wrong prediction! 

There can be no denying that Zia's death was mourned by large 
~c1;tlons of the public. Por the Afghan Mujahidccn, he wu their Mviour 
and hero. More than a million people attended Zia's funeral in 
Islamabad. A large number of Afghans, including leaders of all the 
lslamist factions, took part in the ceremony. While the liberal 
intellectuals abhorred the reforms that Zia had undertaken, those 
measures were naturally lauded by (slamists-not only in Pakistan but 
internationally as well. The London-based Palestinian secretary of the 
Islamic Council, Salem Azzam, considered by many to be Osama bin 
Laden's mentor, in his eulogy to Zia summed up the immense respect 
and admiration he enjoyed among radical Muslims: 



Zia was a Muslim leadtt who wu genuinely commined to working for e 
glory o( Islam. Unlike some Muslim rulers. he did not pay me~ lip .enice 
to Islam .... Only Zia made a detttmined effort 10 establish an Islamic order 
In Pakistan and made significant progress in this direction. Had he lived 
longer he would have certainly pursued hil mission 10 success(ul completion. 
I am conlldent lhat lhe Muslim peopleo(Pakistan, who loved and respected 
Zia. will not rest until Pakistan is turned into an Islamic state in the true 
senst o( the word. This was, after all, the raison d!lff o( Pakistan (Azzam 
1990:m'). 
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13 
Civilian Governments and 

the Establishment 

Following the death of General Zia, general elections were announced 
for 19 November 1988. Eleven years of the Zia regime had greatly 
strengthened the establishment vis-ii-vis the political class. The politicaJ 
campaign picked up momentum quicl<ly. It became dear thal the 
contest would be between the PPP, led by Benazir Bhutto and the 
Pakistan Muslim League, led by Mian Muhammad Sawaz Sharif. 
Benazir Bhutto took over the leadership of the party from her molher, 
Nusrat Bhutto, sidelining her brother, Murtaza Bhullo, whose 
cn:dentials had been sullied because of his involvement in terrorism. 
While in exile, Benazir had been lobbying support for herself and her 
party in the corridors of power of important Western nations. 
Particularly, she visited Washington DC to culti\'ate S)'mpathy for 
herself with the State Department and influential senators and 
congressmen as a moderate: and progressive leader who no longer 
subscribed to the anti-Americanism associated with her father. As a 
result, Zia had been pressured to allow her to return to Pakistan, and 
she received a tumultuous welcome upon her return in 1986. 

Under the circumstances, Zia began looking for a counterweight to 
any threat that Benazir may pose to his rule. On the recommendation 
of the Punjab governor. Lieutenant General Jilani, Zia tiegan to 
patronize Nawaz Sharif. The Sharifs were a phenomena] post-partition 
Muslim success story. Mian Muhammad Sharif-Nawaz's father-and 
his brothers had pooled their humble resources to acquire a rudimentary 
iron foundry in Lahore in the 1930s (Warraich 2008: 28-9). They 
prospered famously in the independent Pakistan. However, Z.A. 
Bhutto's erratic nationalization had hit the Sharifs severely. Under Zia's 
patronage, the lttefaq Group of Industries was re-launched with liberal 
bank loans from the government, and the Sharifs were catapulted into 
the higher echelon of the entrepreneurial class of Pakistan. Moreover, 



Nawaz was rewarded with the post of finance minister in the Punjab 
government in 1981. In that role, he established a sound reputation as 
a business-friendly, free-market, right-of-centre politician. In 1985, he 
was elected chief minister of the Punjab (ibid., 61-3). 

THE 1988 ELECTION 

The announcement of elections animated political activists. Nawaz was 
supported by an alliance known as the lslami Jamhoori lttehad (IJI). 
According to Benazir, the acting president, Ghulam Ishaq Khan, passed 
a decree to change the election laws so that se,·eral PPP candidates could 
be purged from the ballot; moreo,·er, h,: declared 1ha1 all voters must 
have national identity cards-knowing full well that, in the rural areas 
where the PPP's strength was greatest. 'onlr a third of the men and a 
mere 5 per cent of women actually had these cards' (Bhutto 2008b). 
Moreover, the ISi carried out a ,·icious campaign to malign Benazir. The 
ISi head, General Hamid Gui. and his assistant, Brigadier Imtiaz., frankly 
warned the Islamists that 'The ISi has intelligence that Benazir Bhutto 
has promised the Americans a rollback of our nuclear programme. She 
will prevent a Mujahideen victory in Afghanistan and stop plans for 
jihad in Kashmir in its tracks' (quoted in Haqqani 2005: 202). 

The ISi distributed millions of rupees to her opponents to join the 
IJI. Years later, the former head of the ISi, Lieutenant General Asad 
Durrani, admitted in an affidavit submittc-d to the Pakistan Supreme 
Coun that he had been given money by the government (read Jshaq 
Khan and COAS Aslam Beg] to distribute among the politicians and 
political parties. The money had been donated by the business 
community. The sums paid to some of the leading politicians were as 
follows: Rs IO million to Mir Afzal in NWFP; Rs 3.5 million to Nawaz 
Sharif in Punjab; Rs 5.6 million to Lieutenant General (Retd.) Rafaqat 
for a media campaign; Rs 5 million to the Jamaat-e-lslaml; Rs I mllllon 
to Begum Abida Hussain; in Sindh, where Benazir enjoyed broad 
support, several politicians were among the recipients-Rs 5 million to 
former PPP leader Ghulam Mustafa Jatoi, Rs 5 million to Jam Sadiq, Rs 
2.5 million to the recent prime minister, Muhammad Khan Juneja, and 
Rs 2 million to Pir Pagara. In Balochistan, Rs I million was given to 
Nadir Mengal (Kharal 2010). 

In spite of such bribery, the PPP emerged as the main winner, 
winning 94 of the 217 directly-elected seats in the house. That figure 
went up to 122 when the members from the tribal areas, minorities, and 



BESAZIR BHUTTO AS PRIME MINISTER 

(2 DECEMBER 1988-6 AUGUST 1990) 

Bcnalir was sworn in JS PJki~tan's firs! fcnule prime minister on 2 
Dl·..:cmhcr 1988. Sht· I-cpl the p(lrtfolio of finance minister with herself 
and ig1HHl'd lshaq Khan who had heen at the helm of c..:onomic 
planmng Junng Z1.1·~ tune and prided himsdf lc>r hanng put the 
cconom} on a sound footing. Rcn.1zir further antagonized hhaq Khan 
whl·n shl· hegan IP m.1kc appointments to diffncnt posts through the 
'pl.1ceml·nt hurc.1u· Some 200,000 ,·acanues were fdlrd on the 
m.:ommenJ.1t1on of PPP mm1hcrs nfparhament (Aziz 2009. 99-101) 
On thl· other h,rnd, ~he relc.1St·d political prisoners, rndcd press 
n·nsor~h1p, and undertook n·forms for women-such as \ti 1stry ot 

\\'omen's Dl·n-l(,pm<·11t, women"s studies programmes at u1111 l'rsit1cs, thl· 
\'\'omen's Dt'vclopml·nt Rank; also, separate pohcl· stat10m with femak 
~t.itl .,._l"fl" •·~t,1bh~h<·J iu ~om•· plalc~ .1nJ wi:rc npl·...tt•d 10 be l'XpanJcd 
Howe\·l·r, on the other hand, the harsh Islamic laws th.it Zia had 
mtroduccd wnl· left unchallenged. Her plea was that ~he l.id:cd 1hc 
requisite two•thirds parliamentary maJority to a,m·nd the constitution 

At the fourth SAARC Summit in Islamabad in Decemha 1988, 
Benazir and the Indian Pnrnc M1111sta, RaJIV Gandhi. sccnu·d 10 have 
slru~k a friendly rapport Bcnazir was of the new th.it Pakistan ~hould 
re-orient its fon·1gn pohcr towards democracy and, smce India was a 
dcmo.:r.icy. relations with that country should improve:. Durmg their 
mrl'ling. it was agreed that the two countries would nol attack each 



other's nuclear facilities. Some understanding also emerged on 
increasing trade and resolving the dispute over the Siachen Glacier. The 
military, as well as the !JI, were critical of such a standpoint (Shafqat 
1997: 234-5). ln any case, a rumour began to circulate after the SAARC 
Summit that Benazir had handed over the names of the Khalistani Sikhs 
who had, hitherto, received sanctuary in Pakistan. 

The t.;'nited States revived its aid to Pakistan, which had virtually 
dried up once the Red Army had withdrawn from Afghanistan. Benazir 
has written: 

Insll'ad. our team in lslamahaJ and Waihington worked to grl the White 
Housr and Congress to gr.·,11ly increa~l' aid lo Pakistan, making the country 
the third-largest recipient of forl'ign a~sistance from the United St,1tes, after 
Israel anJ f.gypt. . We n~otialcd a nuckar confidence-building mrasure 
with the L:nited St.11t•s. maling 'no export of nuclear t«hnology' part of our 
nuclear doctrine. \\'c also dccidl,J nn1 to put together a nuclear dl·\·ia· unless 
the country's security "·as lhr!.°atencd (Rhullo .'.!OOflh: 199-200). 

Allegedly, in 1989, the Al-Qaeda leader, Osama bin Laden, offered 
money to members of parliament, induJing those from the PPP. to pass 
a no-confidence vote to make her government fall. When some of them 
informed her about the conspiracy. Benazir used some of them as 
'Trojan horses' in the 'ISl-111' camp, to confuse it into believing Iha! a 
majority exisleJ against her. Benazir wrote: 'I used anolher group to 
videotape Brigadier lmtiaz Ahmed asking my members to defect 
because Mthe army~ did not wanl me. :\nd I worked on members of the 
opposition who had known my father or were disgruntled with the !JI' 
(ibid., 201 ). The no-confidence vote failed and Benazir continued in 
office. This assertion of Benazir's-subsequcntly corrobora1ed by 
Brigadier lmliaz during an interview on Dunya TV-was called 
Operation :\iidnigh1 Jackal. lmt1az re\'ealed tha1 COAS General Aslam 
Beg wameJ tu repl.i.<.c her ,1~ her polidn were deemed to be contrary 
to those of the army (Daily Ti cs, 28 August 2009). 

When she tried to rehabilitate some pro-PPP army officers, who had 
deserted when her father was overthrown, the army overruled her 
decision. Moreover. !he head of the ISi, General Hamid Gui, continued 
to maintain links with the IJI. In short, she was treated like a security 
risk (Abbas 2005; 136-38). She tried to assert herself by using her 
executive prerogative lo appoint pro-PPP judges and bureaucrats, and 
spread a wide net of partisan appointments. The head-on collision with 
the establishment took place when Benazir tried to take control of the 



ISi by removing its Dittctor-General, General Hamid Gui, and replacing 
him with General Shamsher Rahman KaJlu. She has written: 

General Gui (Hamidi got President Ishaq Khan and General Mina Aslam 
Beg. the army chief of staff, to authorize the transfer of the !Si's duties to 
Military Intelligence (Ml) .... While the ISl's ability to de:,tahilize the 
government was neutralized, the military security campaign continued 
under the aegis of the Ml (Bhuuo 2008b: 202). 

Benazir was in a vulnerable position vis-a-vis the overall domestic 
power balance. Ethnic violence in Sindh, l>etitten the MQM and PPP 
and other Sindhi nationalists, caused hundttds of casuahies. During the 
period I January 1990 to 31 July 1990, 1187 people were killed and 2491 
injured in various incidents in Sindh; of these, 635 were killed and 1433 
injuml in elhnic terrorism (Aziz 2009: 102). She sought the help of the 
army which insisted that, as militants were present on both sides, it 
needed proper legal powers to conduct an even-handed clean-up 
operation. Benazir was ttluctant to accede to 1his. In Punjab, the PML 
won I 08 ou1 of 1he 240 seats and formed the government. Nawaz. who 
had been elected to both the National Assembly and the Punjab 
Assembly, decided 10 become the chief minister of Punjab. Consequendy, 
confrontational politics over the distribution of funds and resources 
characterized the restoration of ci\ilian rule after years of military-led 
dictatorship. The veteran ci\'11 servant, parliamentarian, finance and 
foreign minister, Sartaj Aziz, asserted that the PPP tried to oust Nawaz 
from the post of Punjab chief minister by trying to win over 'at least 
1wenty-five members of the IJI government led by Nawaz Sharif' 
(ibid., 99), but failed. Nawaz retaliated by rejecling federal government 
appointments of senior officers to and from Punjab. The 1wo rivals 
entered a zero-sum contest that made a mockery of responsible 
government. Exercising his special powers under Article 58 (2-b) olthe 
constitution, also known as the Eighth Amendment, lshaq Khan 
dismissed Benazir on 6 August 1990. He listed several reasons in the 
charge-shed against her, but the crux of the argument was that public 
office had been abused to plunder national wealth to promote the 
interests of the PPP to such an extent that politics in Pakistan became 
synonymous with corruption. 



NTERIM ARRANGEMENTS AND NEW ELECTIONS 

1 caretaker government was appointed under a dissident Sindhi PPP 
~ader, GhuJam Mustafa Jatoi. A number o( other ex-PPP leaders also 
)ined the cabinet. fresh elections to the national assembly were 
nnounced for 24 October 1990. As was the case previously, the contest 
,as between the two main alliances-the People's Democratic Alliance 
PDA) led by Benazir Bhuuo and the rightwing lslami Jamhoori lttehad 
IJI) led by Nawaz Shari(. Nawaz denounced Benazir, not only for 
orruption but also because she had allegedly sold out to American 
mperialism, blackmail, and exploitation (Kux 2001: 311). Benazir 
ccused the establishment o( supporting Nawaz, and the intelligence 
ervices o( rigging the elections once again-even though she had won 
n the pre\'ious occasion. Air Marshal (Retd.) Asghar Khan has 
ecorded that 'trucks carrying ballot papers had entered the lttcfaq 
ndustries premises' (Khan 2008: 409). The IJI secured 106 seats while 
h.e PDA could muster merely 44 seats in the 217-seat National 
,ssembly. Benazir accused the ISi of conspiring to inflict a defeat on 
er. On the other hand, Nawaz asserted that Ishaq Khan and COAS 
,slam Beg had wanted Jatoi to be prime minister and, only reluctantly, 
ccepted him (Sawaz) as prime minister though he had won a landslide 
iclory (Warraich 2008: 78-9). 

~AWAZ SHARIF AS PRIME MINISTER 

6 NOVEMBER 1990-18 APRIL 1993) 

lawaz turned out 10 he ,th,.:rti~~· ,111J ..:onriJe,11 vis-;i,-vis thl' Jeep state. 
k ushered in free-market reforms that included the de-nationalization 
f state enterprises that had been nationalized earlier by L.A. Bhutto. 
n doing so, he has claimed that his government carried out 
beralization earlier than India. Nawaz also introduced easy instalment 
,ans for unemplo)•ed youths and other such people to run duty-frtt 
nported taxis. Such measures won him praise from the World Bank 
nd the International Monetary Fund. But, surprisingly, nol from the 
Jnited Slates which stopped economic and mililary aid soon after 
,enarir was overthrown (Abhas 2005: 144). More crucially, liberalization 
nd denationalization did not please lshaq Khan who had invested his 
kills in running nationalized industries efficiently. ?-.awaz's relations 
rith lshaq Khan turned into open hostility when Nawaz expressed his 



intenlion to waive parts of the Eighth Amendment that would restore 
the supremacy of parliaml'nt (\Varraich 2008: 78-80). 

\\'ith regard to the milit,uy, :,.J'awaz has noted that, initially, he had 
amiable relations with the toP commanders. There was no disagreement 
on Afghanistan. However, his relations with General Beg quickly 
assumed negative features over the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990 
!'-iawaz and Beg initially agreed to send Pakistani troops to the Persian 
Gulf in support of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, against the Iraqi invasion. 
Afterwards, Beg changed his st.mce and began to oppose ii (Kux 2001: 
312; Warraich 2008: 85-8). lshaq Khan appointed General Asif Sawaz 
Janjua as CO.A.Sin August 1991. overruling the man that Sawaz had 
wanted in that position. General Janjua felt that the prime minister was 
cultivating a constituency in the army by showering favours on some 
generals and making arbitrary appointments to senior positions. Such 
differences a~~umed pohtJCal implications as the prime minister and the 
COAS dashed 0\'er the rea~ons, and respons1hility, for the rampant 
lawlessm·ss and l'thmc \'JOlcnce m Sindh (!'-/awaz 2008: 449-.'>9). 

Janjua and thl· corps commander of Karachi, Lieutenant General 
\:aseer Akht.ir. wantl'd to cut the !vlQ!--1 down to size, but :,.Jawaz was 
not willing to do that .is 11 \,as part of his ruling coalition .it the n·ntre 
!t was widdy spcculalt'd, in the Pakistani newspapers, th.it the MQM's 
~upreme \e.idt•r. Alta( Hu~s.110, feared some sort of action against him 
hy the army. And so, he left for Bntain m January 1992 from where he 
began to direct his followas \'J,1 the telephone and recorded messages 
on \'ideo tapes. Thus, lerronsm continued to rage in Sindh. At the end 
of May 1992, Home ~1m1~kr Shu1aat Hussain made a statement to the 
effect that India's m.1111 ,ry agency, the Research and Analysis \\ling 
{RAW), was directk Ln\'OIH"d in traming and fundmg li}C Sindh and 
AI-Zulfikar cadres (/,mg, 28 !vlay). Prime Minisll'r ~awaz Sharif 
re11nated the same allegations at the beginning of June, and announced 
that the l:nitcd !\'atmn~ h.1d heen intimated nf ~uch 1ntnff'rl'llCI' (/t111s;. 

9 June 1992). The background to such allegations was the proliferation 
of ronng g,mgs of dacolls who killed and plundered, and resorted to 
kidnappings and ahdm·tions. When pursued by the police, these gangs 
would cross into India through the \'ast border in the Sindh desert. 
General Janjua and (~rnt·ral Akhtar wanted to carry out stern actions 
against both the dacoits as well a~ the political miscreants. Thus, 
Operation Clcan-l"p \\3S launched in May 1992, with a very different 
rt·mil from what the ~m·ernmenl had wanted 



Actual action began a few weeks later, in June, with raids by the army 
against the strongholds oft he MQ~i as well as the dacoits in the interior 
of Sindh. The army made spectacular disco\'eries of MQM prisons, 
torture chambers, and a sizable cache of arms in 1he possession of the 
terrorists. Within 1he firs! few weeks, most of the top leaders of the 
~1QM had been arresled (Jang, 21-29 June 1992). The MQM member~ 
of the Pakistan National Assembly and Sindh Assembly resigned 111 

pro1es1. 
General Janjua died suddenly on 8 January 1993, apparently because 

of a heart attack, although his family suspected foul play. The post­
mortem report did not confirm foul play, but his brother. Shuja Nawaz, 
has expressed douhls about the report (S'awaz 2008: 599-606). Asif 
S'awaz's successor, General Abdul Wahid Kakar, was also not S'awaz's 
choice. lshaq Khan, allegedly, chose him wilhout consuhing the prime 
minister (ibid., 85-6). 

FRIENDLY GESTURES TOWARDS THE USITED STATES 

~awaz had come to power w11h the impre\~ion of hcmg a strong 
proponent of Pakistan's indl·pendl·nce \'lhl·v1s the L'nited StJ.tcs. 
Howner. once in power. he wttl'lll'J that image. His support for the 
;mti·SaJJam coalition wa~ ;in import.ml move m that dirci::tion. He 
expres~cd a w1llint:ness 10 s1np produ~11nn of enridied ur.1nium, hut not 
to destroy what Pakistan alrl•,1d~ f'l"'l·,~ed. Cl'"'~'iU•·nth, thl· sani::ti0n~ 
imposl·,l unJH the Pre:.:.kr A111,·11dm ... ·nt 1,·t·re easeJ .:ind PJ.kisl,m \\,ls 
:1ll0wed In 0Hdin 5120 mill.t111 t>I ,1rm, ,aks~primarily sp.i.re parts fN 
the F-J6s. The Americans were wurrit',I that contmuingsanclions would 
render Pakistan ini::reasingly dl'pl'n<lcnt on China. Pakistan, on the 
other hand, was getting 111._rca~111gly worned about India's p.rowlOf: 
missile Cdpabililies. China, 1ht· Amenca1h ~uspectcd, bq1,dn to help 
Po.ki•l1m with ~om,;- ofit, m,,-,1,· r,•,111,r,·nwot< tt.:ux 2001· '\12-20) 

THE DISMISSAL OF NA WAZ SHARIF 

However, such mows in th._• international arena had no hearing on 
Nawaz's standing ns-J.1·is the deep ~ldll'. [shaq Khan dismissed him on 
grounds of corruption to thl' tune of $20 1:iillion (Tahir 2010). The 
charge sheet included accusations of extra-judicial killings. victimization 
of opponents, and other such charges. His mega-construction schemes 
and yellow taxi initidlil'es had 1,·on ~awaz the hononfic title of Sher 



Shah Suri (legendary Muslim reformer of the sixteenth century) of 
Pakistan from his admirers, but his critics alleged that these schemes 
were accompanied by kickbacks and illicit commissions. Moreover, his 
cooperative bank schemes had collapsed, rendering thousands of 
widows, orphans, and retired personnel who had deposited their sa,·ings 
in those ventures destitute. Most such banks were owned by members 
of Sharif's Muslim League. More serious was the fact that his family 
business, lttefaq Industries, benefited enonnously because of tariff and 
customs duty manipulation. The persona] fortunes of the Sharif family 
magnified because of abuse of public office (Abbas 2005: 146). 

Nawaz, proffering a conspiracy theory about his downfall, alleged 
that Benazir conspired with lshaq Khan to bring him (Nawaz) down. 
The alleged proof of such connivance was that when Nawaz was 
dismissed, Ishaq Khan took Benazir's spouse, Zardari, and other PPP 
leaders into his interim go\·ernmcnt (Warraich 2008: 80). But, on the 
other hand, Benazir denied anr involvement in the dismissal of Nawaz 
and accused him of undoing her social programmes-especia11y those 
related to the uplift of women-re-introducing press censorship, and 
den)'ing the opposition access to the state media. (Bhutto 2008b: 203). 

ANOTHER CARETAKER GOVERNMENT AND 

NEW ELECTIONS 

A caretaker government was appointed under Mir Balakh Sher Mazari. 
However, the Supreme Court of Pakistan overturned the unseating of 
Nawaz six weeks later, and returned him to power on 26 May 1993, At 
that point, the Pakistan Army stepped in and told Nawaz to resign. He 
resisted; COAS General Kakar mediated in the negotiations invoJving 
Nawaz, lshaq Khan, and Benazir-which resulted in a compromise 
solution that required both Nawaz and lshaq Khan to resign their 
ofnces. The chairman o( the Senate, Waslm Sajjad, became the interim 
president. The establishment then invited a retired \'ice-president of the 
World Bank, Moin Qureshi, to assume the duties of prime minister until 
an elected government could take over after the elections scheduled for 
6 Oclober. 1993. The elections returned a more di\'ersified National 
Assembly. The PPP won 86 seats and the PML-Nawaz (PML-N) 72 
seats. Se\'eral small parties and independents captured the rest of the 
seats in the 217-seat National Assembly. Although Benazir alleged that 
1he results had been delayed by SC\'eral hours and that the intelligence 
agencies had again conspired against her, ultimate!)', the PPP won more 



seats than any of the other par1ies. And so began the negotiations with 
the minor parties and independents. On 14 November, Farooq Ahmed 
Leghari, a PPP stalwart who had served as foreign minister during the 
first Benazir go,•ernment, was elected president. 

BENAZJR BHUTTO 

(19 OCTOBER 1993-5; NOVEMBER 1996) 

Benazir's return to power, on 19 October 1993, greatly per1urbed the 
opposition. She alleged that the ISi and Al-Qaeda had tried to 
assassinate her (ibid., 205). However, she was not deterred. She 
reinvigorated the social action plan from her previous incomplete term; 
development initiatives were undertaken pertaining to education, 
health, housing, sanitation, infrastructure, and women's rights. The 
stock exchange was modernized, and the State Bank computerized; 
100,000 women were trained to work in health and family planning in 
hoth rural and urban areas; and 30,000 primary and secondary schools 
were constructed. Moreo\'er, tax re\'enues were doubled and national 
t·conomic growlh tripled. Pakistan was being celebrated as one of the 
ien emerging markeu of the world. The law and order situation 
unproved. Her g°'·ernment came out strongly against terrorism. 
Crackdowns on kidnapping and hostage-taking took place. She claimed 
1hat had her government continued for the full five-year term, 
international terrorism would not ha,·e succeeded in finding a base in 
Pakistan (ibid., 206). Her return to power and her policies received 
appreciation from the West; in 1995, the Unittd States gave $368 million 
in aid for the purchase of US military equipment. 

In the political biography of Benazir Bhutto, Goodb)'e Shahzadi, the 
Indian journalist Shyam Bhatia, who studied at Oxford University with 
Benazir, has made some startling revelations about her involvement in 
1hc prolifcr11tion of m.11:l1:11r technology. Bh111i11 h111 wril1en 1h11t, in 1he 

off-the-re<:ord interview given to him in Dubai in 2003, Benazir claimed 
that while her father was the 'father of Pakistan's nuclear weapons 
programme: she was the 'mother of the missile programme' (Bhatia 
2010: 39). The story was that in 1993, Pakistan's nuclear research was 
under scf\ltiny from the Indian, Western, Israeli, and Russian secrel 
services. As it was widely believed that Pakistani scientists were engaged 
in industrial espionage with a view to acquiring technology that would 
help them achieve nuclear weapons' capability, their trips abroad were 
slrictly monitored. Benatir, who enjoyed 1hc reputation of being a 



The story received considerable attention worldwide; VS experts on 
Pakistan, such as Selig Harrison, considered Bhatia's story credible 
(Kessler 2008). :,.:01 surprisingly, the Pakistan Foreign Office dis issed I 
Bhatia's dai s as unfounded and misleading. 

Coup ATTEMPT 

In September 1994, the M1htary lntell1gence ( I) uncovered a plot to 
overthrow Benazir's government. The masterminds of the conspiracy 
were Major General Zahcer-ul-lslam Abbasi, Brigadier Mustansir Billa. 
Colonel Azad Minhas, and some other officers. The plan was to 
overthrow the government, declare Pakistan a Sunni religmus state, and 
kill the top commanders in the GHQ-the conspirators expected the 
rest of the army to accept it as a _{ml acwmpli. Apparenlly, the plotters 
were nol in command of the troops wilh whose help they could have 
succeeded in !heir hid to carry out an lslam1sl coup dl·tat. As !he 
plotters were aiming to liquidate the lop gcncrals, not only was ii a 
conspiracy against Benazir but also against the establishment. COAS 
General Kakar reai.:ted by overhauling the intelligence power structure 
The new director of the ISi. Lieutenant Gl·neral Javed Ashraf Qazi. wa~ 
tasked w11h purgmg the l~l of lslam1sts-a task he earned out w11h 
determination and courage. The ringleaders and their followers were 
court-martialled and handed down prison sentences, others were retired 
(Abbas 2005: 152-3). 

Benazir's reputation continued to be tainted by rumours that she and 
her spouse were relentlessly looting the national treasury once again 
Her niece, Fatima Bhutto. has affirmed the corruption charges in ample 
measure, giving many examples (Bhutto 2010: 384-8). Benazir's 
appointment of twenty new Judges of the Punjab High Court caused 



considerable controversy. Syed Sajjad Ali Shah, a Sindhi whom Benazir 
had chosen as Chief Justice of the Pakistan Supreme Court. refused to 
endorse her appointmenls, while she refused lo implement the court 
ruling. Justice Shah sought the help of President Leghari to resolve the 
!angle. Leghari prevailed upon her to relenl. Benazir had expected the 
presidenl 10 rubber-stamp her decisions. Further tensions were 
generated between them when Benazir used her own men, in the 
intelligence agencies, lo spy on Leghari. She also used such elements to 
pass information to her on some corps commanders and ISi and MI 
officials (Abbas 2005: 156-7). 

On 20 September 1996, Benazir's brother, Murtaza Bhutto, was 
gunned down in a spray of bullets. Murtaza had established a separate 
PPP faction. According to Benazir, Murtaza and she had reconciled 
their differences two months earlier. However, the intelligence agencies 
began spreading rumours that her husband, Zardari, had masterminded 
the murder. A judicial inquiry set up to investigate the crime, Benazir 
informs, cleared Zardari of any involvement (Bhutto 2008b: 209). 
Murtaza's daugh1er Fatima, however, has referred to Leghari's statement 
on Dunya TV in January 20 IO in which he said that Zardari had come 
10 him, along wilh Benazir, and insisted that Murtaza should be 
eliminated. Zardari had said, 'h's either him or me' (Bhutto 2010: 423). 
In any case. Benazir's second term in office was cut short when, after 
Murtaza's death, a terrorist attack on Shias resulted in twenty-one 
deaths. Leghari considered such developments to be a sign of a 
deteriorating law and order situation. By invoking his prerogative under 
the Eighth Amendment, and in consultation with General Karamat, he 
dismissed Benazir on 5 November 1996. The charge sheet against her 
was a familiar one about massive corruption and abuse of office. An 
investigative journalist at the New York Times, John F. Burns, wrote a 
report that mentioned that Pakistam investigators traced more than 
SIOO million to Benozir's secret accounts in foreign hank, 

A close confidant of Benazir's explained to the present author, on 
pledge of anonymity, 1hat Benazir and her family had suffered great 
economic hardship in Pakistan, and later while living in exile. They 
were nearly broke when she returned 10 Pakistan. Therefore, Zardari 
and she re-sorted to corruption to acquire the economic means to sustain 
themselves politically. Shyam Bhatia, too, touts such a story while 
admining that Benazir and her husband had indulged in unabashed 
corruption (Bhatia 201D: 28-37). 



CARETAKER GOVERNMENT AGAIN 

The same day, veteran politician Malik Meraj Khalid (5 November 
1996-17 February 1997) took o\•er as caretaker prime minister. He 
introduced austerity measures. shunning unnecessary protocol and 
pomp and show. New elections were held on 3 February 1997. Nawaz 
won a landslide victory: the PML-N won 137 seats, while the PPP was 
routed and only won 18 seats. Benazir accused the intelligence servi,:es 
of massive rigging against the PPP. 

NAWAZ SHARIF (17 OCTOBER 1997-12 OCTOBER 1999) 

Some smaller parties and independents joined the coalition government 
led hy Nawaz, Leghari continued as president. With 165 members 
supporting him, Nawaz had an unprecedented two-thirds majority in 
the National Assembly in support of his government. Not surprisingly, 
he managed lo have the Thirteenth Amendment passed-which took 
away presidential power to dismiss the prime minister. A few months 
later, the Fourteenth Amendment was passed, which subjected members 
of parliament to very strict party discipline whereby party leaders could 
dismiss legislators who failed to vote as instructed. It virtually 
eli inated any chance of parliament throwing an incumbent prime 
minister out of office through a no-confidence motion. Some opposition 
members moved a writ petition against the Fourteenth Amendment, 
and the Supreme Court declared it ultra vires, much to the chagrin of 
Nawaz (Abbas 2005: 159-60). 

Meanwhile, Nawaz instituted the Ehtesab (accountability) Bureau. It 
was purported to hold politicians and holders of public office 
accountable, so as to prevent corruption. However, its ire was directed 
against political opponents and journalists. Nawaz also developed 
differences with the chief justice of the Supreme Court, Justice Shah. A 
mob of PML-N goons raided the Supreme Court premises and disrupted 
court proceedings. On 28 November 1997, Nawaz dismissed Sajjad Ali 
Shah, alleging that Justice Shah and President Leghari were conspiring 
to overthrow him: and, further, that like Benazir he, too. had heard thal 
Shah was aspiring to become prime minister. He claimed that this 
information was provided to him by the intelligence agencies (Wanaich 
2008, 108). 



AFGHANISTAN, TALIBAN AND KASHMIR JIHAD 

The domination of the military and some powerful bureaucrats­
variously described as the establishment, oligarchy, or deep state­
during the civilian governments of the 1990s was met by efforts, by both 
Benazir and Nawu. to assert their authority against them. However, 
during the same period, policy towards Afghanistan and Indian­
administered Kashmir remained \'irtually the exclusive preserve of the 
military and intelligence services, most notably the ISi. Both Benazir 
and Nawaz deemed it expedient 10 go along with, and even take the 

itiative on, 1hese two subjects. 

AFGHANISTAN 

When Benazir came to power in 1988, the So\·iet Union's withdrawal 
from Afghanistan had begun; it was completed in February 1989. 
However, the pro-Soviet regime headed by Dr Najibullah was still in 
power. Benazir and the Americans were in favour of a negotiated 
settlement in Afghanistan, between the communist and anti-communist 
factions, but the ISi and lslamists favoured military means to establish 
a governmen1 of 1he Afghan Mujahideen, preferably under the fanatical 
Pakhtun leader, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar (Haqqani 2005; 213). 
Consequently, a frontal military attack was launched on Afghan cities­
which proved to be unsuccessful. The ISi e,·en tried to set up an Afghan 
interim government in Peshawar, but Benazir refused to extend ii 
recognition as long as it did nol control any major Afghan territory. The 
Jamaat-e•lslami (JI) called for recognition of the interim government, 
while the IJI government-headed by Nawaz in the Punjab-hosted a 
reception for the interim government leaders in Lahore. This was a 
contravention, in constitutional terms, as the holding of such receptions 
for foreisn dignitaries i~ the exclusive right of the federal sovernment: 
but, with the ISi backing him, constitutionalism was irrelevant. In any 
case, the ISi and Islamists persisted with their policy of a military 
campaign to oust Dr Najibullah. The American military went along with 
the campaign, even though American and Pakistani diplomats-notably 
Foreign Minister Sahibz.ada Yaqub Ali Khan-and Benazir were against 
it (Haqqani 2005: 214-5). 



THI AFGHAN CIVIL WAR 

BenlWr's dismissal, and Nawaz's installation, as prime minister did not 
affect the JSI's and military's Afghan policy. Efforts to overthrow 
Najibullah continued but proved unsuccessful. He S'Jrvived in office for 
four ynrs without the help of Soviet troops. However, defections by 
somt powerful warlords-such as the Uzbek leader, General Abdul 
Rashid Dostum, who joined an alliance led by the non-Puktun Tajik 
leader, Ahmed Shah Massoud-weakened Najibullah. What followed 
was a tussle bctwc-en the Islamist Mujahidttn backed by the ISi and the 
Dostum-Massoud forces that came to be known as the Northern 
Alliance. The latter were victorious. The Afghan president, who had 
1aken refuge in the UN office in KabuJ, was dragged out and pitilessly 
lynched. 

The remova1 of the last relic of the short communist rule brought 
out, into the open. the d«p ethnic and regional tensions and conflicts 
in the disparate Afghan population, Hitherto. the warlords had joined 
ranks to oust the Red Army and its Afghan hosts, but such unison was 
misleading and fake. What followed was several years of bloodshed and 
terrorism that paled the horrors of the wartarc during the anti-Soviet 
jihad. Various ethnic and sectarian factions, led by their warlords, began 
an internecine butchery. Pakistan threw its weight behind the Pakhtun 
leader, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, in his opposition to the government of 
the Tajik, Burhanuddin Rabbani, who was supported by the Dostum­
Massoud forces. 

However, at some point, the ISi tried to work out a broader alliance 
between different traditional lslamists, both Pakhtun and non-Pakhtun. 
Brigadier Yasub Ali Dogar was, at that time, heading the ISi operations 
in Afghanistan. The ISi was instrumental in establishing a broad 
coalition with, first, Sibgatullah Mujadid (28 April 1992-28 June 1992) 
and lhen Burh1111uddin R■bbani {28 JunC' 1992-29 SC'ptember 1992) 
Laler, Hekmatyar served as prime minister from 1993-1994, and again 
briefly in 1996. That greatly boosted Pakistan's prestige as a regional 
power. However, Hekmatyar expended his energies on intensifying 
violent confrontations with his ethnic rivals. Thousands of Afghans 
were killed, the incidents of rape and other gross excesses against 
women and sectarian minorities-such as the Shia Hazaras-multiplied. 
There was a complete breakdown of law and order during the wars of 
the warlords (Amin, Osinski, and DeGeorgts 20 IO: 25-7). It was also a 
period when the international supporters and backers of the different 



fac1ions began to actively support them. Most notably, India cultivated 
the Uzbek-Tajik alliance, while Pakistan backed the southern Pakhtun 
forces. However, the balance of power was such that neither Hekmatyar 
nor the Na1ional Alliance could decisively weaken the other. The gory 
and destructi\'e civil war, stalemated, adding to the already staggering 
amount of suffering of the Afghan people (Haqqani 2005: 238). 

THE TALIBAN 

It was under 1hese circumstances that, from the end of 1994, the Taliban 
(students of Islamic madrassas) of the Pakhtun belt on both sides of the 
Durand Line, led by Mullah Omar, more or less spontaneously joined 
the contest; the civil war had resulted in total anarchy and chaos, and 
drug barons and other criminals reigned supreme. Unlike the 
Mujah1deen who had fought the SO\·iets, most Taliban were younger and 
entered the bloody connict after the Soviet Union had withdrawn. Their 
leaders were, of course, veterans of the anti-Soviet jihad. Apparently, 
besides embodying a strict Deobandi type of militant Sunni Islam, the 
Taliban were also supported by Pakistani transport and smuggling 
mafias looking for a route to the central Asian markets. Others who 
supported the Taliban movement were the lslamist ally of Benazir, 
Maulana Fazlur Rahman of the JUI, and Pakhtun military and political 
officers from Pakistan. In other words, it was essentially a Pakhtun 
movement that represented a curious blend of the religious and 
mundane interests of the Pakhtuns on both sides of the Durand Line. 

The United States initially approved of Pakistan"s efforts to bring the 
Taliban and other Afghan factions to the peace table. At the same time, 
the American oil company Unocal negotiated a gas pipeline deal that 
would extend from Turkmenistan to Pakistan, through Afghanistan 
(Haqqani 2005: 238-40). Many other international companies were also 
vn du, look-oul for a share in such possibilities. Al10. the Americ;in~ 

were hoping that the Taliban would bring an end to terrorism, as well 
as narcotic trafficking; additionally as the Taliban were fanatical Sunnis, 
they would curb Iranian influence in the region. The regime, that the 
Taliban established, made Washington realize that many of its 
calculations were delusional (Kux 2001: 336-i). 

At any rate, the Taliban's movement lowards Kabul, from Kandahar, 
was swift and dramatic. As they advanced, the weary and de\•astated 
locals joined them because they were perceived as pious and humble, 
and none of the notorious warlords was among their ranks. On the way 



to Kabul, the Taliban established peace and 'law and order'. They routed J 
all others and captured Kabul in September 1996. Pakistan rejoiced over J 
their victory because, for the first time, a friendly government had come 
into power in Afghanistan. Both Benazir and Nawaz welcomed the 
Taliban regime. Later, Benazir and her interior minister, NaseeruUah 
Khan Bahar, were to claim to have played a leading role in helping the 
Taliban capture power, though she regretted that Saudi Arabia had 
hijacked them (Khan 2005: 197). More importantly, that tall claim 
curied negative implications that Benazir had not counted on: it 
encouraged Pakistani Islamists to demand, and agitate with greater 
vigour and devotion, for a similu government in Pakistan. As usual, 
the JI was on the barricades leading the diehard Islamists. 

The triumph of the Taliban was celebrated by the Pakistani military 
establishment and the ISi as a major strategic asset. For the fust time, 
a government was in power that was not hostile to it. Indian influence 
plummeted as the National Alliance was driven out of Kabul and 
pushed into small pockets in the northern provinces. However, ii was 
far from self-evident that the Taliban were merely creatures of the ISi 
with no will or interests of their own. Thus, for example, despite 
Pakistani pressure, the Taliban never conceded that the Durand Line 
was the international border between Afghanistan and Pakistan (Rashid 
2008a: 186-7). Moreover, the Taliban acquired control over the trade 
and movement of smuggled goods that passed through Afghanistan on 
their way to and from the Central Asian Republics, Afghanistan, China, 
and Pakistan. As a result of the Taliban-controlled smuggling, the 
Pakistani economy lost vast amounts of custom revenues annually. 
Between 1992 and 1998, such losses totalled S900 million. Afghan 
smuggling mafias established a strong presence in the southern 
Pakistani province of Balochistan (ibid., 191 ). 

In any event, the Taliban regime was initially successful in 
establishing peace, rooting out opium and heroin gang,, and 
maintaining primitive justice. Soon afterwards, it began to impose an 
Islamic order that, by its severity, outdid the repressive fundamentaliSI 
regimes of Iran and Saudi Arabia by a wide margin. In particular, the 
Taliban seemed obsessed with any modicwn, even symbolic, of female 
emancipation. In their perception, a female's presence in the public 
sphere and public gaze could jeopardize the moral order and chaste 
conduct that Islam required of all pious Muslims. Although men who 
raped women and committed other indignities were publicly executed, 
the brunt of the Taliban's wrath was directed against women. Female 



teachers. doctors, and nurses were sent home. Female education was 
declared un-Islamic, and no woman could step out of her four walls 
without a male escort. In sectarian terms, the Taliban let loose a reign 
of terror against the Shias. Moreon·r, the Taliban began to impose harsh 
Islamic la .... ·s againsl alleged offenders in public places. The stoning to 
death of aduherers, whipping of fornicators, and chopping off of the 
hands of thieves were carried out with astonishing zeal. Moreover, a ban 
was imposed on music, cinemas, and photography. Traders and 
~hopkeepers who kepl such items were publicly llogged. Ahml·d Rashid 
has provided detailed insight into the scourge that the Taliban \'isited 
upon the Afghan people. By the summer of 1998, the Taliban controlled 
90 per cent of the territory, and the Sorthern Alliance was a shambles. 
It resulted in Iran almost threatening to invade Afghanistan, and 
,1.:cusing Pakistan of being the main tiacker of the Taliban (ibid., 1-5). 

The extreme mono1heism that the Taliban professed acquired 
pathological proportions as 1heir jihad was generalized to include all 
non-Muslims-who, thus, became lq:itimate targets (Ghazali and 
Ansari :!002; Stern 2000). Both Hindus and Sikhs had lived in 
.l,fghanistan since, at least, the time of :\faharaia Ranjit Singh. The 
traditional Pakhtun social code-the Pakhtunwali-had, in the past. 
guaranteed the security of those minorities but the Taliban began to 
harass them to convert to Islam or pay the Islamic protection tax, 
11:ya-which resulted in Hindus and Sikhs, in increasing numhl·rs, 
..-migrating 10 India or the Pakistani side of the Durand Line. 
Consequently, not only was India, but so were 1he L'S, Israel, and in fact 
the whole non-Muslim world, declared enemies of Islam (\'-.'right :!000) 

JIHAD IN INDJAN-ADMINJSTERED KASHMIR 

\\'ith the border with Afghanistan now supposedly secure bccause of 
the friendly Taliban regime, the Pakislan n1ilitary. and copecially the ISi, 

began to rt"cruit warriors for the libt"ration of Kashmir from Indian 
.:ontrol-so actualizing their dream of attaining strategic depth. The 
triumph of the Taliban had created the belief that a greater Islamic 
republic or union of states-of Iran, Turkey. the Central Asian Muslim 
republics, Afghanistan, and Pakistan-could be formed. However, such 
a grand pan•lslamist state would be incomplete as long as Kashmir was 
not liberated from Indian rule. This was an absurd non-concept in 
military terms, ·unless one is referring to a hard-to-reach place where 



a defeated army might safely cocoon: according to the noted Pakistani 
scholar-activist Eqbal Ahmad (Rashid 2008a: 187). 

However, optimism that Kashmir could be liberated had increased 
after a popular insurgency emerged, in the late 1980s, among the 
Kashmiri Muslims-against Indian rule in Kashmir. Thousands of 
Kashmiris crossed the border into Pakistan, and then fanned out to 
training camps in Afghanistan and Pakistan. After the Red Army left 
Afghanistan, many foreign Mujahideen wert drafted into 1he Kashmir 
jihad. The ISi tried to cultivate Jslamist militants of the pro-Pakistan 
Hizbul Mujahideen, rather than the more secular Jammu Kashmir 
liberation Front (JKLF), that stood for an independent Kashmir. In the 
1990s, the Harkat-ul-Mujahideen (HuM), Lashkar-e-Tayyaba (LeT), and 
the Jaish-e-Muhammad established themselves as Pakistan-based 
organizations waging jihad against India, especially in lhe part of 
Kashmir under India's control (Hussain 2008: 24-5). The ISi and the 
Saudi millionaire, Osama bin Laden, a veteran of tht Afghan jihad, 
sponsored bases for Kashmiri militants in Afghanistan. 

The Pakistan military and ISi began to nurture Pakistani funda· 
mentalist organizations that, in tum, actively recruited volunteers to 
fight in the Indian Kashmir. It became s1andard practice that, after the 
weekly Friday prayers, donations were collected from the worshippers 
to help fund the jihad in 1he Indian Kashmir. The Indian go\•emment 
alleged, many times, that these organizations received support from the 
Pakistan government, and that the training camps for the militants 
existed in Pakistani Kashmir as well as in parts of Pakistan. The 
Pakistan government denied their existence; instead, it described the 
militants as freedom fighters (Rana 2004). In early 1990, India deployed 
large numbers of troops in Kashmir; Pakistan did the same. The new 
Indian Prime Minister, V.P. Singh, publicly spoke of the possibility of a 
war betWeen India and Pakistan. The American ambassadors to India 
and Pakistan became concerned as susplclons already existed that both 
sides possessed nuclear weapons' capability. Deputy National Security 
Adviser Robert Gates visited South Asia and urged both sides to 
exercise restraint. He believed thal India could easily inflict defeat on 
Pakistan, and did not accept Pakis1an's position that it was not involved 
in the Kashmir insurgency. In any case, Gates' intervention helped 
defuse the tension, and confrontation between the two rivals was 
avoided (Kux 200 I; 306-7). 

In 1992-93, the United States, under pressure from India, came dose 
to describing Pakistan as a terrorist state. Pakistan responded by moving 



the militants' bases to eastern Afghanistan. Pakistan had to pay the 
Taliban to acquire these facilities (Rashid 2008a: 186). Prime Minister 
Nawaz Sharif replaced the hardlinc ISi director-general, Lieutenant 
General Javed Nasir, with the more liberal Lieutenant General Javed 
Ashraf Qazi. On the other hand, Pakistani officials complained that the 
Mujahid«n were described by the Americans as freedom fighten when 
they fought the So,iets, but were now being branded as terrorists when 
they were involved in the Kashmiris' just struggle for liberation from 
Indian occupation (Kux 2001: 322-23). Pakistan's stand on Kashmir 
unexpectedly received great help from the American side when, on 28 
October 1991, Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia Robin 
Raphael, told journalists: 

We view Kashmir as a disputed laritory. We do nol recognise and that 
means we Jo not recogniM that Instrument of Accession as meaning that 
Kailimir is forever an integra1 part of India. And there were many other 
issues al play in that lime frame as we all here know .... The people of 
Kashmir have got to be consulted in any kind of final settlement in the 
Kashmir dispulc. hccausc we hdicvc at this point, there is no way that any 
rcso\u1ion can t,l' stable and lasting unless agreed to by the people of 
Kashmir (lain 2007a: 127-8). 

Not surprisingly, while the Pakistanis were jubilant, the Indians were 
deeply agitated. However, Raphael held her ground and, in a hearing 
before the US Senate on 4 February 1994, she reitented that stand 
stating that what she had said did not signal a change in the US position 
on Kashmir. She further elaborated: 

We look at lhe former princely state as a whole. What we mean by that is 
tha1 nol only arc Indian-held portions in dispute but also portions hdd by 
Pakistan arc in dispute .. 

We also emphasise regularly on the Indian government our view that they 
should h:I International human rlgh1a organlaallon• inlo KHhmir 
(ibid .. 129). 

Such statements did not allay Indian fears that the Americans were 
leaning towards Pakistan. Raphael tried to dispel such an impression 
when, on 9 February 1994 at a luncheon jointly sponsored by the Asia 
Society and the India Council of the State Department, she said that it 
was fair to stop all aid to Pakistan after the end of the Afghanistan war. 
She defended that decision by sayjng that since the world situation had 



changed, the US must also reformulate its policy goals based on its 
interests (ibid.). Her statement heightened Indian suspicions and fears 
about US intentions. Then, on 25 March I 994, Raphael spoke at the 
American Center in New Delhi where she modified her position 
somewhat. She told the audience that the t.;S position (as presented by 
her in October 1993) had been misinterpreted and terribly distorted. 
The correct position was that the United States supported a negotiated 
settlement of the Kashmir dispute: further, that it should be resolved in 
accordance with the Simla Accord: human rights violations in Indian­
administered Kashmir should be monitored in a credible manner; and 
'we vigorously oppose outside aid to the militants and have repeatedJy 
made that dear in capitals where it needs to be heard' (ibid., 130). This 
line of argument was subsequently adhered to by her, and her colleagues 
in the Clinton administration, while civilian governments were in office 
in Pakistan. In an interview with me, Raphael said that she had to suffer 
subsequently because her initial stand had been fiercc:ly attacked by the 
Indians, and also failed to find favour with the US establishment which 
was turning increasingly pro-India. 

The main concern of the Clinton administration remained Pakistan's 
nuclear weapons programme. American officials acknowledged that the 
economic and military sanctions were doing great harm to Pakistan but 
regretted that nothing could be done as long as Pakistan did not come 
dean on its nuclear ambitions. The Americans also strongl)' urged the 
Indians not to go nuclear, but the refrain from New Delhi was that the 
Chinese posed a threat to their national security and therefore they 
would keep 'all options open' (Talbott 2004: 46). 

NUCLEAR TEST EXPLOSIONS 

Such pressure proved futile. On I I and 13 May 1998, India carried out 
five nuclear test explosions. Indians took to the strut, delirious as they 
celebrated their brute power. Joy was expresseJ across the political 
divide. In fact, the Congress government of P.V. Narasimha Rao had 
considefed nuclear tests but, as the Hindu nationalist party, BJP, had 
carried them out, jingoism and chauvinism were given full expression. 
Not surprisingly, the sense of insecurity increased profoundly in 
Pakistan. The government deliberated the pros and cons of an identical 
Pakistani response but could not immediately agree on how to react. 
Benazir resorted to theatrical tactics on television, urging Nawaz to 
wear bangles ifhe did not want to act in a manly manner. The Clinton 



Administration, the EU, and Japan exerted extreme pressure on Pakistan 
to desist from conducting nuclear tests, while Saudi Arabia urged 
Pakistan to go ahead. Pakistan carried out nuclear test explosions on 28 
and 31 May. Nawaz earned the applause of a Pakistani nation that, no 
doubt, felt extremely vulnerable after India's display of military might. 
However, once the euphoria was over and the United States and other 
countries imposed severe sanctions on Pakistan, its economy was nearly 
crippled (Warraich 2008: 113). 

The government reacted by freezing foreign bank accounts. Rumours 
spread that, before doing so, Nawaz and his ilk had illicitly transferred 
their own foreign currency out of the country. Nawaz's popularity 
plummeted in a tailspin. He aggravated the situation when he suspended 
many civil liberties, dismissed the Sindh provinciaJ government, and set 
up military courts. On 8 October 1998, he moved the Shariat Bill in the 
~ational Assembly which proposed that the Quran and Sunnah be 
declared the supreme law. The bill was discussed by his cabinet and, 
after some modifications, presented to the lower house of parliament­
the National Assembly. II was passed on IO October 1998 by 151 votes 
to 16. However, it required approval by the upper house-the Senate. 

Human rights and women's rights NGOs took out demonstrations 
and protest actions. The government responded angrily, by stigmatizing 
them as agents of Western imperialism and anti-Islamic forces (Ahmed 
2002). However, the go\'ernment did not have the required two-thirds 
supp{)rt in the Senate and, therefore, the bill was defeated. Bui Nawaz 
persisted and.on 16 January 1999, Islamic law was imposed in the tribal 
areas along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. Nawaz threatened to 
impase strict Sharia law in Pakistan as well, in spite of losing the vote 
in the Senate. However, before he could do anything of the sort, his 
governmenl was overthrown by General Musharraf on 12 October 1999 
(Abbas 2005: 16-1-5). 

An aide of Osama bin Laden's, Ali Mohamed, claimed that he had 
arranged a meeting between bin Laden and represen1a1ives of Nawaz. 
After the meeting, Nawaz's representatives were allegedly rewarded with 
SI million for allowing the Taliban to flourish in Afghanistan as well as 
establishing their influence in Pakistan's North-West Frontier Province 
(ABC News, 30 November 2007), Such allegations notwithstanding, 
Nawaz restored Sunday as the day of rest-which Z.A. Bhutto had 
replaced with Friday. In this case, at least, Nawaz·s trader instinct 
trumped his Islamist orientations. 



In any event, since October 1998, Nawaz had been drawn into a 
confrontation with COAS General Karamat over the laner's advoacy 
of the creation of a National Security Council. Nawn perceived it as a 
conspiracy to involve the military in a more active role in Pakistani 
politics, and severely criticized the military chief who resigned 
(Warraich 2008: 117-9). Nobody put that more bluntly than Nawaz's 
handpicked COAS and nemesis, General Pervez Musharraf, who wrote, 
'What shocked me ... was the meek manner in which General Karamat 
resigned. It caused great resentment in the army, as soldiers and officers 
felt humiliated' (Musharraf 2006: 84) Nawaz appointed Musharraf as 
army chief by making him supersede other senior generals: a decision 
Nawaz deplored vehemently in his conversation with Warraich 
(Warraich 2008: 120). Musharraf has claimed that his relations with 
Nawaz were cordial initially, but not for long. When he disputed some 
appointments and dismissals of the prime minister, and refused his 
instructions to coon-martial a journalist, Nawaz became a bully. 
Morto\'er, he never read anything but took orders from Abbaji (his 
father, Mian ShariO in whose hands, allegedly, the real reins of power 
rested. Therefore, antipathy between them developed progressively 
(Musharraf2006: 113). 

PEACE MISSION TO LAHORE OF ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE 

Such antipathy between Nawaz and Musharraf was manifest when the 
Indian prime minister, Atal Bihari Vajpayee, visited Lahore in February 
1999 to talk peace. Actually, the initiative-from the Indian side-had 
been taken by his predecessor, lnder Kumar Gujral. Gujral and Nawaz 
Sharif had met in Dhaka in May 1997. As the vibes were very positive, 
they decided to try to bring their two nations closer to each other 
(Gujral 2011: 407). Both were Punjabi refugees whose families had been 
forced to flee to the other side when India was partitioned. They spoke 
to each other in Punjabi-something Benazir tried to exploit by casting 
aspersions on such behaviour as inimical to Pakistan. I saw this myself 
on television. Al: any rate, Vajpayee now came across as a dove-having 
won laurels from his hawkish Hindu nationalist Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) for carrying out the nudear test explosions in May 1998. \o\'hen 
Pakistan followed suit, 1he Indian leadership realized that the balance 
of power remained constant. 

Vajpayee visited the Pakistan Minaret in the historic Minto Park 
where, on 23 March 1940, the demand for Pakistan was first made b)' 



the Muslim League. The \isit was to symbolize the acceptance, by Hindu 
nationalists, of the partition of India as an irreversible fact and the 
beginning of a new era of cooperation between the two nations (Talbott 
2004: I 53}. The Lahore Declaration of 21 February 1999 laid down that 
both sides would strive for a mutually beneficial relationship; resort to 
arms would be avoided; and all disputes including Kashmir would be 
settled through negotiations. Both sides admitted that, as nuclear 
weapons states, their responsibilities had increased. Vajpayee came to 
Lahore with a large delegation that included veterans with links to the 
Pakistani West Punjab; among them were the matinee idol of the 1950s 
and 1960s Dev Anand, the singer Mahendra Kapoor, and journalist 
Kuldip Nayyar. At the Wagah border, most of the delegates were driven 
to Lahore in buses while Vajpayee was flown to the Governor's House 
in a helicopter. The JI and other opponents of the reconciliation process 
demonstrated all along the road, and stones were thrown at the buses. 
Nawaz has alleged that, apart from the JI cadres, ISi functionaries were 
also involved in the stone-throwing (Warraich 2008: 123-4). Dev Anand 
wrote about the nostalgia that gripped him when he visited his alma 
mater, Government College Lahore. He mentioned the crowds lined up 
on both sides cheering the visitors. The reception he received was very 
friendJy, and Nawaz Sharif took him to meet his cabinet ministers. Dev 
Anand has not mentioned any untoward incident, perhaps not to 
convey any negative impression of a visit that was meant to foster good 
relations (2007: 364-70). 

THE KARGIL MINI-WAR 

A dramatic anticlimax to the peace process was the covert military 
operation that Mushanaf and his coterie of generals launched in the 
Kargil mountain range on the Line of Control, apparently before 
Vajpayee had arrived in Lahore. Nawaz has pleaded complete ignorance 
about the Kargil operation: 

Ju prime minister I was not taken into confidence at all. And whm after 
four monlru I wu told a bit, it was said that the anack would neither cause 
any trouble nor result in Joss of life. It was also said the army would not 
participate in the attack; rather it "'ould be made by the Mujahideen 
exdusively. However, when the attack was made, the entire Northern 1.ight 
Infantry perished; two thousand martyred and hundreds wounded: the death 
toll was higher than the 1965 and 1971 wan put together. When such hea,-y 
lo&SCS took place I reminded Musharraf that he had said no loss would be 



caused to the army, and asked what was happening. He said the Indians arc 
carrying out carpe!•hombing. I then asked whether he hadn't known lha! 
the Indians could do so. He saiJ no. he hadn't. I was informed that our men 
were being kill'--d like anything tir Indian hombardmcnt hecause there were 
no roofs over the trenches. I must tell you thal when the \\'ashington Pact 
was concluded, the Indian Ar y had got Kargil vacatt'd. They were 
advancing swiftly. It was I who saved our army (rom dishonour and disgrace 
(Warraich 2008: 126). 

Nawaz goes on to say that, as a result, Pakistan lost the international 
community's sympathy. The biggest setback was to the Kashmir issue 
that Vajpayee and he had agreed should be resolved peacefully and 
quickly. The Pakistan Army began to be described as a rogue army in 
the internationa1 mc-dia. The Indian leadership felt betr.ayed as the 
Kargil operation was in complete contravention of the Lahore 
Declaration. Even after the dishonourable defeat that the army had 
sustained, the generals did not inform Nawaz that regular Pakistani 
troops had taken part in the operation-it was Vajpayee who told him 
that it had, indeed, been the Pakistan Army. Before- Nawaz left for the 
United States, Musharraf went to him and implored him to arrange- a 
ceasefire at all costs because, otherwise, the Indians would inflict an 
extremely crushing defeat on Pakistan. ~awaz praised Bill Clinton for 
his understanding and efforts 10 bring about the ceasefire. Had the 
Americans not helped, Pakistan would have suffered a humiliating 
defeat. Clinton also informed him that Pakistan had been moving its 
nuclear warheads from one place to another-a move that would have 
caused great worry, to the Indians, and that such moves could have 
resulted in a nuclear exchange between the 1wo ri\'als (ibid., 127-135). 

Not surprisingly, Musharraf sets forth a diametrically opposite 
interpretation of the Kargil war. He makes a clean breast of 1he army 
preparing an operation at Kargil on 1he Indian side of the LoC from at 
least January 1999. The reason, ac..:orJins to Muaharraf, Wab- thal by 
occup)'ing definite posts at Siachen, the Indians had already ,iolakd 
1he principles of the Simla Agreement and had, allegedly, been moving 
their positions forward on 1he LoC since then. ConSC"quc-ntly, he had 
orderc-d a counter-manoeuvre 10 checkmate the Indians. This was done 
with great success as the Kashmiri Mujahideen and Pakistani volunteers 
surreptitiously occupied those bunkers and military posts that the 
Indians routinely \'acated during the winters. In May 1999, when the 
Indians realized that the Mujahidttn were there, some 500 miles in the 



Kargil area were already under the control of the freedom fighters. 
has given the following assessment of the Kargil operation: 

Considered purely in military terms, the Kargil operations were a landmark 
in the history of the Pakistan Army. As few as five battalions. in support of 
the freedom fighter groups. were able to compel the Indians to employ more 
than four divisions, with the bulk of the Indian artillery comiog from strike 
formations meant for operations in the southern plains. The Indians were 
also forced lo mobilize their entire national resources. including their air 
force. By July 4 they did achieve some success, which I would call 
insignificant. Our troops were fully prepared to hold our dominating 
positions ahead of the watenhed (Musharraf2006: 93). 

Musharraf has deplored Nawaz's capitulation before Clinton, and has 
claimed that Pakistan was in a very ad\•antageous position with the 
freedom fighters determined to dig in. Nawaz should have demanded 
concessions on Kashmir before agreeing to not only a ceasefire but also 
an unconditional withdrawal Musharraf has assened that, were it not 
for his sense of responsibility to not let down the elected government 
al such a critical junc1ure, he would have gone public and shown how 
the advantage was lost because of political mishandling. He has refuted 
the claim that Nawaz had not been taken into confidence. According to 
Musharraf, the prime minister was briefed on 29 January and then again 
a few days later on 5 February 1999 and, on 15 March al the ISi 
headquarters, given detailed information about the situation inside 
Indian-occupied Kashmir. Later briefings followed on 17 May, 2 June, 
and 22 June. Musharraf has rejected, out of hand, that the Indian Air 
Force or ground forc:es stood any chance of defeating 1he freedom 
fighters (ibid., 95-6). As on several previous occasions during wars with 
India, the key actors laid the blame for their reverses at each other's 
doors. In this particular case, it seems that Musharraf's account was less 
reliable. Once again, It underlined thal I.he operalion oa a whole lacked 

proper strategic planning. According to former US Deputy Secretary of 
State Strobe Talbott, Musharraf and his generals were hoping to achieve 
a different line of control that would be favourable to Pakistan (Talbott 
2004, 157). 

I interviewed Brigadier Vijai Singh Nair of the Indian Army in 
Noida, outside Delhi, on 14 November 2010. He told me that since 
Pakistan had taken the absurd position that there was no involvement 
of Pakistani forc:es in the Kargil operation, and that those who 
participated in it were Kashmiri Mujahideen and Pakistani volunteers, 



there was no available procedure in the military manuals whereby India 
could hand over the bodies of the disowned soldiers-who had died 
fighting-to Pakistan. Consequently, the Indian Army buried them 
according to Islamic rites. This was possible because, since Indian 
Muslims serve in the Indian Army, the regiments have maulvis (Muslim 
clerics) attached to them; it was they who performed the funeral rights 
for the Pakistanis slain at Kargil. 

US-INDIA DEVELOP AN UNDERSTANDING 

Bill Clinton came out strongly in favour of the Indian position on 
Kargil. which was appreciated in New Delhi. This was followed by 
extended parleys between Talbott and the Indian Defence Minister, 
Jaswant Singh. The two men developed a dose personal relationship 
which greatly helped bring their two nations closer (Talbott 2004). More 
importantly, it paved the way for signi6cant military-to-military co­
operation between their two countries. Such measures helped to revtrse 
the impact of the severe reaction from the Clinton administration at the 
time of the May 1998 nuclear tests {Cohen and Dasgupta 2010: 166). 
The understanding. no doubt, stemmed from their mutual concerns 
about China's rise as an economic and military power in Asia. 

A DRAMATIC 12 OCTOBER 1999 

In the aftermath of the Kargil misadventure, differences between Nawaz 
and Musharraf had turned into a very strong and mutual antipathy. 
Nawaz has alleged that the chief architects of the Kargil operation­
General Musharraf, General Aziz, and General Mahmud-began to plot 
to topple his government simply to cover their tracks since the lCargil 
fiasco was their doing. Musharraf, on the other hand, has accued 
Nawaz of heading a government of thup who doled out favours to their 
sycophants while increasing their staggering penonal wealth through 
rampant misuse of power. 

On 12 October 1999, Nawaz removed GeneraJ Musharraf as army 
chief. Instead, General Zia-ud-din [an ethnic Kashmiri like Nawaz) of 
the Engineers Corps was made COAS. Nawaz hu claimed thal Zia-ud­
din had all the merits required for the post and had bttn serving u the 
head of the ISi at the time of his appointment as COAS. Musharraf was 
infonned about his dismissal while he was in the air, on a Pakistan 
International Airlines flight back to Karachi from Colombo (Sri Lanka) 



where he had gone on an official visit. Nawaz has claimed that he had 
instructed his military secretary to tell the corps commander of Karachi, 
Lieutenant General Usmani, 10 receive him with respect and take him 
to his house. The decision to dismiss Musharraf was also conveyed to 
all the other corps commanders, including his Kargil accomplices, 
General Aziz and General Mahmud (Warraich 2008: 143-6). 

Musharraf has challenged that version. He has alleged that Karachi 
airpon was sealed off to prevent the PIA airliner he was travelling on 
from landing. Moreover, his pilot was told to take the aircraft away from 
Pakistani airspace and land elsewhere. The pilol informed Musharraf 
that the aircraft only had enough fuel lo ny for one hour; it would not 
be enough to take it oul of Pakislani airspace. Thus, not only was 
Musharraf's life put in jeopardy, but also those of the other 200 people 
on board including a number of Pakistani school children returning 
from a goodwill visit to Sri Lanka. Musharraf contacted his top army 
generals from the air, and decided to take over the reins of pciwer. The 
PIA airliner first landed at Nawabshah in Sindh and then, once Karachi 
Airport had been secured, it flew into Karachi. Most of the commanders 
remained loyal 10 Musharraf and the coup took place without any 
violent dashes with the pro-Nawaz elements. Musharraf claimed that 
the army had been caught completely off guard and that Nawaz had 
acted in complete secrecy (Musharraf2006: 101-40). 

On taking over the government, Musharraf has claimed, he 
discovered that the degree to which the Nawaz government had 
exploited its public: office to amass illicit wealth was beyond his 
comprehension. Except for the highway projects, all the other mega 
schemes were failures and the country was made to pay billions of 
rupees in excessive costs. He extended his criticism to cover the whole 
period of 1988-1999, to cover Benazir's two incomplete terms as prime 
minister, and argued that expenditure on useless projects, to the tune 
of Rs I.I trillion, was Imposed on the nation (Mushurllf2006: 147). 

Nawaz was tried by Pakistan's Anti-Terrorism Courts which, in 2000, 
handed down a life sentence on him for kidnapping, attempted murder, 
hijacking, and corruption-the hijacking charges were based on Nawaz 
allegedly not allowing the plane to land at Karachi. Originally, it was 
rumoured that the death sentence would be passed on him but since 
Nawaz enjoyed considerable goodwill with the Saudi royal family, who 
inter\'ened on his behalf, the court passed a sentence of life 
imprisonment on him. Later, the military government agreed to exile 
him to Saudi Arabia. Nawaz has made the incredible assen.ion that he 



was willing to go to prison but, as a Muslim, being sent to the holy land 
in exile was a blessing he could not refuse and so he accepted that 
option. Nawaz reportedly gave an undertaking that he would abstain 
from politics for the next len years, but he does not mention any such 
deal (Wanaich 2008: 156). 

Lieutenant General Javed Ashraf Qazi made an interesting 
observation about Benazir and Nawaz during an interview with me. He 
said: 

In the 1990s. I was serving in the GHQ !later became chief of ISi). The 
emissaries ofBenazir and Nawaz used to make the rounds at the GHQ with 
a view to cultivating the sympathies of senior officers for themselves and 
againsl the two rivals. I would not say, who used such tactics most but ii was 
cenainly parl of their slrategy to win O\·er senior officers lo their side. 
Whenever they were in office they used the public office to confer favours 
on their sycophants. There was nothing inspiring about them. They made a 
mockery of democracy and responsihle government. 

ISLAMIZATION OF THE ARMED FORCES CONTINUED 

lrrespec1ive of the politica1 vicissitudes attendant upon the civil­
military relations during the two incomplete tenns of both Benazir and 
Nawaz, the process of lslamization of the armed forces, or rather of the 
army, continued unabated. An officia1 publication-Pakisr,m Army 
Green Book: Year of the Commanding Officer 1991-highlights thal the 
Pakistan Army has to be an ideological fighting force, and the ideology, 
science, and art of war that it should follow is to be derived from the 
Quran (Pakistan Army Green &ok 1991 ). Major (Retd.) Agha Humayun 
Amin sent me a copy of The Army Regulations Volume II (Instructions) 
1991, which states in Section 18: 

In UK of stoning 10 death of a mah: con Viel. he will be firmly sc.:ured IO an 
object, whereas for a female convicl a hole or excavation should be dug to 
receive her as deep as her waist. As regards amputation of hand, foot or both, 
ii will be, after medically examining the convict, at the discretion of the 
authorised medical officer lo decide as to the manner in which the .entence 
will be executed (The Anny Regulations 1991: IOM). 



ECTARIAN TERRORISM 

1 the 1990s, Pakistan served as the arma for a thrn-prongtd proxy 
'ar between Iran and Saudi Arabia on the one hand, and Iran and Iraq 
n the other (Ahmed 1998: 176-8). The three rrntin states, whose 
agering wealth was derived from a single natural gift-crude oil­
oured a great dnl of money and propaganda matmals in through their 
~arian and sub-sectuian affiliates in Pakistani society. Gun-toting 
111\ed militias committed atrocities apinst one another and against 
:>mpletcly innocent people. During 1990-2001, 994 people died 
ecause of sectarian tm'Orism-ofthese, 593 were Shias and 388 Sunnis . 
. lso killed in those terrorist incidmts were 44 individuals belonging to 
1c police and other law-enforcing agencies (Rana 2004: 586). The 
,ected governments. while ritually condemning such crimes. proved to 
c helpless and ineffective. 

1ERSECUTION OP HINDUS, CHRISTIANS, AND AHMADI$ 

iith regud to the religious minorities-Hindus, Christians, and 
.hmadis-the period when civilian governments were in power saw a 
1arked increase in terrorist attacks on temples, churches, and 
hmadiyya 'worshipping places' (as the Ahmadis are prohibited from 
sing Islamic nomenclature for their religion and religious practi«s). 
1 1991, the law on blasphemy wu ammded so that life imprisonment, 
s the maximum punishment, was replaced by the death penalty which 
ecame the automatic punishment for individuals 'proved' guilty of 
lasphemy (Ahmed 2011: 90). M a result, several non-Muslims were 
ooked for blasphemy-often on unreliable evidence-found guilty in 
1e lower courts, but then had their aentenccs reduced at the higher 
~I. In some cases, fanatics killed 111ch individuals before their trials 
>Ok place or if they were released. Some were granted humanitarian 
1ylum in the West, and thus could escape with their lives. Incidents of 
,reed conversion and abduction of Hindu and Christian girls were also 
,ported (Ahmed 2002, 57-89). 
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Vicissitudes of the Musharraf Regime 

!::!: ;0as~~e~:rc~-:c~:int~so!::,rn:.h~~~:ii~~=:z 
imposed in the wake of the 1998 nuclear explosions, had bitten deep 
into Pakistan's fragile economic structure. Moreover, during those 
eleven years, any doubts whether or not the ultimate reins of power 
resided in the GHQ had b«n dispelled. There was no doubt that civilian 
authority had suffered considerable atrophy and di inution. 

Internationally, the Kargil episode cast Pakistan in a very bad light; 
the major Western powers began to perceive Pakistan as a pariah state­
personified by Musharraf and his top generals who were perceived as 
irresponsible military commanders whose roguery threatened peace in 
South Asia and beyond. There were hardly any takers for Musharraf's 
claim that the Kargil showdown had, once again, placed the Kashmir 
dispute squarely on the agenda of international politics. Moreover, 
Pakistan dissipated whatever goodwill it had hitherto enjoyed in 
international forums vis-a-vis Kashmir. Thus, initially, the military 
regime was completely isolated in relation to the western powers. In 
fact, the consequences of the Kargil operation were far more damaging 
than anything to date. The United States, and other major Western 
players, began to orient towards India in no uncertain terms. This 
became very apparent when Clinton paid a visit to South Asia in the 
spring of 20CM>: while he 1pent five day, in India, he spent a mere five 
hours in Pakistan. While in Pakistan, he addressed the Pakistani nation 
on television, extolling the virtues of democracy and the rule of law­
but refused to appear on television together with Musharraf. 

THE TEUORIST ATTACKS OF 11 SEPTEMBER 2001 

Since the 1990s, Al-Qaeda had been involved in a number of attacks on 
US targets, including the twin towers of the World Trade Center in 1993 
and US embassies in two East African capitals in 1998. The Afghat 



had had given birth to a number of extremist movements dedicated 
, the revival of the caliphate that had existed till 1924-when the 
tirkish leader Kemal Ataturk abolished the Ottoman caliphate and 
tstead founded a secular•national republic. Internationally, the Hizb 
l·Tahrir had emerged, oddly in London, as the voice ofintemational 
had. In southwest Asia, besides the Taliban, there were the Hizb•e• 
;Jami of Gulbadin Hekmatyar, various Tajik and Uzbek lslamist 
1ovements, Pakistani India-specific groups such as the HuM, LeT, and 
·M, and Shia-specific groups such as the SSP and Lashkar+Jhangvi. 
hey fonned links and networks 1hat finnly connected the extremist 
olilics of Afghanistan and Pakistan. Thousands of foreign warriors 
ere living in the tribal belt. In short, lslamisl extremism had become 
worldwide phenomenon wilh various local, regional, and global 

~endas (Zahab and Roy 2002). 
On 11 September 2001, a number of learns of terrorists hijacked four 

'S commercial aircraft flying to various US cities. Two of the planes 
ere forced to crash into lhe World Trade Center, the third hit the 
entagon, and the fourth-apparently meant to crash into the US 
ongress or even the While House-crashed into fields in a rural 
>unty of Pennsylvania. An estimated 2749 US and foreign citizens were 
1lled, thus constituting the most massive terrorist aUack on US soil. 
he American nation was totally traumatized; leading American 
oliticians and analysts described the outrage as a declaration of war on 
1c United States. In a CNN interview, senior diplomat Richard 
lolbrooke emphasiud that, under international law, the United States 
·as fully justified in retaliating against those who had so brazenly 
reached US security and caused mayhem and death on an 
nprecedented scale. 

The United States immediately blamed Al•Qaeda. lnitia1ly, Al•Qaeda 
enied any involvement but, when inculpating evidence began to be 
neanhed and some of lo operatives were arre■tcd and confe11ed their 
1volvement, Osama bin Laden decided to change tactics. In a video 
lip that was released by AJ.Qaeda, bin Laden claimed responsibility for 
1e attacks; he even tried to prove that, as an engineer, he had worked 
ut the impact of the planes hitting the World Trade Center: so that it 
•ould be of sufficient intensity to bring the two towers crumbling down 
ke a house of cards. In the Muslim world in general, and in Pakistan 
1 particular, conspiracy theories did a roaring business as so•called 
1tpens, tall..shows pundits, and hosts wove bizarre theories of the Bush 
clministration, the CIA, the Israeli Mossad, international Jewry, and 



cunning Hindus conspiring to create grounds for a major assault on 
Islam and Muslims. Within 1he United States, too. conspiracy theories 
were spun that sugges1ed a sinister insider job ordered by the Bush­
Cheney-Rumsfeld trio to prepare a basis for capturing Middle Eastern 
oil wells. Later, Saudi Arabia admitted that, of the 19 hijackers, IS were 
Saudi citizens. The Americans a1so provided detailed information on 
some of the terrorists who had received training at flying clubs and 
schools. The conspiracy theories, however, persisted and proliferated. 

THE US ATTACK ON AFGHANISTAN 

On 12 September, Secretary of State Colin Powell called President 
Musharraf, who was in Karachi at the time. The latter has narrated: 

The next morning I was chairing an important ml'eting at the Gm•ernor's 
Houso: when my military secro:tary told me that the VS secretary of state, 
Colin Powd\, was on the phone. I saiJ I would call hack later, bu1 he insisted 
that I come out of the mn·ting and take the call. Powell was 4uite candid, 
'You arc ci1hcrwilh us or against us' 1 look this as a blatant ultimatum. 
\'•/hen I was hack in l~lamabaJ the no:xt da)', our Jir«-tor-gcnc'ral of ln1er 
Scr\'iccs Intelligence (General Mahmud), who happened to he in 
Washington, told me on thl' phone aliout his mttting with the US deputy 
secretary of state, RicharJ Anmtagc. ln what has to be the most undiplomatic 
statement ever made, Armitage adJed to what Colin Powell had s.aid to me 
and tolJ the director-gcrn:ral nut only that we had tu decide whether we were 
,,dth America or ""ith the terrorists, hut that if we chose' the terrorists, then 
we ~houlJ he prcrarcd to be liomhi::d hack to the Stone Age. This was a 
shocking harcfa..:ed threat, hut it was olivious thal the lJS had decided to hil 
hack, and hit hack hard (Musharraf 2006: 201 ). 

Armitage confirmed that the conversation had taken place, but denied 
using the threat of military action. At any rate, M:usharraf asserted that 
he made a dispassionate, "military-style' analysis and concluded that 
Pakistan stood no chance-militarily, economically, or otherwise-to 
survive an all-out attack by the US. The next day, the US ambassador 
to Pakistan, Wendy Chamberlin, brought a set of seven demands. 
According to Musharraf (2006: 200-5), these were: 

I. Stop Al-Qaeda operatives al the Pakistan border and prevent all 
supply of weapons and logistica1 support to Bin Laden. 



2. Provide the US with access to Pakistani airspace to conduct 
military and intelligence operations. 

3. Provide to the US territorial access to all allied military 
intelligence against the perpetrators of terrorism, including access 
to Pakistan's naval ports, air bases, and stratf'gic locations on 
borders. 

4. Provide the US immediately with intelligence, immigration 
information, and databases, and internal security information to 
prevent the terrorists from committing further such crimes. 

5. Continue to publicly condemn the terrorists and curb aU domestic 
expressions of support (for terrorism) against the US, its friends, 
or its allies. 

6. Cut off all supply of fuels to the Taliban and prevent recruitment 
from Pakistan. 

7. Should the evidence strongly implicate Osama bin Laden and the 
Al-Qaeda network in Afghanistan and the Taliban continue to 
harbour him and his network, Pakistan should break off 
diplomatic relations with the Taliban government and assist in the 
destruction of Osama Bin Laden and his network. 

Musharraf has claimed that he rejected the second and third demands 
as they jeopardized Pakistani security. What was offered was a narrow 
flight corridor that was far from any sensitive areas. Mouover, they were 
granted limited access, for logistics and aircraft recovery, to only two 
bases-Shamsi in Balochistan and Jacobabad in Sindh. These ba.ses 
could not be used to launch anacks. Therefore, no 'blanket permission' 
was given for anything. 'The rest of the demands we could live with. I 
am happy thal the US govemmenl accepted our counterproposals 
without any fuss,' the general concluded (Musharraf 2006: 206). 

After a meeting with his top generaJs the next day, on 13 September, 
Mu1harraf issued I statement in which he said, among other things: 

I wish to assure Presklent Bush 'and the US government of our unstinted 
cooperation in the 6ght againsl terrorism .... We regard terrorum as an evil 
that threatens the world community .... Concerted international effort is 
needed to fight terrorism in all fonns and manifeslatlons .... Pakistan has 
been enending cooperation to international efforts to combat terrorism in 
the past and will conlinue lo do so {Jain 2007a: 167). 

On 19 September, Musharnf addressed the Pakistani nation. Beginning 
with a condemnation of the terrorist attacks and condolences for the 



bereaved families, he informed the people that the Americaris were 
greatly angered by the attacks and were going to retaliate, and that their 
first and foremost targets were Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda as well 
as the Taliban for giving them refuge. He also mentioned that, fOI' a long 
time, the US had been demanding the extradition of Osama bin Laden 
and his associates, for the earlier attacks on US embassies and penonnel 
in other parts of the world. The war on terror was going to be a 
protracted one. The Americans were not calling it a war on Islam or on 
the people of Afghanistan; it was a war on terrorists (Musharraf, 19 
September 2001). Musharraf stated, further, that Pakistan had been 
contacted to help the campaign in three ways-with intelligence and 
information, permission to use Pakistani airspace, and general logistical 
support. The US was going to launch a concerted campaign with the 
help of a UN Security Council resolution; it enjoyed the support of the 
UN General Assembly as well. Musharraf added that many Islamic 
countries had supported the UN resolution. He then went on to 
describe the internal situation in Pakistan as having been criticaJ, and 
the worse it had been since 1971 when the eastern wing seceded, further 
stating that a most serious threat was posed to Pakistan's strategic 
nuclear assets and the cause of Kashmir. Musharraf then referred to 
Indian designs: 

They [Indians] offered all their military facilities to the US. They have 
offered without hesitation all their facilities, all their ha51,.-s and full logistic 
suppon. They want to enter inlo an alliance with the US and get Pakistan 
dedared a terrorist state. They want 10 harm our strategic assets (nudear 
assets) and the Kashmir cause (ibid.). 

It is to be noted that Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee did offer full 
cooperation to the United States, including landing facilities and use of 
its airspace. Had Pal<lstan refused to cooperate, and India become a key 
player in the 'war on terror; II would have greatly jeopardized Pakistan's 
security. Yet, the reference to India-as the main beneficiary at the 
expense of Pakistan-was not enough to placate the Pakistani people 
who had been told, time and again, that the Taliban and Al-Qaeda were 
the embodiment of the spirit of jihad and Islamic valour. Consequently, 
Musharraf decided to embellish his address with populist rhetoric that 
would make cooperation with the Americans justifiable in lslamic 
terms. He referred to pristine Islamic history, and examples of the 
Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) making pragmatic compromises in the 



larger interest of Islam, thereby suggesting that working with the US 
did not constitute an act of cowardice but, rather, the best way to 
safeguard the security of the country from external threats and preserve 
the country's slrategic nuclear and missile assets as well as the Kashmir 
cause. 

On 7 October 2001, the United States, the UK, and the Afghan 
Northern Alliance jointly launched Operation Enduring Freedom, 
seeking to oust the Taliban regime and destroy Al-Qaeda. The Taliban 
had refused 10 hand the Al-Qaeda leaders over to the Americans, 
1hough they expressed a willingness to do so to an impartial court set 
up in a neutral country. The Americans announced that they would 
remove the Taliban from power and, instead, help a democratic 
government come to power in Afghanistan. Operation Enduring 
Freedom proved to be highly successful in its initial phases. The 
relentless aerial bombing proved 100 overwhelming; the Taliban 
decamped, rather quickly, from Kabul on 13 November and the 
Sorthern Alliance took over. In December 200 I, an International 
Security Assistance Force (ISAF) was established by the UN Security 
Council with a mandate to secure Kabul and its surrounding areas. Its 
command, on 11 August 2003, was assumed by NATO. ISAF included 
troops from many countries, with the NATO members providing the 
core of the force. American, British. and Northern AJliance troops were 
assigned combat roles. 

Meanwhile, the United States had been applying the proverbial 'stick 
and carrot' strategy to Pakistan. The stick was, of course, the threat that 
Musharraf had talked about. The carrot was put on display at a press 
conference jointly presented by Musharraf and Secretary of State Colin 
Powell in Islamabad on 16 October. Musharraf emphasized the need to 
help the Afghans establish a durable peace and to provide assistance to 
Pakistan with the repatriation of the millions of Afghan refugees from 
Pakistan. Fnr hi~ part. Powell nb,erved, 'PrHident Bush has lifted a 
number of sanctions to allow us to resume cooperation with Pakistan. 
We have also helped reschedule S479 million in Pakistan's bilateral debt 
and voted for new IMF loans' (Jain 2007a: 169). 

Further major concessions followed in a statement by Richard 
Boucher, spokesman for the State Department, on 31 October 2001: 

President Bush signed into law a hill lhal aulhorizcs him 10 waive sanclions 
against Pakistan lhrough fiscal year 2003. It is the Cmal stage in easing 
unctions imposed nn Islamabad after the 1999 military coup led hy Genera] 
Pervez Musharraf. Prcsidenl Bush has already exercised his authority to end 



prohibitions imposed under the Glenn Amendment (nuclear tatina), the 
Pressler Ammdment (possession of a nudear device) and the Symington 
Amendmcn1 (uranium enrichment). (Ibid, 170-1) 

Boucher further elaborated that economic: assistance was going to 
inaease dramatic:ally. The US would provide USSI billion. Several more 
billions would follow from international aid orpniz.alions. Pakistan was 
also going to receive help in boosting its exports. More suc:h statements 
followed when Musharraf and Bush met in New York on IO NOftfflber 
2001. 

DEVELOPMENTALJSM WITHIN A NEO-LIBERAL MAUET 

ECONOMY FRAMEWORK 

On taking over power in October I 999, Mwharraf had assumed the 
position of 'Chief Executive'. Suc:h a description, of the highest political 
office, was devised by the veteran jurist Sharifuddin Pirz.ada who, in the 
past, had advised fonner governments on how to brow-beat c:alls for 
democracy and people's power with clever legal subterfuge. Musbarraf 
tried to build a popular basis for his government by focusing his 
attention on a revival of the economy, notwithstanding the continuing 
constrictions imposed by the US sanctions regime. Taking his cue from 
Ayub and Zia, he wisely decided to hire technocrats who enjoyed a 
benign reputation as competent economists and bankers. He has 
written, in his memoir, that the basic criterion for choosing his team of 
economic: and financial advisers was that their reputation should not be 
tarrushed by a notoriety for corruption. Consequently, the team of 
tec:hnoc:rats chosen included an international banker, Shaukat Aziz. who 
was made the fmance minister; the govemonhip of the State Bank of 
Pakislan was given to lshrat Husain; Rauak Dawood, a scion of the 
le-ading industrialist Dawood family, was appointed as 1he- commeru 
minister; and Tariq Ikram was appointed as the head of the E.l:port 
Promotion Bureau. Musharraf has claimed that his team of o:pertl 
gre-atly boosted economic dnelopment, especially exports. 

Fee-ling confident that his government had received a po,itive 
response from the people, Mwharraf appointed himself president of 
Pakistan on 20 June 2001. When this move was challenged in the courts, 
he responded by issuing an order requiring the judges to twear 
allegiance to military rule. Some refused and resigned, but others 
complied. The impact of the controversial self-appointment, aod its 



VICISSITUDES OF THE MUSHARJlA.f REGIME 

validation by the Supreme Court, was rendered somewhat less braun 
as the Supreme Court ordered Musharraf lo hold national elections by 
I 2 October 2002. 

CIVILIANIZATION OP MILITARY RULE 

In the meanwhile, pro-Musharraf politicians had bun preparing the 
ground for the civilianization of military rule-a tradition that was also 
rooted in Pakistan's politica1 history-which was achined with the 
establishment of the Pakistan Muslim League-Quaid-i-Azam (PML-Q) 
prior to the elections of 2002. It was a right-of-centre party to which 
supporters of General Zia, and breakaway members of Nawaz Sharif's 
PML-N, flocked. PML-Q quickJy became known as the King's Party. For 
the next step, in gaining a greater anchorage in society, the government 
arranged a referendum for 30 April 2002-to seek approval, from the 
people, to extend Musharraf's rule for five years after the October 
elections. According to the Government estimate, 1he turnout for 1he 
referendum was 70 per cent; around 98 per cent of the counted votes 
backed General Musharraf continuing in office. The opposition, on the 
other hand, claimed that not more than 5 per cent of the electorate had 
bothered to vote. The Human Rights Commis.sion of Pakistan (HRCP) 
reported some flagrant abuses: it alleged that, in some instances, 
multiple voting took place and state employees were pressurized to cast 
their \'Oles. Such criticism was dismissed by the government as 
irrelevant, as it proclaimed that popular legiti ization of the Musharraf 
regime had been achieved. 

To consummate the process of 'legitimization: general elections were 
held in October as announced. A number of qualifications and 
modifications were introduced in the election system: for example, the 
separate electorates that Zia had instituted were abolished and the 
religiou1 minori1ie1 voled as pan of 1he general voters: seats were 
reserved for religious minorities and women in 1he legislatures­
moreover, the new rules required thal all political parties nominated 
religious minorities and women for the reserved seats; convicted people 
were barred from taking part in the election; the age limit for voting 
was lowered to 18 years from 21 years; an educational bar was 
introduced-only candidates holding a bachelor's degree could contest 
elections-which directly affected some politicians who did not have a 
university degree. More than 70 parties 100k part in the elections. The 
two main oppositional leaders, Nawaz Sharif and Benazir Bhutto. were 



both lhi.ng in exile at that time. Their parties took part in the elections 
as the Pakistan Peoples Party Parliamentarians (PPPP) and PML-N, 
respectively. An alliance of six religious parties, known as the Munahida 
Majlis-e-Amal (MMA), and the MQM were the other major contestants. 

No party won an overall majority. Not surprisingly, the PML-Q won 
most seats in the National Assembly-126 in a house of 342. The PPPP 
secured 81 seats. while the PML-N-from which many of the leaden 
had decamped and joined the PML-Q-did bad]y, winning only 19 
seats. An unexpectedly large number of seats were won by the religious 
alliance known as Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal. It won 63 seats, emerging 
as the third largest party in the National Assembly. The MMA 
performed weU as it cashed in on popular sentiment opposing Pakistan's 
partnership with the United States in the so-called, war on terror. The 
MMA received a clear-cut majority in NWFP, while it formed a 
coalition government in Balochistan. In Punjab, the PML-N formed the 
government, while a coalition government was formed in Sindh as no 
party had won a complete majority. The turnout was 4 I .8 per cent. 

On the federal level, the PML-Q fanned a majority coalition with 
the support of the MQM and independents. However, the government 
was paralysed for a long time as the MMA was opposed to Pakistan's 
continuation in the US-led alliance, which it saw as inimical to Islam 
and pious Muslims. Musharraf surmounted the obstacles being created 
by the MMA by making a deal with them in December 2003-if their 
legislators would support him to muster the two-thirds majority he 
required to pass the Seventeenth Amendment, which retroactively 
legalized his 1999 coup, he would leave the army by 21 December 2004. 
However, he reneged on his deal with 1he MMA and had a bill passed 
that allowed him to keep the post of president as well as of chief of army 
staff. 

Having urned himself with constitulional provisions that rendered 
his position more or leas unaauilable, Mulfflarra£ went on to induct 
military personnel in ever-increasing numbers into the civil 
administration. This resulted in men from the armed forces manning 
some 300 senior posts in government and semi-government institutions. 
Local government reforms, popularized as devolution of power, wett 
introduced by Lieutenant General Tanvir Naqvi, chairman M the 
National Reconstruction Bureau, in 2000. These reforms reduced the 
powers of the linchpin of the old order, the depury commissioner. The 
elec1ed nazim became the chief in the district. However, critics noted 
that new local elite that came into being were dependent on the federal 
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government. Moreover, political parties suffered as a consequence, 
because elections were based on biradari ties and other ethnic factors 
rather than political ideology. In other words, devolution helped the 
federal government circumvent the strictures of federalism and created 
a class of local power-wielders who were directly dependent on it 
(Dn-olution in Pakistan 2004). 

In any event, the type of political leadership that emerged in the 
Pakistani frderation was that of an overbearing president armed with a 
number of constitutional amendments and supported by a loyalist party, 
the PML-Q, who began to assert his power as a moderate Muslim leader. 
This did not apply to the NWFP, where the pro-Taliban MMA 
introduced repressive Islamic laws that prescribed segregalion and 
imposed a ban on entertainment such as music and films. lslamist 
reforms were less acceptable in Balochistan where the Baloch leaders 
were opposed to them. On the whole, the Taliban and other extremists 
exploited the favourable milieu that existed in the NWFP as a result of 
the MMA go\·ernment. This helped Al-Qaeda and the Taliban ensconce 
themselves firmly in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) 
and, in the longer run, in the Balochistan capilal, Quetta. 

PAKISTAN-INDIA RELATIONS 

The most dramatic change in Musharraf's political posturing was in 
relation to India. A super hawk, who had dared to provoke a military 
showdown with India that many feared could result in full-fledged war, 
became a peacenik willing to seek reconciliation with India and a win­
win settlement of the Kashmir dispute. Such a change of heart was the 
result of a dispassionate military calculation that the liberation of 
Kashmir, through warfare, was a non-starter (Musharraf 2006: 297). 
Presumably, the US also encouraged him to resume dialogue with India 
ae ii did not w11n1 any di.traction& in iu bid IO d•fe111 AI-Q11.Nla and ill 
Taliban supporters. The breakthrough came when a massive earthquake 
hit the Indian state of Gujarat. Musharraf rang up Vajpayee to offer his 
sympathy and Pakistani relief goods and other help. That broke the ice; 
Vajpayee invited hi to Agra for talks. Musharraf went to India, visited 
his ancestral home in Delhi, and charmed Indian audiences with his 
off-the-cuff repartee and other graces. Then, both met in Agra amid 
great media hype about a breakthrough. I watched the events on 
television from afar in Stockholm, through BBC, CNN, and the Indian 
Zee TV. Musharraf has recorded: 



We hl11,an our formal Jialogue on the muming or July 16, 2001. What 
followed was initially quite encouraging, hut enJed on a Jisappoinling notl' 
Ou ring two prolongL·J mteracllons, hefore anJ after lunch, mitially one-on 
une hut then /Oint•d hy our rcspcctl\'C foreign ministers, we Jrafted a joint 
Jedaralion. This Jeclaration cont.iineJ a conJemnat10n o( tcrromm and 
recognition that the d1spule n\'Cr Kashmir needed resolullnn in order to 
impro\·e hilateral relations. The signing ccn·mony was ~cheJulcd for the 
afternoon in Lhe Hold JP. Palace where Prime Minister Va,rayee was staying 
and where we had hdd our dialogue. Preparations in 1hr hotel wer1;: 
complete, down to the talilr and two chairs where we would sit for the : 
signing c1;:remony. Thl· hotel staff and all the delegates were truly 
exuberant. We were approaching the chmax uf uur \'JSII Instead, it wa., 
an anlidimax, when after hardy an hour m)' foreign minister and foreign 
secretary mforml•d me that the Indians had hacked out. ! could not heliL·vc 
my cars. "Whal could that he? Why?' I asked. 

The cahmt·t has rewcteJ 11, sir: was the answer. 
"\\'h1ch cahinl·t1 " I a~ked There 1s no c.ihinet in Agra.' I became very 

angry. and my impul.~e ,...as lo leave for Islamabad immediately. The twn 
diplomats cooled me dnwn, askmg for some time to try a redraft I allowed 
1!. and rductantly cancelled my evening visit to Ajmer Shari[ 

fhr redrafting took another two or three hours of intense haggling over 
words and sentence~. Aul uh1matel) my team returned, ~ignalling success 
l"ht·y showed me the nl'W draft, which I appro\·ed. I though! 11 still carried 
the e~sence of what we ,..,anted. except that now the language was different 
l"hl'f returntd to the othl·r hotel to m.tkl' fair copies of the draft. 1 assureJ 
my wife. saymg that the 'Agra dedaralmn' "''ould he the headline~ the next 
Jar 

Yet this too was not to he. lust .i~ I was ahout to leave for th<' signing 
ceremony I recc1\·ed a me~~age that the lndi,ms had hacked down again. Thi, 
was preposterous. I sent a message to the media that I would hold a pres, 
conference .it the hotel. I later found that this was dir.allowed. No one from 
the meJia was allowed lo enter either V.iJpa)'cl•'s hotel or mim·. :-.n much for 
thl' fretdom of expression m 'the largest democracy m the world· (.\lu.Ji.uraf 
2006 29fl-99) 

On 15 December 2008, accompanied by Colonel (Retd.) Aslam Cheema, 
I had a long conversation with General Pervez Musharraf at his 
residence. Musharraf recalled his meetings with both Vajpayee and later 
Manmohan Singh, noting that both the Indian prime ministers were 
keen lo de\'elop a friendly relationship with Pakistan but that the Indian 
poht1ca] system severely constrained their ability to make decisions on 
contentious foreign policy matters, of which Kashmir was probably the 
most sens1t1\'e. Musharraf's ohser\'ations seem reasonable as there is no 
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doubt that hawks on the Indian side had conspired to subvert the 
normalization of relations between the two rivals. Rwnoun were that 
Home Minister LK. Advani and Information and Broadcasting Minister 
Sushma Swaraj, both representing the powerful right-wing of the BJP, 
were opposed to any concession to Pakistan that recognized that 
Kashmir was an international dispute. 

FURTHER ESTRANGEMENT 

The downhill trend that set in after Agra received further momentum 
when, on I October, a terrorist attack took place on the Kashmir 
Assembly in Srinagar-the capital of Indian-administered Kashmir­
resulting in several fatalities. The US, the European Union (EU), Japan 
and many other states condemned the attack. It was a distraction that 
the Americans found most annoying as they prepared for their punitive 
mission against the Taliban. Much worse was to follow a few weeks later 
when, on 13 December, armed militants tried to break into the Indian 
Parliament with the intention of ta.king some of the members hostages 
(Hoodbhoy 2006: 160). Five gunmen rode into Parliament House in a 
car carrying 'Home Ministry' and 'Parliament' plates and credentials, 
got out of the vehicle, and began firing their weapons. The guards and 
security personnel shot back. One of the militants was shot dead while 
his four colleagues were captured. Five policemen, a parliament security 
guard, and a gardener were killed, and 18 others were injured. No 
member of parliament or the government was hurt. The whole 
operation was seen on television screens and, thus, flashed across the 
world. India accused Pakistan of being behind the attacks, although the 
Pakistan government strongly denied any hand in the operation and 
strongly condemned it. 

Suddenly, South Asia seemed headed for another major armed 
o:onOict between the two riv■h. India di1p■tched hundreds of 
thousands of troops to the roughly 2000 miles India-Pakistan border, 
including the Line of Control in Kashmir. Pakistan followed suit. 
More than a million soldien were amassed on both sides of the border 
(Yusuf 2006: 18). I remember watching General Musharraf on 
television, assuring the Pakistani nation that the armed forces of 
Pakistan were prepared to defend Pakistan by all means. In his address. 
he famously remarked 'Pakistan Islam ka Qila hai' (Pakistan is a fortress 
of Islam). Such rhetoric apart, there was no doubt that a war between 
India and Pakistan would carry disastrous consequences. Once again, 



the possibility of a nuclear exchange taking place between the two 
upstart neighbours, in case the conflict escalated, loomed large. As a 
result, international pressure increased enormously on the lwo states to 
withdraw from their standoff. However, India refused to do so as long 
as Pakistan supported what it described as cross-border terrorism. The 
standoff was eventually defused through pressure from the US, which 
dispatched several high-level officials to Delhi and Islamabad (Bidwai 
2006: 54). Moreover, the US exerted intense pressure on Pakistan to 
forgo its support of militant groups (Cohen 2006: 91). Other major 
players, such as Britain, Japan, and the EU, also pressured Pakistan to 
change course. 

MusHARRAP ANNOUNCES CHANGES IN 

KASHMIR POLICY 

Such cumulative pressure proved too overwhelming. In an address to 
the Pakistani nation on 12 January 2002, Musharraf made a complete 
break with Kashmiri militancy and unlinked Pakistan from global 
fundamentalist Islam. He stated: 

The Kashmir problem needs 10 be resolved by dialasue and peaceful means 
in accordance wilh the wishes of the Kashmiri people and the UN 
resolutions. We have to find the solution of this dispute. No organization 
will be allowed to indulge in lcrrorism in the name of Kashmir. We condemn 
the terrorist acts of I I September, I October and 13 December. Anyone 
found involved in any lerrorisl ut would be dealt with sternly. Strict action 
will be taken against any Pakistani individual, group or organization found 
involved in terrorism within or outside the counlry. Our behaviour must 
always be in accordance with internalional nonns (Jain 2007a: 174) 

He informed the nation about his relentless efforts, even sinct he took 
power, to promote moderation-Including a ban, Imposed in June 2001, 
on sectarian organizations such as lhe militant Sunni Sipah-c-Sahaba 
Pakistan (SSP), Lashk.ar-e-Jhangvi, and their Shia adversary Sipah-e­
Mohammad. But, he noted that sectarian terrorism continued to wreck 
the lives o( innocent Pakistanis, including doctors (the SSP and Laskhar­
e-Jhangvi targeted Shia doctors in particular), and emphasized that 
extremist organizations would be crushed. Accordingly, he extended the 
ban on such organizations to the two main militant organizaticm active 
in Indian-administered Kashmir and India, the Jaish-e-Muhammad and 
the Lashkar•e-Tayyaba (ibid., 174-5). Banning the two Kashmir-specific 
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mililant groups was a major break with the policy of his, and earlier, 
governments of describing militants involved in Indian-administered 
Kashmir as freedom fighters. For years, after Friday prayers, donations 
had bttn collected from the pious to support jihad in Kashmir. To 
describe such organizations as terrorist entities was, therefore, 
disorienting and perplexing for the people of Pakistan. 

More deviations followed in the long address that had been prepared 
with a view to projecting Pakistan as a modem Muslim state based on 
a moderate, tolerant interpretation of Islam. After nearly half a century 
of suppression by successive governments, Jinnah's 11 August 1947 
speech was resurrected; Musharraf alluded to it to assert that Pakistan 
was meant to be a progressive Muslim state that granted equal rights to 
all its citiz.ens. Later, in an address to Muslim clerics on 18 January, he 
spelt out a tolerant, non-divisive approach to Islam, appealing to Islamic 
solidarity and compassion and debunking extremism and violence. He 
urged the ultma to help him disseminate a humane and tolerant image 
of Islam, derived from Sufi traditions (Musharraf, 18 January 2002). 
However, a rider to moderation was introduced in his public addresses. 
He dispelled speculation that Pakistan might become a secular state, 
and rejected suggestions by US congressmen that the law passed by the 
Pakistan National Assembly in 1974 expunging the Ahmadiyya 
community from the fold of Islam should be rescinded. Moreover, he 
stated categorically that the Hudood and blasphemy laws were an 
intrinsic part of the Pakistani constitution and would remain in force, 
but measures would be taken to ensure that they were not used in an 
arbitrary manner (Kaniran 2002). 

MISCELLANEOUS ACTIONS 

Musharraf introduced some progressive changes. The system of separate 
electorate• wu aboliahcd. The minoriliea became free lo conteat any 
seat in any of the elected assemblies. Seats were reserved for non­
Muslims in the national and provincial legislatures and local bodies. All 
the political parties, including the lslamist parties, were required to 
nominate non-Muslims as their candidates for the reserved seats 
(Ahmed 201 Ia: 96). Moreover, the rape law introduced by Zia was 
reformed. Under the protection of the Women Act, 2006, rape was 
removed from the Hudood offenses and brought under the Pakistan 
Penal Code. What this meant was that the requirement of four male 
witnesses, to establish guilt, was removed. The new law permitted 



i;onviction on the basis of forensk u well u circumstantial evidence; 
cvidcn« given by the victim and other females was d«lattd admissible 
(Ahmed 2011b, 115-6). 

The annual SAARC summit had not been held since 1998 bcausc 
of the Kargi.l mini-war. But, when it was finally held in January 2002 in 
Kathmandu, Musharraf made another effort to improve relations with 
India. When he met Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpay« at the Summit, 
Musharraf walbd up to Vajpaytt and offered his hand; Vajpayee 
r«:iprocated, but after some hesitation. Vajpay«, then, decided lo 
attend the next SAARC summit in Islamabad in 2004. M a result, the 
Islamabad Declaration was signed committing both sides to engage in 
a multi-fueled composite dialogue to normalize relations betw«n their 
nations and usher in an era of mutually-beneficial interaction. However, 
the BJP suffered a surprise defeat in the Indian general elections; and 
so. the momentum that had gathered was dissipated and a new start had 
to be made. That took some lime. Musharraf's interaction with Prime 
Minister Manmohan Singh of the Congress Party proved to be equally 
congenial, and the Pakistani president noted that the Indian prime 
minister was equally keen to normalize relations with Pakistan. The two 
met in Delhi where Musharraf had arrived, on Singh's invitation, to 
attend a one-day India-Pakistan cricket match-which served as an 
opportunity for the two leaders to discllSI the Kashmir issue. Both 
agreed that there wu a need to find a solution 'outside the box'. 

Musharrafhas noted, 'The prime minister did say that he «111Jd not 
agree to any redrawing of borders, while I said I could not agrtt to 
ac«pting the Line of Control u permanent' (Musharraf 2006: 301). 
Further meetings took place in New York in September 2005, when 
Musbarraf invited Singh to visit Pakistan, whidl the Indian prime 
minister attepted. However, the visit did not take place. Musharnf 
believed that while Singh seemed sincere and willing to resolve the 
Kaahmir dispute, the Indian establiahment wu not. He hu noted, 'I 
think the Indian establishment-the bureaucrats, diplomats, and 
inteWgence agencies and perhaps even the military-has gotten the 
better of him' (ibid., 302). 

In his overall observations on a just solution of the Kashmir ctispute, 
Musharraf presented a four-poinl framework. Point one identified five 
geographk regions constituting the historia.lly undivided Jammu and 
Kashmir State. The Pakistani-administered Kashmir consisted of the 
Northern Areas and Azad Kashmir, and the lndian-adminisaued 
Kashmir of thru regions, namely Jammu, Kashmir Valley, and Ladakh. 



All five regions should be placed on the table for negotiations. Point 
two required demilitarization of the five parts and the curbing of 
militancy. Point three required the introduction of genuine self­
govemment to those five regions. The fina1 point was a proposal for a 
joint management mechanism comprising Pakistanis, Indians, and 
Kashmiris who would oversce self-governance and deal with residua] 
subjects (ibid., 303). 

Musharraf described such ideas as personal and not officia1, but one 
can safely infer that he spoke on behalf of the Pakistani establishment­
which enjoyed greater notoriety than the Indians when it came to 
resolving the Kashmir issue. In subsequent pronouncements, Musharraf 
offered further concessions. He said that Pakistan would be willing to 
adopt a more flexible attitude on the Line of Control in Kashmir. On 
the other hand, the Indians were slow in responding to the Pakistani 
peace overtures in equa1 measure. However, in 2006, Prime Minister 
Manmohan Singh expressed a desire to sign a 'treaty of peace, security 
and friendship' with Pakistan (Ahmed, 6 January 2007). During much 
of 2007, progress on the peace question remained suspended as political 
turmoil within Pakistan demanded the allention of the Pakistan 
government; India decided 10 remain a1oof. 

Some significant improvement look place between the two countries 
in trade and communications. A weekJy bus service between Delhi and 
Lahore was inaugurated when Vajpayee paid bis historic visit to Lahore 
in 1999. The service continued, even during the Kargil showdown, until 
it was suspended after the attacks on the Indian Parliament on 13 
December 200 I. It was revived in 2003 when bilateral relations 
improved; it was followed by a weekly bus service between the capitals 
of the two Kashmirs-Srinagar and Muzaffarabad-in April 2005, 
bttwcen Amritsar and Lahore in January 2006, and bttwcen Lahore and 
the Sikh holy shrine of Nankana Sahib in March 2006. There was a 
substantial lncreaac: ln bilateral lradc: between the: two nalion• in 
2006-2007-an increase of88 per cent to the tune of US$1.6 billion­
which was envisaged to grow to S2.7 billion in 2007, but suffered a 
decline because of the political turmoil in Pakistan that greatly 
weakened Musharraf's standing. On the other hand, both sides 
continued to modernize and develop their missile programmes, thus 
acquiring greater range and accuracy in their killing power in case of 
war. 



ACTION AGAINST ABDUL QADEER KHAN 

The United States which, by then, had begun to provide huge economic 
and military aid to Pakistan, pressured Musharraf to rein in A.Q. Khan 
and his nuclear proliferating cohorts. When, in December 2003, Libya 
announced that it was abandoning its nuclear weapons programme­
which it admitted it had been pursuing with clandestine Pakistani 
assistance-the Pakistani government's persistent blanket denials of 
such involvement were no longer tenabk Suddenly, evidence mounted 
of illicit nuclear weapons technology transfers, not only to Libya but 
also to Iran, North Korea, and other countries. Musharraf, who was 
compelled to order an investigation into A.Q. Khan's activities, took the 
rather incredulous stance that even if there had been wrongdoing, it had 
occurred without the knowledge or approval of 1he government of 
Pakistan (Musharraf 2006: 447-50). However, critics noted that virtually 
all A.Q. Khan's overseas travels-to Iran, Libya, North Korea, Niger, 
Mali, and the Middle East-were by official Pakistan go\'ernment 
aircraft, and he was often accompanied by senior members of the 
Pakistani nuclear establishment. 

In January 2004, A.Q. Khan was interrogated by Pakistani 
investigators. On 25 January 2004, the authorities reported that A.Q. 
Khan, and another high-ranking officer, had provided unauthorized 
technical assistance to Iran's nuclear weapons programme in the late 
1980s and early 1990s, allegedly in exchange for tens of millions of 
dollars. It was also reported lhat ex-COAS, General Mirza Aslam Beg, 
was implicated in the illicit nuclear trade with Iran (John 2007: 174). 
On 31 January, A.Q. Khan was dismissed from his post as the Science 
Adviser to the President of Pakislan. On 4 February, he appeared on 
national television and confessed to running a proliferation ring. The 
neXI day, Musharraf pardoned him (Musharraf 2006: 289-94). Although 
he was put under house arrest, US pleas to permit its experts to 
interrogate him were rejected. 

MISCELLANEOUS FOREIGN POLICY INITIATIVES 

Musharraf dared to challenge some other orthodox features of Pakistani 
fottign policy that incensed right-wing forces in Pakistani politics. 
Traditionally, Pakistan had been at the forefront in the support (or the 
Palestinians, which had led to open hostility towards Jews and Israel. 
Musharraf decided to forgo such a confrontational posture because, 



according to him, it served no useful purpose. He issued a statement 
that if Israel agreed 10 the establishment of a Palestinian state, acceptable 
to the Palestinians, Pakistan could consider recognizing Israel. That 
pronouncement received a positive response from the American Jews 
who had invited Musharraf to address the American Jewish Congress 
in New York. Before that happened, the Pakistan foreign minister had 
met his Israeli counterpart in Istanbul on I September 2005. A few days 
later, on 17 September, Musharraf addressed the American Jewish 
Congress. His sp«eh was well-received as it presented a strong case for 
the two-stale solution that would entail recognition of Israel by the 
Muslim nations (ibid., 305). Domestically, such statements did not 
register well because Musharraf was also seen on television screens 
going forward to shake hands with Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, 
a man held in great contempt for conniving at the massacre of 
Palestinians by Christian militias in the refugee camps of Sabra and 
Shatila in Lebanon in I 982. 

THE ADVENT OF TERRORIST ATTACKS IN PAKISTAN 

For the lslamists, super hawks, and ultra-nationalists. Musharraf had 
forfeited his claim to be a patriot the day he meekly joined hands with 
George W. Bush to wage war against Al-Qaeda and the Taliban­
ironically, Musharraf had disparaged Nawaz Sharif in a similar manner 
when the latter had relented, without any resistance, to Bill Clinton's 
advice that the Kargil conflict end and Pakistan vacate territory on the 
Indian side of the Loe. This time round, Musharraf was perceived as a 
traitor to not only Pakistan but also to Islam and the Muslim Umma. 
As already noted, Taliban and Al-Qaeda leaders and cadres had taken 
refuge in the tribal areu, known as the Federally Administered Tribal 
Areas (FATA), and, from their inaccessible hideouts in the difficult 
moun1ainou• terrain, 1he-y l>epn to undie-rtake terrorist missions in 
Pakistan. Moreover, the lslamists had served in the Pakistani state 
apparatuses as well, especially the intelligence and armed services. 
Despite attempts to weed them out, they continued to escape detention: 
those who had retired continued to be part of the networks that were 
sympathetic to the extremists. And so, a fairly widespread clandestine 
support base existed that assisted terrorists commit crimes in Pakistan. 
Terrorism on Pakistani soil raised its ugly head soon after 9/1 I. 

Nevertheless, Musharraf continued to enjoy the loyalty of the armed 
forces or, rather, the key corps commanders without whose help a 



successful coup could not be mounted. Equally, in spite of the rogue 
elements, the ISi and other intelligence services. as well as the PML-Q 
and his other allies, continued to provide him with the necessary 
support to maintain him in power. It was within such a complicated 
framework of opposition and support that the scourge of terrorism 
visited Pakistan. 

THE BEHEADING OF DANIEL PEARL 

In December 2001, the Wall Street Journafs Daniel Pearl and his wife, 
Marianne, arrived in Pakistan to interview a religious figure in 
connection with a failed auempt by Richard Reed-a British citizen 
who had recently converted to Islam, to carry out a mid-flight 
explosion while firing to the United States from Britain, ha\·ing hidden 
the explosive device in his shoes. Apparently, Daniel Pearl was 
investigating another story as well. While in Karachi. he was kidnapped, 
tortured, and executed. His horrific execution was displayed on the 
internet-he was seen confessing about his Jewish origins before he 
was beheaded. The story immediately made headlines all over the 
world. Investigations by the Pakistani authorities found that the 
kidnappers included time-tested terrorists, such as Omar Sheikh, who 
had been involved in several atrocities in India since 1994. Sheikh. 
along with the leader of the Jaish-e-Muhammad, Maulana Masood 
Azhar. had been arrested and imprisoned in India. But, both were 
released in 1999 in exchange for the release of an Indian airplane that 
had been hijacked and taken 10 Kandhar, Afghanistan. According to 
Musharraf, Omar Sheikh confessed to his involvement in the 
kidnapping but denied any part in the decision to behead Daniel Pearl. 
It was the Al-Qaeda senior operative, KhaJed Sheikh Muhammad, 
Amjad Faruqi, and several others who were involved in the plot to 
kidnap Pearl. They we-re- prnh.ah\y al&o involved in the actual cllccution 
of Pearl. Khaled Sheikh Muhammad was handed over to the United 
States. In May 2002, Fazal Karim, an operative of the rabid anti-Shia 
Lashkar-e-Jhangvi, was captured. During his interrogation, he 
confessed, without any remorse, to his participation too in the 
beheading of Pearl; he helped the police find Pearl's body which had 
been hacked into ten pieces (Musharraf 2006: 225-8). On the other 
hand, Omar Sheikh was sent to a prison in Pakistan to stand trial. 



:'ERRORJSM WRliKS HAVOC ON PAKISTANIS 

~ile the horrific story of Daniel Pearl shocked the world, and Israeli 
'rime Minister Ariel Sharon promised to avenge his gruesome 
turder-a declaration that was rejected by Daniel's father who did not 
rant his son's death lo be exploited politically-the terrorists unleashed 
wave of attacks against miscellaneous domestic targets. Unlike the 

morism of the 1990s, which was primarily directed against religious 
nd ethnic minorities, this time round no person or institution was 
eyond the reach of the crazed jihadists who were hell-bent on 
nposing their worldview, and the concomitant social and political 
,rders, in Pakistan by all means. On 17 March 2002, hand grenades 
,ere hurled at the congregation of worshippers in a Protestant church 
n Islamabad's diplomatic enclave. Six people were killed and 42 injured, 
nduding the Sri Lankan ambassador. The terrorist had apparently 
,)own himself up; the authorities could not identify the perpetrators of 
hat atrocity. Thus, the phenomenon of suicide bombings arrived in 
fakistan in a big way in March 2002. 

Another terrorist assault, involving foreigners, was launched in the 
10rt city of Karachi on 8 May. A car driven by a suicide bomber 
ammed into a bus of the Pakislan Navy, as it left the hotel in the 
norning. The bus was carrying French engineers and technicians who 
vere working on a French submarine that Pakistan had purchased. 
(l~en Frenchmen and two Pakistanis were kilkd. Twenty-four people 
vere injured. The visiting New Zealand cricket team, which was going 
o play a match a linle later that day, decided to call their tour off and 
eft the country. Once again, Pakistan was in the global media for all 
he wrong reasons. Investigations led to the Harkat-ul-Mujahidem al­
Uami, the international wing of the organization Harkat-ul-Mujahid«n 
HuM) which had been one of the pioneers in fomenting terrorism in 
ndian-administercd Kashmir being behind the attack on the bus. 

A few months later, on 5 August, a Christian school was the object 
•f another terrorist atrocity. The guard, very courageously, obstructed 
heir entry. Although he was killed by them, the alarm bell had been 
ung and, thus, the culprits could not harm anyone else. They were 
,ursued by a junior commissioned officer of the Pakistan Army, but all 
hrtt blew themselves up. Four days later, the terrorists strutk again, 
.his time at the church inside a Christian hospital in Taxila, just outside 
Islamabad. Four women were killed and twenty were injured. One of 
he terrorists, Kamran Mir, died as a grenade exploded in his hand, 



while his accomplices eKaped. The police raided Mir's home and found 
vital clues that helped them trace the other conspirators. On 
interrogation, it was learnt that the attacks on the Christians were part 
of a much bigger conspiracy that included JeM's leader, Masood Azhar, 
and others belonging to the anti-Shia Lashkar-e-Jhangvi (LcJ). Referring 
to the ringleader of the attacks on the Christians, Saif-ur-Rahman Saifi, 
Musharraf remarked: 

Saifi was a highly indoctrinalcd person. Ona he was arresled in Multan on 
Augusl IS, 2002. he confessed that he also had links with Lashkar-e•Jhangvi, 
the militant wing of the Sunni sectarian Sipah-e-Sahaha, and also to al 
Qaeda. Thus did the nexus of al Qac.-da and our local extremist organizations 
become clear. al Qaeda provided the money, weapons, and equipment, and 
the local organizations pro,id~d the manpower and motivation to actually 
execute 1he anacks (ibid., 231 ). 

The first wave of terrorist attacks subsided for a while as the police and 
intelligence services uncovered some of the ringleaders and operatives. 
Information extracted during the interrogations had led lo the arrest of 
some of them. However, terrorist cells and nexuses were too widely 
spread in Pakistan, and they had devised such effective methods and 
techniques of indoctrination, that Pakistan would be made to pay a very 
heavy price for its government's decision to cooperate with the 
Americans and other perceived enemies of Islam and Muslims. Stakes 
were raised to the highest levels when, on 14 December 2003, a 
powerful bomb went off minutes after Musharraf's convoy crossed a 
bridge in Rawalpindi. Apparently, a jamming device in the vehicle 
prevented the remote-controlled explosives from blowing up the bridge 
as the convoy passed over it (Daily nmes, IS December 2003). Colonel 
(Reid.) Aslam Cheema, who was !ravelling with him in the car, 
described the whole incident to me in detail Musharraf had kept his 
nerve and directed the diauffer to ~ontinue driving 10 1he COAS 
residence where he lived. The tires had burst and the car was limping 
on one side but ii made its way to his residence. 

Another attempt to kill Musharraf, on the heels of the first one, took 
place eleven days later when, on 25 December, two suicide bombers 
unsuccessfully tried to assassinate him. It was found that some junior 
personnel from the SSG commandos, to which Musharraf himself 
belonged, were involved in the conspiracy to assassinate him (Mudwnf 
2006: 252). Amjad Faruqi, who had also been involved in the mwder 
of Daniel Pearl, was identified as the mastermind of the assassination 



attempt as his mobile phone calls were picked up by the security and 
intelligence services. After a massive manhunt, he was finaUy shot dead 
by the Pakistani forces in September 2004 (ibid., 254-7). 

In any case, the terrorists extended their targets to other top officials 
of the Musharraf regime. On 10 June 2004, a hail of bullets was fired at 
the car in which Karachi's corps commander, Lieutenant General Ahsan 
Saleem Hayat, was on the way to his office. The gunshots were fired 
because the bomb that had been planted on the road, to blow the car 
up. luckily did not explode as the phone call that was being used as the 
remote control did not function. The general's driver and other staff 
were killed. All seven men in the military jeep that was following him 
were also killed, as were two bystanders. The general sun•i\•ed. The cell 
phone was found as the assassins ran away in panic. Investigations led 
to the discovery of another rabidly anti•Shia group, the Jandullah, which 
was particularly active in the Iranian Baluchistan. I was later to see, with 
my own eyes on YouTube, Jandullah fanatics beheading their victims 
who were lying on the ground and writhing in excruciating pain as their 
heads were being severed from their necks. Later, the heads were waved 
around, the same way butchers do with severed sheep and goat heads. 
On 30 July 2004, an attempt was made on the life of Prime Minister 
Shaukat Aziz while he was on a by-election campaign contesting the 
seat from Attock, about 60 miles north of Islamabad. While Aziz 
survived, several people were killed including those travelling with him. 

The government reacted by capturing several Al-Qaeda operatives. 
Many were handed over to the United States. It was the transit routes 
for the United States and its allied forces, the provision of bases in 
Pakistan, and the sharing of intelligence with the Americans, which 
enabled them to target Al-Qaeda enclaves, which earned Musharraf the 
wrath of the Taliban. Musharraf has devoted at least two chapters of his 
book to elucidate the services his men rendered in the fight against 
terrorism. In 2006. Musharraf wrote: 

We have captured 689 and handed o,·er 369 10 lhe Uniled Stales. We have 
earned bounties lolalling millions o( dollars. Those who habi1ually accuse 
us o('nol doing enough' in the war on !error should simply ask theClA how 
much prize money ii has paid lo lhc governmcnl of Pakistan (ibid .. 237). 

Those surrendered to the Americans were mainly Al-Qaeda operatives 
and belonged to Arab and other nationalities. However, while such 
conduct might have endeared Musharraf and his generals to the 



Amnicans. ii grea1Iy angered 1he Islamisls in Pakistan. Terrorism by 
mremist groups. and sectarian militias. continued to menace Pakistani 
society during 2004-6. 

THE US-INDIA NUCLEAR DEAL 

In spile o( Pakistan joining lhe war on terror, US policy o( moving 
closer to India in a 'strategic partnership: initiated by Bill Clinton, 
received a great boost undu his successor, George W. Bush. Preceded 
by yean o( prq,aration on both sid,:s, a process was iniliatl:d when Bush 
visited India in March 2006 whereby the restrictions that had previously 
uisted on supplying nuclear technology lo India could be removed. 
Neither India nor Pakistan had signed the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) or the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), despite 
intense pressure from the United States: hence, its ban on the export o( 

nuclear technology to both. The Americans, impressed by India's 
impressive economic growth and the resilience o( its democracy, were 
keen to exploit the Indian market. Nuclear technology was to be 
included among the US exports, provided procedures could be agreed 
on to use ii for civilian purposes. Suffice it to note that the US-India 
nuclear deaJ had taken several years to negotiate. There was considerable 
opposition to it in India, from the )eh-wing parties and the BJP. as the 
Manmohan Singh government was perceived to be compromising 
Indian sovereignty by agreeing to place its civilian reactors under the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (lAEA)-even though the reactors 
it used for military purposes were to be exempted. This US-India deal 
took mort than three years to finally be consummated on 20 October 
2008 (Sikri 2009, 175-84). 

The Americans used their dout to ensure that no inlemational 
opposition to such a deal, especially by China-a member o( the coveted 
five-member nuclear dub- ■tood in the -Y· India, thu■, became the 
only known country with nuclear weapons which, lhough not a party 
to the NPT, is still allowed to carry oul nuclear commerce with the rest 
o( the world. Pakistan protested and urged that it, too, should be 
extended the same treatment but the Americans remained unmoved. It 
has had to remain content "'ith being described, earlier in 2004, as 
America's major 'non-NATO ally'. 



VICISSITUDES OF THE MUSHARRAF REGIME 

CONFLICT IN BALOCHISTAN 

Disappointment in the inlemational arena compounded the difficulties 
that plagued Pakistan at home. Besides the spate of terrorism being 
carried out by the Islamists, the Musharraf regime ran into trouble wilh 
the Baloch nationalists as well. That vast, but desolate, province had 
always had grievances against the central government. Jamil Ahmad, 
who served in Balochistan for years as a civil servant and retired as chief 
secretary of Balochistan, told me that the Pakistan military was guilty 
of excessive use of power against the Baloch, and that that part of the 
country had always felt alienated from the rest of the country, especially 
the Punjabi-dominated centre. 

In the early twenty-first century, trouble and armed conflict again 
emerged in Balochistan, between the Baloch nationalists and the forces 
representing the government in Islamabad. The background to this 
included the accumulated grievances from the past about the 
exploitation of natural gas and other minerals, as well as new grievances 
about 1he development of Gwadar as a port city on the Balochistan 
coast-without the Baloch being given a proper share in those ventures. 
Baloch grievances were also directed al the Chinese who had been 
granted mining rights in the province and were a major player in the 
dn•elopment of Gwadar. With regards to mining, the Saindak copper­
gold project worth $297 million, nm by a Chinese contractor on a ten­
year lease, was the most important. It had been running for three years 
without any independent monitoring. In May 2009, the Saindak Metal 
Limited released figures that 7.746 tons of gold, 86,013 tons of copper, 
I 1.046 tons of silver, and 14,482 tons of magnetite concentrate (iron) 
worth $633.573 million were produced during 2004-8. Neither the 
Baloch in general, nor the locals in district Chagai where the mines are 
located, benefited from such wealth. According to the contract, the 
Chinese keep most of the profits, Pakistan receives $500,000 monthly 
for the next IO years. while Balochistan is to receive only $0.7 million 
per year as royalty. The environmental damage the mining is causing to 
Balochistan has been completely ignored (Talpur, 5 December 2009). 

Hown-er, it is the port which is the mosl importanl project for the 
Chinese. Once the Karakorarn Highway is completed, Gwadar would 
serve as the hub for Chinese goods en route to markets in central and 
western Asia. It will also serve as a naval base for Chinese submarines, 
act:ording to a noted Pakistani defence analyst, Ahmad Faruqui 
(2008: 2). & the economic importance of Gwadar, u a major outlet for 



trade as well as a st rate · c naval base to monitor the Arabian Sea. has 
grown, the Pakistan military has built a number of military bases and 
garrisons in Balochistan. In 2005, the Baloch leaders, Nawab Akbar 
Bugti and Mir Balach Mani, presented a 15-point agenda to the 
Pakistan government. The key thrust of the agenda was a demand for 
greater control of the province's resources and a moratorium on the 
construction of military bases (The New York Times, 2 April 2006). As 
had happened in the past, such demands were unacceptable to the 
centre. The Baloch decided to put up an armed resistance to what they 
believed was renewed exploitation of their resources by a Punjabi­
dominated military regime in Islamabad. As a result, armed encounters 
and skirmishes began to take place. 

On 15 December 2005, Inspector-General of the Frontier Corps 
Major General Shujaat Zamir Dar and his deputy, Brigadier Salim 
Nawaz, were wounded after shots were fired at their helicopter in 
Ba1ochistan. The helicopter landed safely. That was followed by the 
Pakistan Army launching a hunt for the ringleaders of the resistance 
movement, and culminated in Akbar Bugti being killed on 26 August 
2006 (The New York 1imes, 28 August 2006). The Pakistan government 
later claimed that he was behind a series of bomb blasts, including a 
rocket attack on Mwharraf. It was also alleged that at least 60 Pakistani 
soldiers and seven officers were killed by Baloch fighters. MottOVer, 
Pakistan alleged that India was supporting the Baloch rebels. The 
BaJoch, on the other hand, accused the Musharraf regime of carrying 
out a ,·icious military campaign against their people that had resulted 
in hundreds of deaths. 

THE PAKISTAN TALIBAN 

An interesting development during that period was the emergence of 
an au1onomou1 Taliban movement on the Paki,tani 1ide of the Dunmd 
Line. It was led by a new generation of fighters, amol\g whom Baitullah 
Mehsud was the most prominent. The story of Mehsud's evolution, u 
a fana1ical Islamist, was not very different from that of thousand& of 
other young men from the tribal areas who were inducted into jihadisl 
acth'ities at a tender age. He was probably recruited after the Soviet Red 
Army withdrew from Afghanistan in 1989, because Mehsud (born in 
1974) was only 15 at that time. Mehsud attended a madrassa in tht 
tribal areas for a few months, and was convened to a world view that 
made any individual or group a legitimate target for liquidation if they 



VICISSITUDES OF THE MUSHARRAF REGIME 

did not adhere to the severe and militant version of Islam that he and 
his followers subscribed to. He swore allegiance to the Afghan leader 
Mullah Omar, who had headed the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. 
While Omar continued to lead the Afghan Taliban, by early 2005, 
Mehsud had consolidated his position as the leader of the Taliban in 
Pakistan. The Taliban carried out punishments, such as chopping the 
hands off of alleged thieves and stoning adulterers to death, in the areas 
under their control in Pakistan. There is some evidence to suggest that 
the Afghan and Pakistani Taliban did not always see eye to eye, and 
Omar's ovcraU leadership of the entire Taliban was more symbolic than 
real. During 2005-2006, the Taliban and their sectarian allies in other 
parts of Pakistan targe1ed Shias, Christians, Ahmadis, and foreigners, 
inflicting death and injury on hundreds. As that brought terrorism deep 
inlo Pakistani towns and cities outside the tribal belt, the Musharraf 
regime intensified its military operations against Taliban and Al-Qaeda 
enclaves in the tribal areas. 

CLASH AND TRUCE WITH THE TALIBAN 

President George W. Bush ,-isited South Asia in March 2006. Although 
India, understandably, received most attention from the Americans, this 
time there was no question of ostracizing or humiliating Pakistan as 
had happened in the aftermath of the Kargil conflict when Bill Clinton 
had paid a visit to South Asia. The slriking of a 'strategic partnership' 
with India. no doubt, was uppermost in Bush's mind, but he made it a 
point to emphasize a special relationship with Pakistan whC'n hC' md 
President Musharraf in Islamabad on 4 March 2006 and exprC'ssed 
solidarity with Pakistan for fighting terrorism. He said: 

Mr President and I reaffirmed our shared commitment to a broad and 
la"lin9 strategic par1nership. And that partnenhip he11ins with dose 
cooperation in the war on terror. President Musharra! made a bold di:cision 
for his people and for peace, aflcr September the 11th, when Pakistan chose 
to fight Lhe terrorists. The American people appreciate your leadership, Mr 
President, and so do I (Bush. \\'hitehouse archives 2006). 

The C'xtremists responded with pro-Taliban tribesmen in Mir Ali, a 
small hamlet in North Waziristan, opening fire on vehicles carrying 
paramilitary forces. Pakistan's army retaliated with helicopter gunships 
and artillery fire. At least 49 people were killed in the fighting, a 
spokesman said. The" background to the clash was dated a few days 



earlier: when a military strike took place on a suspected Al-Qaeda camp 
in the nearby village of Saidgi Although Pakistan had deployed about 
80,000 troops along the Afghan frontier, the fighten were able to move 
across the border, between Afghanistan and Palwtan, without any grea1 
difficulty. The fighling spread to the main town of North Waziristan, 
Miran Shah, where about 500 tribesmen traded fire with paramilitary 
forces in the bazaar and, according to security officials, occupied IOme 
government buildings. Both sides could be seen firing mortan and 
assault rifles. Some mortar shells hit dosed shops. 

According to the ISPR spokesman, Major General Shaukat Sultan, a 
local deric named Maulvi Abdul Khaliq had c.alled for a jihad against 
the Pakistan Anny. He stated that 21 militants were killed in Mir Ali, 
and 25 in Miran Shah, but added that the toll could be higher. 1mec 
government troops had also died, and about IO wtre wounded, he said. 
The army spokesman said that the tribesmen had started firing rockets 
at a Frontiers Corps base in Miran Shah, and the army had responded 
with artillery fire. Officials said helicopter gunships also targeted the 
tribal fighters' positions. According to security and intelligence officials 
who spoke on condition of anonymity, the actual number of deaths of 
pro-Taliban tribesmen was 80. Moreover, the army reportedly destroyed 
a hotel in Miran Shah bazaar that the tribal militants had used as a 
position for firing their rockets. 

Tension, with intermittent firing from both sides. continued to drag 
on for months. Finally, a truce was reached in September 2006. 
However, clashes again broke out when Pakistan ordered air strikes on 
a madrassa in Damdola village on 30 October 2006, in which 80 people, 
most teenagers, were killed. The military alleged that the madnwa, 
which it had successfully targeted, was being used as a terrorist aunp. 
However, it was later learnt that an American drone (unmanned aerial 
vehicle) had been used to fire missiles to kill the madrtissa studenta. In 
retaliation, on 8 November 2006, • ,uicide bomber killed 42 aoldicn 
and injured another 20 in Dargai (Raman 2006). Drone attacb had 
begun in 2004. Although operated from as far as Creech Air Force Bue 
in Nevada, USA, it was later learnt that they took off from Shamsi 
Airfield in Balochistan (interview Christine Fair). Such operations were 
indicative of the close covert cooperation between the US and Pakistan 
militaries. Publically, however, the Pakistan military could not admit to 
that as the drone attacks claimed many innocent lives and, as such, were 
acts of extra-judicial killing. 



ESCALATION AND PROLIPERATION OP TERRORISM 

The new wave of attacks was characterized by the emergence of the 
dreadful phenomenon of suicide bombing. In 2007, at least 56 suicide 
bombings took place, resulting in 4J9 security officials and 217 civilians 
being slain. The significance of such an escalation can be grasped from 
the fact that, in the previous year, only six suicide bombings had been 
directed at the military. Despite this tenfold increase in suicide 
bombings, the regime failed to tnKk down a single culprit (Rashid 2008: 
379). From the beginning of 2007, almost daily reports of attacks on 
police and security personnel began to pour in from the tribal areas 
along the Afghanistan border in Waziristan. On 26 January, two 
persons-the suicide bomber and a security guard-were killed in a 
blast at the prestigious Marriott Hotel in Islamabad. A meeting, to 
celebrate India's Republic Day, was to take place at the hotel: Indian 
diplomats were scheduled to attend it. The blast was, undoubtedly, 
planned for that reception but went off earlier (Daily Time.s, 27 January 
2007). The garrison-type security arrangements in the Islamabad­
Rawalpindi area were further challenged when an insurgency, headed 
by hardcore fundamentalists, began to surface in the Pakistani capital 
in March 2007. 

THE LAL MASJID SHOWDOWN 

The Lal Masjid, or Red Mosque, was a hotbed of Islamism in Islamabad, 
right under the nose of the Musharraf regime. Founded by Abdullah 
Ghazi-a veteran of the Afghan jihad and a great admirer of Osama bin 
Laden-his sons, Abdul Aziz Ghazi and Abdu] Rashid Ghazi, made no 
bones about their intention of imposing a Taliban-type of Islam on 
Pakistan (Hussain 2010: 105-111 ). On 28 March, niqab-wearing armed 
women of the women's section at Lal Masjid, the Jamia Hafsa­
described by someone as the Lal Brigade-raided the premises or a 
madam who allegedly ran a brothel, arrested her and her family, and 
forced a confession that she was guilty of running a se:x trade (The News 
International, 29 March 2007). The same day, several bomb blasts and 
rocket and mortar attacks on security forces and government 
installations, by tribal militants, took place in the Tank district or 
NWFP. Twenty-five people, including a soldier of the paramilitary 
Frontier Constabulary, were killed (ibid.). On 6 April, the Islamists set 

up a Sharia Court inside the mosque. The most senior cleric, Maulana 
Abdul Aziz, vowed to launch thousands or suicide attacks ir the 
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government interfered in the activities of the coun. On 9 April, the 
Sharia Court handed down a fatwa (edict) against Punjab Tourism 
Minister Nilofer Bakhtiar, accusing her of commi ing a sin when she 
was shown, in newspaper photographs, embracing her paragliding 
instructor following a charity jump in France (Ahmed, 16 July 2007). 
The situation deteriorated funher when, on 28 April, there was an 
assassination attempt on the then Interior Minister, Ahab Ahmad Khan 
Sherpao. in Charsadda, NWFP. He survived but 28 people were killed 
(The News International, 29 April 2007). On 23 June, the La] Brigade 
cadres raided a Chinese massage parlour in Islamabad and abducted the 
Chinese couple who owned it, and the five Chinese and two Pakistani 
girls who worked there. They released the Chinese couple and girls later. 

Such attacks on the nationaJs of Pakistan's aJl-weather friend were 
very embarrassing for Musharraf. The rise of extremism and terrorism 
among China's Uyghur Muslims, ofXinjiang province, had been a cause 
for concern for the Chinese government. Musharraf had taken several 
measures to curb the Chinese Mujahideen's presence in Pakistan, and 
had himself gone and spoken to them about Islam being a religion of 
peace and the need for them to remain loyal citizens of China. However, 
Uyghur militants had continued to receive training in camps set up by 
jihadist organizations-something the Chinese government had strong 
objections to (Faruqui 2008: 1-J). In a rare display of concern about 
events in Pakistan, the Chinese minister for public security, Zhou 
Yongang, told visiting Pakistani Interior Minister Sherpao. 'We hope 
Pakistan will look into the terrorist attacks aiming at Chinese people 
and organizations as soon as possible and severely punish the criminals' 
(Shanghai Daily, 27 June 2007). Things came to a he.ld when, on 8 July, 
unidentified gunmen killed three Chinese workers and wounded 
another near Peshawar, in what Pakistani officials said was a reprisal 
attack linked to the ongoing siege of militants in the Lal Masjid (The 
New, lnumational, 9 July 2007). The 111mc day, in I,lamabaJ, • Mhior 
military officer, Lieutenant Colonel Haroon Islam, who was stationed 
outside the La1 Masjid, was gunned down by the militants insidt (ibid.). 

Musharraf felt compelled to act firmly and ruthlessly. The security 
forces were ordered to carry out Operation Sunrise in full force. Inrually, 
it had been named Operation Silence (Dawn, 12 July 2007). Perhaps the 
government was hoping to carry out a relatively small-scale assault but 
the resistance inside the mosque made that impossible. Thus, when 
Operation Sunrise was launched, it bore the hallmarks of ,1 major 
military action. While many inside the mosque panicked and 
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surrendered or tried to escape, several hundred diehards decided to go 
down fighting. The major assault was launched on to July. A tota1 of 
ISO people were reported killed, of which 10 were army personnel, 
including an officer. However, some people challenge the government 
figures and claim that many more inside the mosque lost their lives. 

The attack on the Lal Masjid was supported by the US, while Al­
Qaeda's second in command, Ayman al-Zawahiri, issued a video 
message calling for Pakistanis to join the jihad against Musharraf to 
avenge the deaths of the lslamists (ibid.). Retaliation followed soon 
when, on IS JuJy, there was a suicide attack and car bombs exploded in 
many parts of the NWFP. At least 49 people were killed and hundreds 
wounded. Among them were 11 security personnel (The News 
International, 16 July 2007). Further attacks followed on 19 July in Hub, 
Hangu. and Kohat in the NWFP; another 52 persons lost their lives and 
127 were injured. Chinese engineers working in that area were the 
intended targets but, instead of them, security personnel and other 
ordinary people including women and children suffered (The News 
lntertiational. 20 July 2007). 

TERRORIST ATTACKS CONTINUE UNABATED 

On 2 August. the police in Sargodha shot dead a suspected suicide 
bomber after the man failed to detonate the explosives he was wearing. 
He had entered a police training centre and killed a policeman before 
being gunned down. On 4 Septemb~r. at least 25 people were killed and 
66 injured in two suicide bomb attacks in Rawalpindi cantonment. 
Among the dead were uniformed officials, as well as civilians, who had 
been in a bus carrying them to their workplace (The News International, 
5 September 2007). On 13 September, at least 20 off-duty commandos 
were killed and 11 injured in an apparent suicide blast at an army mess 
nur the Tarhela Oam, NWFP. Amons the tarseted men were 
commandos from the SSG Karar Company, apparently because they 
were believed to have taken part in the assault on the Lal Masjid (The 
News International, 14 September 2007). 

THE FIRST ATTACK ON BENAZIR BHUTTO 

Meanwhile, the United States had, behind the scenes, been brokering a 
deal between Musharraf and Benazir Bhutto-that Benaz.ir would be 
allowed to return to Pakistan, corruption charges would be dropped 
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againsl her and her spouse, elections would be held, and the results 
would be engineered to enable Benazir to form the government while 
Musharraf would continue as president. The negotiations that ensued­
including their meeting in Dubai-proceeded smoothly, but Musharraf 
warned Benazir not to come to Pakistan because he feared that there 
was a threat to her life. She ignored the warning. pinning her hopes on 
the Americans to c-nsure that her safety would be guaranteed by 
Musharraf. She arrived in Karachi, where a mammoth crowd had 
gathered to welcome her, on 18 October. The procession from the 
airport to the mausoleum of Jinnah dragged on for hours. Shortly after 
midnight, utter savagery and mayhem was let loose on the convoy 
carrying her and other PPP leaders-probably by two suicide bombers. 
Initial reports suggested that 125 people died and more than 500 were 
injured, though Benazir and the other leaders, who were in a bomb• 
proof truck, were saved ( The News International, October 2007). Later, 
Benazir put the number of dead at 179, including SO youth from her 
party who had volunteered to protect her life (Bhutto 2008b: 12). It was 
the single-most deadly act of terrorism in Pakistan. Benazir revealed, 
in a statement that I myself saw on television. that she had written to 
Musharraf that she feared an assassination attempt would be made on 
her life, and that sympathizers in his government and administration 
were involved in a conspiracy to kill her. 

There was no let-up in the terrorism. On 30 October, a suicide 
bomber struck a police chec:kpost in a high-security zone of Rawalpindi, 
less than a mile from General Musharraf's camp office ( The News 
1'1ternational, 31 October 2007). I was attending a conference in 
Islamabad when it happened. On I November, another suicide bomber 
blew himself up, along with seven officers of the Pakistan Air Force and 
three civilians, at Sargodha-where the Pakistan Air Force has its 
regional headquarters ( The News International, 2 November 2007). On 
24 November, lwo separate auacks targeting military perwuncl and 
installations in Rawalpindi resulted in 32 deaths. This time it was the 
personnel of the ISi that were particularly targeted (The News 
International, 25 November 2007). Further attacks followed on 9 
December, when ten people including three policemen and seven 
civilians-including two children-perished in a car bombing near 
Matta, Swat district. The next day, a suicide attack took place on a 
school bus carrying the children of air force employees during the 
morning rush hour in Sargodha (The News International, 11 December 
2007). On 13 December, suicide bombings near an army checkpoint in 



Quetta killed seven people, including three personnel of the Pakistan 
Army (Tht News 1"ternational, 14 December 2007). 

At Nowshera, NWFP, on 15 December, a suicide bomber rammed 
his explosives-laden bicycle into a military checkpoint, kiIUng five 
people and in;uring eleven others (The News International, 16 December 
2007). On 17 December, twelve security personnel were killed, and five 
wounded, in a suicide attack in Kohat, NWFP; the victims were 
members of the army's local football team (The News International, 
18 December 2007). On 21 December, a suicide bomb blast again 
targeted Aftab Ahmad Khan Sherpao, killing at least 57 and injuring 
over 100 at Jarnia Masjid in Charsadda district. Sherpao survived the 
blast, but his younger son, Mustafa Khan Sherpao, was injured (The 
News International, 22 December 2007). On 23 December, at least 13 
people, including four security personnel, were killed and another 23 
wounded as a suicide bomber targeted an army convoy near Mingora, 
Swat district (The News International. 24 December 2007). 

This spiralling violence took place in the background of the 
formation of the Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TPP) in December 2007. 
About 13 groups of the Taliban, on the Pakistani side of the Durand 
Line. united under the leadership of Baitullah Mehsud with the 
objective of organizing resistance to the Pakistani state, enforcing the 
Sharia as interpreted by them, and offering the United States and other 
NATO forces stiff resistance in Afghanistan. Non-state actors became 
the bearers of the terrorist scourge. 

THE LAWYERS MOVEMENT AGAINST MuSHARRAF 

While the Islarnists intensified their attacks on the Musharraf regime, 
especially on the military as it was involved in ongoing operations 
against the Taliban and Al-Qaeda, a popular and peaceful movement 
for the re■tonition of civilian democnitic: rule pined momentum in 
March 2007. According to the largely suspended and heavily amended 
Pakistan Constitution of 1973, general elections had to be held every 
five years. After overthrowing Nawaz Sharif in October 1999, Musharraf 
had assumed the position of chief executive. On 20 June 2001, he 
appointed himself the president of Pakistan. This was followed by a 
number of other steps to acquire the semblance of legitimacy. Among 
them, the most important was the general election held in October 
2002. All tactics, including the rigging of elections, gerrymandering. 
and intimidation, were employed to ensure that a majority of the seats 



in parliament were won by the pro-Musharraf Pakistan Muslim Lague­
Quaid-i-Azam (PML-Q). EU election observers described the election 
process as flawed (Daily Times, 13 October 2002). The PML-Q formed 
a majority coalition with the help or some right-wing parties and 
independents. As already noted, Musharraf had, over the years, tried to 
establish the reputation of a moderate and progressive Muslim leader 
for himself. Moreover, several reputable international economic and 
fmancial agencies had noted that while Pakistan's financial standing had 
improved substantially, inflation, unemployment, and abject poverty 
continued to ravage the lives or nearly one-fourth or the Pakistani 
population who were officially categorized as living below lhe poverty 
line (Ahmed, I December 2007). 

In any case, new elections were due in 2007 and, from the beginning 
or the year, voices began to be raised for free and fair elections. Many 
liberals and secularists who had, with some reservations, been backing 
Musharraf as a counterweight to the Islamists, turned against him in 
the spring of 2007-when he declared Chief Justice Iftikhar Mohammad 
Chaudhry of the Pakistan Supreme Court non-fonctiona1 (a novel term 
meaning 'practically removed from his office') on allegations or misuse 
of office. II was widely believed that Justice Chaudhry had told 
Musharraf that the latter could not contest elections while remaining in 
uniform, and that the election for the presidency had to be carried out 
before the end of 2007. Moreover, Justice Chaudhry took up several 
habeas corpus cases of Pakistani citizens, mainly journalists critical of 
the Musharraf regime and political activists abducted by the security 
forces, ordering that the detained individua1s be produced in court ( The 
News International, 17 March 2007). 

Justice Chaudhry's removal resulted in protest marches and 
demonstrations, mainly by lawyers and the political cadres (Ahmed et 
al. 2007; Zaidi 2008). The demonstrations and protest actions continued, 
in the courts' premises, despite violent assaults by the police and 
security agencies. In the absence of a politica1 leadership, civil society 
took the lead in protesting against dictatorship. International support 
and messages or solidarity helped the struggle to continue. Subsequently, 
Chaudhry was reinstated by a Supreme Court bench on 10 July. 
However, that did not mean that the stand-off between Musharraf and 
him had ended; rather, Chaudhry embarked upon judicial activism that 
clearly sought confrontation with Musharraf. Meanwhile, civil society 
actors, as well as the opposition, began to give ca1ls for Musharraf to 
step down and for a caretaker government to hold free and fair 



el,:ctions. In a bid to pre-empt any move that would threaten his 
presidency, Musharraf had himself elected president by the outgoing 
members of the national and provincial assemblies, who were mostly 
his supporters, on 6 October. In any event, the Pakistan Election 
Commission announced 8 January 2008 as the date for 1he general 
elections. 

The crisis deepened when Nawaz Sharif was allowed to return to 
Pakistan, under intense pressure from the US and Saudi Arabia, on 27 
Sovember. A couple of months earlier, in September, when he and his 
brothn-, Shahbaz Sharif, had tried to return to Pakistan they had been 
told that they were unwelcome. Benazir's and Nawaz's presence set in 
motion popular rallies as the election campaign picked up momentum. 
Meanwhile, Musharraf resigned as chief of army staff on 28 November, 
and General Ashfaq Pervez Kayani became the new military chief. 
General Kayani had, earlier, held the key posts of corps commander of 
Rawalpindi and director-general of the powerful Inter-Services 
Intelligence (ISi). Media descriptions of him generally projected the 
image of a quiet, professional soldier who shunned publicity-in sharp 
contrast to his predecessor who thrived on it. 

DIRECTIVES ISSUED BY GENERAL KAYANI 

Among the earliest decisions taken by Kayani was a directive instructing 
army officers not to maintain contact with politicians. They were told 
that they had no role to play in politics, and emphasized that soldiers 
should pay heed to their professional responsibilities. Elaborating on 
this theme, General Kayani told them not to summon any politician to 
the General Headquarters. Those who violated the directive would have 
to explain their conduct, as was also slressed in his communication to 
the officers (The News International, 14 January 2008). An even more 
significant decision, taken by General Kayanl on 11 February 2008, wu 
to recall all officers serving in civil departments. The military 
spokesperson, Director of the lnter-SerYices Public Relations Major­
General Athar Abbas, told the press, 'More than 300 army officers are 
presently working in various civil departments and the majority of them 
have been asked to report 10 the General Hcadquaners immediately.' 
(Down, 12 February 2008) 

The decision had been agreed on at the corps commanders' 
conference on 7 February 2008, presided over by General Kayani. More 
importantly, it was asserted that ~eneral Kayani did not support 



President Musharraf's clumsy handling of the conflict wi1h Justice 
Chaudhry. General Kayani w.1s not known to have abused his office to 
help his relati 1,cs or for personal gain (Yusufzai, 28 November 200i). 
Other less charitable represenlations stressed his past as the head of the 
ISi. suggesting that he must ha\'e taken part in the political 
manoeuvrings that the ISi was notorious for. Moreo\'cr, he must have 
had to interact with the Taliban and Punjabi extremist organisations. 
such as the Lashkar-e-Tayyaba {LeT) and Jaish-e-Muhammad (JeM). 
and, therefore, was not hkely lo take a firm stand against them. 

In any event, not only had resentment against the military been 
growin~ among the politicians, but also among the ci,·il servants. 
Initially. the ci\'il ser\'ants, wnh the assistance of 1he military, had 
constituted the oligarchy that called the shou. while the politicians were 
reduced to being mere pawns in its hands. That relationship had been 
reversed under Zia, and the military had heen appropriating more and 
more power as a result. Akhar S Ahmed, himself a ci\'i] ser\'ant before 
he became an academic, vh·1dly dc~cnbed in an interview to this author 
the way in which the military started sidelining the better-l·ducated civil 
servants in the 1980s. He asserted that such intrusions partly explained 
why the general standard of administration deteriorated over the 
years-because military officers had no experience or training in 
managing ci\'ilian affairs. The former Pun.1ab governor, Shahid Hamid. 
told me that. trom the lime of Zia \1nwards, the president and COAS 
have been at the de facto Jpex of the power structure and decision· 
making process in Pakistan. Pnmc ministers and other ministers han­
not been relevant. For example, on the question of defenc~· spending, it 
is the president and COAS who have made the most dl.'cmons while the 
defence ministers have played no important role and could he ignored. 

Grievances against the mi\itary's inrnl\'cment in cl\'ll1an .i.ffairs had 
been growing in the kq· province of Punjab as well where, in the past, 
the men in uniform h.1J cnJ"}cJ ~re.ti popul.:i.nt}'. Thu~. the tr.tJition,1.J 

support for the military had becn dc:clining in the major cities of the 
Punjab-from where the ci\·il ser\'ice officers mainly hailed, In contrast, 
the social background of military officers is predominantly of rural 
Punjab, or from the smaller towns of northern Punjab. This author was 
able to assess the resentment in the Punjab by talking to a cross section 
of Punjabi elite Jurmt,: several \'isits in 2000-2009. Given such 
de\'clopments, the military badly needl.'d to impro\'C its standing in 
society. Therefore, General Kapni's decision to recall serving officers 



VICISSITUDES OF THE MUSHARRAF REGIME 

:>rn the civilian departments was an imperative and long overdue 
easure. 

HE ASSASSINATION OF BENAZIR BHUTTO 

'hile terrorist assaults on security and military personnel continued 
1abated, Benazir Bhutto carried out a round of meetings to solicit 
,tes for the general elections announced for 8 January 2008. On 27 
ecembtr, having just addressed one such huge public muting, she was 
,sassinated (The News International, 28 December 2007). Some twenty 
her people, including five PPP volunteers, were a1so killed in the 
:>mb blast. A bitter controversy, laced with conspiracy theories, broke 
Jt with regard to her killers and whether she had died of gunshots fired 
f the assassin(s) or the bomb blast that took place concurrently. 

The government claimed to have intercepted a telephone conver­
tlion between the Al-Qaeda leader, Baitullah Mehsud, and a cleric in 
hich both congralulated each other on her death and praised the men 
ho participated in it (Ahmed, 31 December 2007). Benazir Bhutto had 
1mmiued herself to working closely with the US in the war on !error, 
1d even to allowing the Americans to interrogate A.Q. Khan-a 
ational hero who is fondly referred to as the father of lhe Islamic or 
akistani atomic bomb. An Al-Qaeda statement described her death as 
1e end of 'America's most precious asset in Pakistan: However, a 
,okesperson for Mehsud denied that the Al-Qaeda leader had anything 
> do with the murder (Ahmed, 31 December 2007). Efforts to establish 
rho, exactly, were involved in the bomb blasts and gunshots that took 
lace al the time of her death were frustrated because of the many 
·regularities that had followed her assassination. The Zardari-Gilani 
PP-led government that took office in March 2008 sought help from 
cotland Yard, whose team arrived and investigated the circumstances 
,f her violent death. It concluded that she probably died from the 
rnpact-falling ,·iolently and hitting her head on the roof of the car­
esulting in her skull cracking. They could not ascertain whether she 
lied because of her fall when she was shot at or because of the 
hockwaves caused by the bomb blasts-not least because no post• 
nortem was conducted on her dead body: her husband Asif Ali Zardari 
1ad overruled a post-mortem! A UN Commission of Inquiry found 
nany swpicious circumstances, including a lapse in security, the threat 
rom the Taliban, and the named odd behaviour of some of the officials 
ind even PPP stalwarts; but, it did not categorically establish who could 



han been involved in the conspiracy to kill her. It noted, however, that 
the police delibera1ely failed to effec1ively investigate the causes of her 
death (UN Commission of Inquiry 2010). 

The Commission noted that Al-Qaeda had strong motives to order 
her assassination, because of her support for western-type democracy, 
pro-US leanings, and her opposition to jihad and terrorism. Such a 
hostile disposition was shartd by the Taliban, who found a woman with 
modernist ideas an anathema to their deeply misogynist worldview. The 
Pakistan establishment was also identified, in the report, to han a 
motive for her elimination: she had been castigating the ISi in her 
writings and had pledged to bring the military and intelligence services 
under the control of her civilian government. She had named the super­
hawk, General Hamid Gui, and Brigadier Ejaz Shah, the former head of 
the 18 and also an ISi officer, as individuals who, though retired, could 
acth·ate 1heir links with extremists to have her killed (UN Commi ion 
of Inquiry 20IO: 45-53). An interesting twist to the Commission's 
findings was that, given the salience of the Sunni jihadist groups in 
Pakistan, a sectarian motive for the heinous crime was also possible. It 
noted that as both Benazir's mother and husband were Shias, she was 
also suspected of being a Shia (ibid., 49-50). 

In the buzzing Pakistani market of conspi des, this was significant 
because both Benazir (2008b: 54) and her niece, Fatima Bhuuo (2010: 
50-2), categorically stated in their books that their paternal lineage was 
solidly Sunni. In a long discussion that I had in 20IO with Syeda Abida 
Hussain, a \'eteran politician and dose confidant of Benazir Bhuno, and 
belonging to one of the most prominent Shia families of Punjab, she 
told me that Benazir had confided in her that she was a Sunni. Abida 
Hussain also told me 1hat, while in Dubai, Benazir had begun to 
regularly anend a Sunni mosque and took her children along with her. 
Whatever lhe truth, ii was strongly indicative of the sectarian 
polarization that had taken place in Paki,tan. Prcviou,l.r, two head• of 
state, both unelected, were Shias-lskander Mirza and General Yllhya 
Khan. Shias had been serving as ministers, as well as in very senior 
positions in both the military and civil bureaucracies. 
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15 
Transition to Democracy and 

Proliferation in Terrorism 

~e election of 2008 was held in a highly-charged and volatile 
mosphere; the situation in Sindh was explosive. There was rioting in 
,terior Sindh as Mohajir shops and businesses were attacked and some 
1sualties took place. The military issued shoot-to-kill ordtrs. Zardari, 
,pealing for calm, condemn~ the attacks on innocent people in Sindh 
1d regretted the violence that had erupted. For his part, General 
ayani decided not to interfere in the election process. Since General 
ia's time, at least, the ISi had been involved in election manipulation 
1d, as a result, its reputation as a 'state within the state' had become 
art of the popular Pakistani political parlance. Kayani declared that 
aiding a free and fair election was the sole responsibility of the 
leclion Commission, and that the 'army will meet only its 
:mstitutional obligations and help the ci\'il administration maintain 
1w and order, as and when required' (Dawn, 12 February 2008). Had 
enazir Bhutto not been assassinated on 27 December 2007, a 
)S-sponsored power-sharing deal between Benazir and Musharraf 
•ould have achieved two objectives: through elections, the Muslim 
eague-Quaid (PML-Q) and the continuingly popular Pakistan Peoples 
'arty (PPP) would have gained the most seats, and Musharraf would 
•vc continued aa prHident. Benazir wanted the Americans to ensure 
~at she was provided with proper security when she visited Pakistan, 
nd to be absolved of all the corruption charges against her (Suskind 
008, 262-66). 

In any event, the general elections on 18 February 2008 proved to be 
rec and fair in spite of some vote rigging by local strongmen and a 
omplicit administration. The result turned out to be a massive protest 
•ote against authoritarianism. The PPP and the Pakistan Muslim 
.eague-Nawaz (PML-N) emerged as the main winners, securing 120 
ind 90 seats, respectively, in the 342-member National Assembly. In the 



provincia1 assemblies, too. they did very well in places where their 
influence was known to exist. The Islamist parties were wiped out in 
the strategic NWFP, on the Afghan border where the Taliban and 
Al-Qaeda extremists had their strongholds. The main winner was the 
Awami National Party (ANP), a secular-nationalist party that had 
always. historically, enjoyed significant support in the province. The 
main pro-Musharraf party, the PML-Q, suffered a major loss, wiMing 
only 51 seats in the Nationa1 Assembly. Its support in the provincial 
assemblies plummeted sharply as well. The exception was Balochistan, 
where Musharrar's earlier military action had resulted in many 
casualties, including the killing of the powerful tribal leader, Akbar 
Bugti, in 2006. Consequently, the Baloch nationalists had boycotted the 
election and the seats were captured by the PML-Q. 

The PPP and PML-N, both bitter rivals in the past, decided to form 
a broad-based coalition government which included the ANP as well as 
the pro-Musharraf Muttahida Qaumi Movement (MQM) and the 
Jamiat-e-Ulema-e-Islam. After several weeks of inlense political 
manoeU\'ring, Yousaf Raza Gilani was nominated as the PPP candidate 
for prime minister on 22 March. He was elected on 24 March, having 
secured 264 votes while the pro-Musharraf PML-Q candidate, 
Chaudhry Pervaiz Elahi, received only 42 votes. Gilani was sworn in by 
Musharraf on 25 March but Zardari, Sharif, and several other leaders 
did not attend the ceremony, presumably to protest against Musharraf's 
continuation as president ( The News International, 26 March 2008). 

Among the first orders that Gilani issued, after being elected prime 
minister, was the removal of all hindrances on the movement of the 
deposed chief justice of Pakistan, lftikhar Mohammad Chaudhry, and 
the other judges of the Pakistan Supreme Court who had been kepi in 
detention. In his maiden speech as prime minister, Gilani annowxed 
that his government would continue to combat terrorism but that the 
conflict could no1 be solved through mllhary means only. Efforts would 
be made to find a political solution that would establish peace and order 
in Pakistan (Tiu: News International, 30 March 2008). However, talks 
between the PPP and PML-N, about the re-instatement of the judidary, 
ended in deadlock. Both had agreed, in the Bhurban Declaration of 
9 March 2008, that the judges would be reinstated, through a resolution, 
wilhin 30 days of the formation of government. That did not transpire 
and Nawaz Sharif decided to pull his party's 9 ministers out of the 
24-minister federal cabinet. The coalition government continued in 
office while the PML-N decided to sit in the opposition. 
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TERRORISM IN 2008 

The spate of terrorist attacks that caused hundreds of deaths and 
injuries during 2007 emanated from the Federa11y-Administnted Triba1 
Area (FATA} where the Afghan Taliban and Al-Qaeda leaders were 
suspected to have taken refuge. They received help and protection from 
extremist organizations such as the Haqqani group led by the Afghan 
MauJvi Jalaluddin Haqqani and his son Sirajuddin Haqqani who the 
Americans suspecttd enjoyed sanctuary in North Waziristan with the 
connivance of the ISi. FATA had not been properly integrated into the 
Pakistani mainstream, though it had been granted representation in the 
National Assembly and the Senate. lls societal affairs were still regulated 
by Pakhtunwali, the traditional code of interaction. Extreme poverty, 
deprivation, and lack of education and economic opportunities, coupled 
with a traditional arms-bearing culture, rendered FATA prone to 
extremist and violent ideas and practices (Dogar 2009). 

At any nte, the restoration of democracy in the rest of Pakistan did 
not carry any benign fallout for peace. Terrorist attacks by suicide 
bombers, mainly against government personnel and premises, 
continued to take place in 2008. On 10 January, a suicide attack outside 
the Lahore High Court, before a lawyer's protest march was scheduled 
to begin, resulted in 24 deaths and injury to 73 people; the police were 
the main targets of the attack (Thr Nrws, 11 January 2008). On 
4 February, students and officials of the Anny Medical College near 
Mililary Headquarters in Rawalpindi were the victims of another attack 
when a suicide bomber crashed his bike into lhe bus carrying them; 10 
died and 27 were injured (The New5, 5 February 2008). In the NWFP, 
bomb blasts took place at the election rallies of the PPP and the Awami 
National Party {ANP}, as did attacks on the police and military, during 
February. On 25 February, 1he head of the mtdical corps, Lieutenant 
General Mushtaq Baig, was killed along with his driver and security 
guard, when a i.ulcldc bombi:r alliu:kcd their vchldc. Again, the 
terrorists launched an attack in Lahore when two suicide bombers blew 
themselves up at the Pakistan Navy War College. Eight people were 
kiUed and 24 others injured (The News International, 26 February 2008). 

Another gory attack took place in Lahore on 11 March when two 
suicide bombers carried out separate missions. In the first attack, the 
Federal Investigation Agency (FIA) office on Temple Road, in the centre 
of the city, was ripped apart and 30 people were killed, including 
16 policemen. The target was the office of the personnel being trained 



in counter-terrorism operations by the Americans. The second attack 
was on the office of an advertising agency in the posh uea of Model 
Town neu Bilawal House-the latter owned by the late Benazir Bhutto 
and her husband, Asif Ali Zardari. Three people lost their lives in that 
wault (The News, 12 March 2008). 

However, once the new government had been sworn in, there was a 
respite in the bombing campaign for a while-probably in the hope that 
Mushan-af would be forced to step down as president. and then Pakiatan 
would withdraw from the war on terror and stop helping the Americans. 
As tha1 did not happen, another wave of terrorism swept over Pakiltan 
from July onwards. 

A BLOODY JULY 

On Sunday 6 July 2008, a suicide bomber blew himself up near the Lal 
Masjid (Red Mosque) in the Pakistani capital, Islamabad. He succeeded 
in killing at least 21, including 15 policemen. The mayhem the blasts 
caused was a shocking reminder of the fact that terrorist networks that 
had been dormant for some time were back in the killing business. The 
government claimed to have made proper security arrangements to 
prevent terrorist attacks. Three thousand policemen were reported.Jy 
stationed in Islamabad during the commemorative conftrcnce being 
held by the lslamists to mark the attack on the La1 Masjid The Pakistani 
media reported that severa1 speakers al the conference whipped up 
passions, describing the dead leaders and cadres of the Lal Masjid as 
martyrs in the cause of Islam. Not surprisingly, such suggestions placed 
the Pakistan military in the role of killers and aggressors. Whatever the 
preparations and calculations, letting the extremists commemorate the 
Lal Masjid carnage proved to be a myopic decision. On 7 July, six crude 
bombs exploded in different parts of Karachi, causing grievous injury 
to 25 people. Pakistan blamed Baitullah Meh1ud for the attacks-the 
Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) was suspected of establishing its hold 
over some Pakhtun-majority areas of Karachi. which had brought the 
Taliban into conflict with the MQM (Hu.uain 2008). 

ATTACK ON THE INDIAN EMBASSY IN KABUL 

On 7 July 2008, the Indian embassy in Kabul was the object of a major 
terrorist assault. The terrorists were able to successfully penetrate the 
heavily guarded and fortified locality, where many Afghan ministries 
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were located, and explode multiple bombs outside the gate of the 
embassy. Fifty-nine people, including four members of the Indian 
diplomatic staff, were slain. The Afghans immediately alleged that the 
altack had been masterminded by an intelligence agency of a 
neighbouring country. Given the strained relations between Afghanistan 
and Pakistan, 1t was not difficult to apprehend that the Afghans were 
pointing their finger at Pakistan. A few days later, India made similar 
accusations. President Hamid Karza1 of Afghanistan went on to claim 
that his government had connncrng evidence that implica1t:d the 
Pakistani intelligence. Although the American secretary of defense, 
Rohen Gates, initially stated that he had not seen any evidence of 
Pakistani inrnh·ement, the United States' position changed soon 
afterwards when the Afghans and Indians presented the evidence they 
had collected to the Bush administration (Ahmed 11 July 2008). 
President George Bush, as wdl J.~ presidential candidates John McCain 
and Bar.ick Obama, and other leaders whom Gilani met urged him to 
do much more to root out extremism and terrorism. The American 
media raised the same concerns. When Bush warned Gilani that the 
United States would take serious action, Gilam agreed to investigate. 
But, the Pal..istan Foreign Office dismissed the accusation. that the ISi 
was invol\"ed, as rubbish. :-.Jotwithstanding the very negative image that 
marred G1lanfs visit to the United States, the US Congress voted in 
favour of a USSIS billion aid package to Pakistan. of which the major 
portion would be spent on economic development. Such a peculiar 
discrepancy in US beha\·iour towards Pakistan was indicative of the 
extent to which the Americans were dependent on the latter for the 
realization of their long-term goals in Afghanistan, and in South Asia 
in general. 

On 26 July, the Pakistan governml'nl announced that the ISi had 
been placed under !he Interior Ministry. However, the same evening, 
the Pre,)5 Inform111ion Department (PID) inued II darific:uion that hoth 

the agencies were s1ill under the prime minister. Later, it was announced 
that the ISi had been placed under the defence ministry again (The 
News, 6 August 2008). In another move, the government declared, on 
25 August 2008, that the TTP had been banned, its bank accounts and 
assets frozen, and that it was barred from media appearances. This 
measure was undertaken because the TTP had been terrorizing people 
in different parts of the NWFP and, increasingly, attacking government 
functionaries and destroying government buildings and installations. 



EMBARRASSMENT FOR GILANI IN COLOMBO 

Soon afterwards, Gilani attended the SAARC summit in Colombo. Sri 
Lanka (27 July-3 August). There, too, instead of show-casing his 
democratically-elected government, he had to spend most of the time 
assuring his South Asian counterparts that his government was 
determined to fight terrorism. In an interview with a Sri Lankan 
newspaper, he rubbished all accusations that the ISi was involved in the 
Kabul bombing. asserting that it took orden from him and reported to 
him in accordance with requirements laid down in the Pakistan 
constitution. In any case, in a 45-minute long meeting with Indian 
Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, Gilani pointed out that Pakjstan, too, 
was a victim of terrorism and that both Pakistan and India should work 
together to fight thal evil. In a separate meeting with President Karza.i, 

he promised to carry out an investigation to ascertain whether there 
was any ISI involvement in the Kabul bombing-thus contradicting his 
earlier categorical denial to the Sri Lankan newspaper. 

Gilani was making a technically correct statement when he said that, 
constitutionally speaking, the ISi was under his jurisdiction and 
reported to him. But, for all practical purposes. it is the chief of army 
staff to whom the ISi reports and takes its orders from. In the past, 
whenever a civilian government had tried to establish its control over 
the ISi by appointing a general it trusted, but who was unacceptable to 
the military establishment, the establishment trumped it by appointing 
its own men to strategic positions dealing with intelligence on internal 
politics. Thus, the ISi continued to maintain a watch on the activities 
of the civilian government too (Ahmed, IS August 2008). 

In any case, Gilani received support from President Musharrafwho 
described the ISi as 'Pakistan's first line of defence' (The News, 6 August 
2008). In a statement issued by the Pakistan government, the United 
States was criticized for blaming Pakistan for the recent terrorist 
actiVltles. It was polnted out thal, on 24 May 2008, Paklslan had 
provided the Americans with the exact location and movement of 
Baitullah Mehsud, who had driven to a remote South Waziristan 
mountain-post in his Toyota Land Cruiser to address the press, but that 
he returned to his abode safely. The statement went on to say that the 
United Stales military has the capacity to direct a missile to a precise 
location al very short notice, as it had done close to 20 times in the last 
few years to hit Al-Qaeda targets inside Pakistan. However, no action 
was taken against Mehsud. This anitude was described by, Pakistan, as 
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intriguing and confusing. Pakistan also alleged an Indian hand in the 
trouble in Balochistan, and that the Afghanistan government was 
protecting Baloch secessionists. 

MUSHARRAF EXITS 

The strong defence of the ISi was the last significant, but controversial, 
statement that Musharraf made because, on 18 August 2008, he finally 
resigned. In his resignation speech, Musharraf insisted that he was 
acting in the best interests of Pakistan, by stepping down to avoid a 
protracted power struggle and political uncertainty. Musharraf's two 
indispensable backers-Pakistan's military and the United States-were 
apparently no longer interested in supporting him. His support in the 
domestic sphere had declined drastically; for example, the provincial 
assemblies of Punjab, Sindh, NWFP, and Balochistan had tabled 
motions, with overwhelming support, demanding Musharraf seek a vote 
of confidence-which he knew he would lose badly (Jetly, 25 August 
2008). 

ZARDARI AS PRESIDENT 

The election for the new president took place within three weeks of 
Musharraf's resignation. Zardari surprised many when he announced 
that he would contest the presidential election. He was endorsed by the 
PPP and the MQM. The PML-N nominated Justice (Retd.) Saeed-uz­
Zaman Siddiqui, and the PML•Q nominated Mushahid Hussain Syed. 
Zardari got 481 out of the 702 votes of the electoral college-which 
comprise the two houses of the federal parliament and the pro\incial 
assemblies. At the inauguration ceremony on 9 September 2008, Afghan 
President Hamid Karzai was the guest of honour. In his address, Zardari 
pledged to combat terrorism and sl.rcngthcn Jemouill:Y In Pakistan and 
peace in South Asia. However, differences between Zardari and the 
military establishment surfaced quite quickly over relations with India. 
Indian newspapers referred to an interview, given by Zardari to the Wall 
Stred Journal, in which he referred to the militants active in Indian 
Kashmir as terrorists. He a1so stated that fndia did not pose a threat to 
Pakistan (Hindustan Times, 5 October 2008: Hindu, 6 October 2008). 
That news was not highlighted in the Pal<lstani media but, on 7 October, 
Lahore's Daily Times reported that such an announcement had been 
denounced by the leader of the JeT, Hafiz Muhammad Saeed. Another 



controversial statement followed in which Zardari said that Pakistan 
would not resort to a nuclear strike first in case of war with India (nmes 
of India, 22 November 2008). It seems reasonable to presume that 
Zardari was making such unorthodox pronouncements because he 
enjoyed the support and backing of the United States, and may have 
been encouraged to make them by the Americans. Obviously, none of 
these thr« positions corresponded to those held by the military. This 
was confirmed when the whistle-blowing website WwLeaks released a 
US diplomatic cable reporting that General Kayani did not subscribe to 
the position of not striking fint with nuclear weapons (Timcs of India, 
6 May 201 I). 

Although military ·spokespersons alluded to the Taliban as the 
imminent threat to Pakistan's security on a number of occasions, there 
was no fundamental reconsideration of India remaining the main and 
constant threat to Pakistan's security. In fact, the military, and even 
civilian ministers, alleged that the Indian consulates in the border towns 
of Afghanistan were being used to spy on Pakistan, and that India was 
involved in helping the separatist insurgency in Balochistan. 

In April 2011, the Dawn reported a statement by the former British 
foreign secretary, David Miliband, that Zardari and Manmohan Singh 
had agreed on a deal over Kashmir but General Kayani had been 
reluctant to endorse it (Dawn, 4 April 2011). A breakthrough on 
Kashmir has been in the offing for a long time and, on a number !)f 
occasions, a settlement seems to have been reached only to be subverted 
at the last moment by the conservatives on both sides. 

ATTACK ON THE MARRIOTT ISLAMABAD 

On 20 September 2008, a dump truck filled with explosives crashed past 
the guards at Wamabad's prestigious Marriott Hotel-located do1e to 
the diplomatic enclave-and deton.ted. At le•t 54 peopk were killed 
and 255 injured. Although most of the casualties were Pakistanis, at 
least 5 foreign nationals wert killed and 15 injured. The bomb explosion 
took place soon after Zardari had delivettd his first addreu to the 
Pakistan parliamenL Once again, Pakistan's reputation as the epicentre 
of terrorism reverberated loud and clear all over the world. The elected 
government seemed helpless, and the military and intelligence services 
unable, to stem the continuing spate of terrorist activities. 
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'HE MUMBAI TERRORIST OUTRAGE 

akes were raised to a critica1 level when, on 26 Novtmber 2008, a 
·ries of terrorist attacks were launched on India's megalopolis and 
nancial capita1, Mumbai, by suspected memben of the Pakistan-based 
iladist organization, the Lashkar-e-Tayyaba (LeT), The phenomenon 
~ non-state actors, emanating from Pakistan, spearheading terrorist 
tacks on foreign soil greatly lraumatiud the Indian nation and was 
eated with revulsion by the international community. While earlier 
tacks, such as the July 2006 Mumbai commuter train bombings, had 
1used 209 deaths, the Mumbai attacks attracted greater worldwide 
tention. Not only had the cu1prits placed the bombs stealthily, but they 
11.d also carried out their operation in a very public manner. For some 
) hours, the Indian security forces battled with the terrorists. Finally, 
nly one, Ajmal Amir Kasab, was captured a1ive. The Indian authorities 
aimed to have found the bodies of nine alleged terrorists. The 
rtackers had apparently taken the sea route from Pakistan's port city of 
arachi, and landed by boat at Mumbai. Indian coastal defence and 
1telligence appanlluses completely failed to detect them. Some writers 
escribed the Mumbai attacks as India's 9/1 I because the cu1prits had 
eliberately targeted symbols of Indian affluence and grandeur, such as 
1e Taj Maha1 and Oberoi Trident hotels and places where westerners 
athered such as the Leopold Cafe. Targeting the Jewish centre at 
lariman House was certainly meant to create maximum effect and 
lpture international attention. 

A group calling itself the 'Deccan Mujahideen' claimed to have 
arried out the attacks. Such a label suggested that it was the doing of 
11dian Muslims having roots or affUiations with Hyderabad Deccan in 
outhem India, but the Indian authorities dismissed it as a fake name 
nd a diversion. Indian MusJims, in genera1, protested against the 
~rrorist attacks. They refused to give a proper Islamic buria1 to the 
~rrorists and refused permission to bury their bodic, in Mu,lim 
raveyards. 

On the other hand, Pakistani and foreign journalists and TV 
hannels visited Kasab's village, Faridkot, in southern Punjab and 
nterviewed his parents, friends, and neighbours who admitted that the 
nan shown on Indian television was indeed Kasab. That created a 
urore in India. The Indians believed that such evidence sufficed to 
ncriminate him. The Pakistani authorities imposing restrictions on any 
oumalists visiting Faridkot. 



I arri\'ed m Pakistan on 29 No\'emher 2008. The trip had been 
planned months ahead, as part of my research on the role of the military 
in Pakistan for the Institute of South Asian Studies. Eliciting the views 
of semor Pakistani military officers and other public figun.'s, on how 
they explained the role of the m1htary, was my main cancan. I also 
wanted to probe the Indian percept10ns of the Pakistani military. There 
was no doubt that relations between India and Pakistan had turned 
dangerously tense. Whoever masterminded the Mumhai attacks had 
succeeded in bringing the t\••o countries to the brink of war. Within 
hours of the attacks, Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh alluded 
lo Pakistani involvement. Other spokespersons also emphasized such a 
connection. The initial response from Pakistan was conc1hatory and 
sympathetic, and it offered its cooperJtion. Sewlr-elected Pre~ident Asif 
Ali Zardari and Pnme Minister Gilani denied that tht'1r government 
had ordered the attacks. Foreign M1 1stcr Shah Mehmood Qureshi 
promised full cooperation in investigating the in..:ident. Pnmt• Minister 
Gilani t·ven agreed, on India's request, to st·nd the director-general of 
the lnter-Sernces Intelligence (ISi), Lieutenant (;enaal Ahmed Shuja 
Pasha, to India to examim· the l"\·idence the lnd1am ... laHllt'd they had 
gathered to pron· that the attacb had bn:n carried out hy !'Jkistams. 
Later, however, the Pakistan gcwernment retracted the ofter, presumably 
under pressure from the military; no one from the ISi wa~ ~t·nt to India 

In any ewnt, internatwnal d1plom.icy went into action to defuse the 
situJ\ion lorthwith. The internalional community, indudmg key players 
such as 1he United Stales and the L'nited Kingdom, t·xprcsscd sympathy 
for India and condemned terrorism. Cnited Statt·s St·(rctary of State 
Condoleezza Rice and Britain's Pnme Minister Gordon Bwwn, were 
among those who paid v1s1ts. As an escalating armed encounta between 
the two South Asian rivals would spell disasta, not only for the region 
but for the world as well, the mternational concerns were understandable. 

Tl1cre is httlc Joubt 1h.lt the Mu111l•,11 .11t ..... k~ rcmf1•1~cJ PJk1sla11•~ 
already sullied reputation as ·a rogue stak'. "the epicentre of tl·rrorism: 
and so on. Former United States Secretary of State Madeline Albright 
succinctly captured 1he apprehensions being felt in the Unitt·d States 
about Pakistan, in the context of the Mumbai attacks, when she said, 
'Pakistan has eveq1hing that gives you an international migraine. It has 
nuclear weapons, it has terrorism, extremists, corruption, very poor and 
it's m a location that's really, really important lo us.' In the same 
statement, Madeleine Albright emphasized that President Asif Ali 
Zardan was trying \"ery hard to deal with the situation. She was 
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pressing a view widely shared by the Bush administration, and even 
dia, that it was not the elected Pakistani government that had ordered 
e attacks. But, on the other hand, the role of the military and 
telligence agencies remained a maller of speculation. India rejected 
e official Pakistani position that the anacks had been carried out by 
>n•state or independent actors. This position was stressed by no less 
an the Indian president, Pratibha Patil, in her address on the eve of 
dia's Republic Day anniversary. Without naming Pakistan, she said, 
rguments that terrorism is being perpetuated by independent actors 
e self-defeating and cannot be accepted. Countries must own up their 
;;

0
::sib!lities as must the international community in defeating 

Her reiteration of the accusation, made earlier by other Indian 
aders, reflected the frustration Indians felt about the denial mode 
1kistan had been operating in after the government's calm and 
asonable statements initially. Such frustration was partly the product 
· the so-called 'media war' between India and Pakistan. Some Indian 
1mmentators demanded an all-out military anack on Pakistan, while 
hers advocated surgical strikes on the offices and training camps of 
1e LeT- Indian anger had manifestly assumed jingoistic overtones. 
lkistani warmongers warned India of dire consequences in case of any 
ilitary adventure because Pakistan, after all, was a nuclear weapon 
ate. Some went on lo suggest that the Indian intelligence agencies had 
asterminded the whole operation with a view to tarnishing Pakistan's 
1age and exploiting this to order a military offensive. Agitated Indian 
1mmentators began to sound even more belligerent, while so-called 
:perts counted the troops and weapons on both sides and concluded 
1at India had a definite upper hand. 

In reaction, the direction of Pakistani media discussions changed 
om explaining a possible Pakistani connection to projecting an 
r1min~nt threat po1~d hy a helligeren1 India. Re,ponding to the 
·owing sense of insecurity, Prime Minister Gilani invited all the 
:>litica1 parties to a national discussion on the perceived Indian threat. 
resolution was adopted which expressed condolences for the loss of 

l'eS, but the main thrust was on all the parties pledging support for the 
::,vernment in case of war. Even the Pakistan Taliban, who were 
1gaged in a daily violent conflict with government troops, announced 
1at they would fight shoulder-to-shoulder with the Pakistan Army if 
ar broke out. 



As the days passed, the Indian leaders increased the pressure on 
Pakistan by demanding that Pakistanis suspected of involvement in the 
attacks should be handed over to stand trial in India. As no extradition 
treaty existed between the two states, Pakistan refused to comply with 
such a demand. However, it kept assuring India that if evidence was 
provided that proved the guilt of any Pakistanis, they would then be 
punished severely through the due process of law. International prmure 
mounted on Pakistan as the United Nations declared the Jamaal ud 
Dawa, a charitable front organization representing the: LeT (which had 
formally been banned by Pakistan in 2002), a terrorist organization. 
Pakistan followed suit. Some of the: LeT's top leaders were put under 
house arrest and its offices sealed. 

Moreover, India supplied both the: United States Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) and Pakistan with material it claimed incontrovertibly 
established the Pakistani origin of Knab and the other men. The FBI 
declared the Indian evidence reliable and authentic, and declared that 
its own independen( investigations clearly established a link with the 
LeT. The Indians again began to demand that Pakistan hand over 
culprits involved in terrorism in India; the names of the LeT's chief, 
Hafiz Muhammad Saeed, and of Jaish-e-Muhammad's Maulana Masood 
Azhar, among others, were on the list. Later, the Indian authorities 
asserted that, during interrogations, Kasab had named Zaki-ur-Rahman 
Lakhvi as his immediate mentor and the penon who had ordered him 
to carry out the killings in Mumbai. He, as well as another leader of the 
LeT, Yousaf Muzzamil, were named as directly responsible for 
masterminding the Mumbai attacks. On 7 January 2009, the Pakistan 
government admitted that Kasab could be of Pakistani origin (Ahmed, 
30 January 2009). 

VIEWS OF PAKISTANI M1LITA.aY OIPJIICEaS ON MUMBAI 

ATTACKS 

I talked to several retired senior officers during my visit to Pakistan in 
2008. COAS General Jchangir Karamat and former ISi director-general, 
Lieutenant General Javed Ashraf Qazi, asserted that the Islamists had 
been purged from the military and intelligence services. They conceded, 
however, that retired Islamists could still wield influence as they were 
part of different networks. Most of the senior officers that I ta1ked to 
were of the opinion that India was largely to blame for continuing tc 
prmide the jihadists with an axe to grind by refusing to solve th< 
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Kashmir issue. This was notwithstanding the fact that General 
Mwharrafhad gone out of his way to placate Indian fears by announcing 
that Pakistan no longer insisted on the implementation of the United 
Nations Security Council's resolutions pertaining to Kashmir, and was 
willing to consider any solution that could reasonably satisfy India, 
Pakistan, and the Kashmiri people. Since that opportunity had been 
missed, the jihadis were again up in arms. 

General Pervez Musharraf, who made a dean breast of the Pakistan 
military's and ISJ's culpability in creating the Islamist monster that was 
now striking terror within Pakistan, told me: 

The Am~•ricans wanted us to produce Islamic warriors !hat could be 
deployed in the Afghanistan jihad. We obliged without thinking out the 
const·quc-nccs such brainwashing would carry for our own socic1y. We 
I inrd them lo become jihadists. We t ined them lo kill. We sent them 
into Afghanislan and in the Indian-administered Kashmir. Now, lhey have 
unlca,,hed their terror on our own people. They are killing our soldiers and 
will stop at nothing to impose their brutal ideology on us. I rn:ently saw a 
\·idco in which the throat of a man was being split open with a long knife, 
whik· some bearded men in the background were dtouting 'Allah-o-Akbar'. 

Lieutenant General (Retd.) Naseer Akhtar-who as corps commander 
of Karachi in the early 1990s had considerable experience of dealing 
with terrorism fomented by the Mohajir Qaumi Movement and Sindhi 
nationalists-was of the opinion that the Mumbai attacks bore the 
signature of Al-Qaeda, and that huge amounts of money from Arab 
patrons must have gone into its preparation. He was of the \'iew that 
the Kashmir dispute needed an early resolution, and converting the Line 
of Conlrol inlo some sort of porous border was the only thing the 
lndians were likely to agree to. He, too, stressed that the Indian 
leadership had missed a very good opportunity when General 
Musharraf's overtures on Kashmir were- not given• proper rcapon••· 

A senior officer, who until recently held key portfolios in the ISi and 
was directly responsible for planning national security, confided in 
me-on the assurance that his identity would not be disclosed-that 
had India proc«ded with military strikes on Pakistan, it would have 
resulted in very extensive loss and damage. He believed that the Indians 
had gained a lot by behaving as a responsible regional power. He 
lamented that Islamism and extremism had been imposed on Palcistan 
because of the Afghanistan jihad, and dismissed suggestions that 
someone currently serving in the military or the ISi may have ordered 



the terrorist attacks of 26 November 2008. According to him, Pakistan 
did not stand to gain anything from such a misadventure but had much 
to lose. India derived maximum advantage, as a responsible and peace­
loving state, by not resorting to force while Pakistan was being 
demonized in the world as a rogue stale. He believed that the Pakistani 
Taliban and Al-Qaeda had co•OP£rated to carry oul the atlacks in 
Mumbai, and was of the view that lhe extremists had no problem in 
getting hold of funds to finance their jihad. Huge amounts of money 
from the drugs trade, and donations from Arab palrons in Saudi Arabia 
and the United Arab Emirates, furnished abundant resources and 
incentives to promote extremism and lerrorism. 

The weU-known Jslamist and ex-ISi chief. Hamid Gui, dismissed all 
suggestions that Pakistan, or any Pakistan-based group, had carried out 
the attacks. He asserted that the ISi was wrongly blamed for placing a 
bomb on the Samjhauta Express in February 2007. Later, it was 
established by Indian investigators that Hindu terrorists, including some 
from the Indian military-such as Colonel Shrikant Purohit-were 
responsible for it. He was emphatic 1hat the Mumbai attacks, too. were 
an inside job masterminded by Hindu extremisls. On reports lhat he had 
been placed on a terrorist list by the liniled States, General Gui observed, 

I ha\'e been 1old that after the Mumbai anacks I have been placed on a 
tcrmri~t list by the Americans. \\'hat hypocrisy! When they needed us 10 

fight in Afghanistan, they described us as freedom figh1eu; now we are 
terrorists. I am not worried about such a lahd being put on me. In fact it is 
an honour to he declared a terrorist hr a government that is guilty of 
unforgivahle crimes agaimt humanity b)' invading Iraq and Afghanina.n. The 
fact is that sudalism failed some yean ago. Capitalism is now in tatters. The 
United States is a puwer i irrevenible decline. The fulurc belong.\ 10 Islam. 

Brigadier (Retd.) Yasub Ali Dogar drew my attention to a theory held 
by some Paki,tani military and defence analyst, that the Taliban', degree 
of sophistication in their armed conflict with Pakistani forces was 
indicative of the foreign help being rendered to them. Besidts drug 
money and Arab donors, it was suspecled that Indian intelligence was 
actively involved in strengthening the Taliban. India had established 
several consulates near the Pakistan border in Afghanislan which served 
as sources for the supply of money and materials, through clandestine 
networks, lo the Taliban. The conflict with the Taliban has been 
bleeding the Pakistan military in the same way as Pakistani militants, 
such as LeT, despatched into Indian-administered Kashmir ha,·e been 
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bleeding the Indian military through ambush and sabotage. Quite 
simply.tit-for-tat. 

INDIAN VIEWS 

During my brief visit to India, I was able to interview Lieutenanl 
General (Reid.) Dr B.S. Malik, former chief of western command. He 
was of the view that, since Pakistan lacked strong democratic 
institutions, it was not surprising that the most efficient organization in 
the country, the military, began to caU the shots from quite early on. He 
did not belie,·e that the military had ordered the Mumbai attacks but 
obsen•ed that the situation in Pakistan was out of control. Besides the 
LeT, any set of conspirators could have been involved in the Mumbai 
attacks. In meetings with the South Asian Cluster at the Indian Defence 
Studies and Analysis (IDSA), and the Indian Centre for Land Warfare 
Studies, ii became clear that India had been rudely shaken by the 
Mumbai attacks. While the experts were aware of the grave dangers that 
a war between the two rivals could pose, they expressed strong 
scepticism about the normalization of relations between the two 
countries unless Pakistan came dean and co-operated sincerely in the 
investigation. and the culprits were properly punished. 

CHANGE OF GUARD IN THE WHITE HOUSE 

In No,·ember 2008, the Democratic Party's candidate, Barack Hussein 
Obama, was elected the first African-American and forty-fourth 
president of the United States. Obama had emphasized, while 
campaigning, that he would continue with the war on terror but would 
adopt a strategy requiring Pakistan to deliver more effectively in lieu of 
the aid it receives from the United States. The term ~fPak' was coined 
by Richard Holbrnnke in 2008, to designate Afghanistan and Pakistan 
as a single theatre of military operations. Holbrooke was appointed the 
US special representative to Afghanistan and Pakistan by the Obama 
administration. Holbrooke described the AfPak concept in the following 
terms: 

It is an allempl lo indkale ... the fa.:I lhat there is one lhcatre of war. 
slraJdling an ill-defined border, the Durand Line, and that on lhe western 
side of 1hat border, NATO and ulher forces are able to operale. On the 
ea.stern side, il's lhe sovereign terrilory of Pakis1an. But it is on 1he eastern 



siJe of lhls ill-defined border that the in1erna1ional terrorist mowmem ii 
located (World Wide Words 2009). 

Pakistan reacted with dismay at the neologism 'AfPak: which bracketed 
it with Afghanistan. In its self-esteem, Pakistan considered itself 
qualified to be bracketed with India. Afghanistan, on the other hand, it 
considered a loose confederacy of tribes and wulords, with the 
government at Kabul representing only a rudimentary type of state 
authority. Initially, Holbrooke and some other experts had suggeated 
that, in order to convince Pakistan to take part whole-heartedly in the 
war on terror, it was necessary that it be assured that the United States 
was sympathetic: to the resolution of Kashmir. Moreover, Pakistan had 
serious reservations about India's prominent presence in Afghanistan. 
Consequently, the Obama administration did obliquely allude to the 
inclusion of India in a broader South Asian concentric arena of 
multifaceted policy initiatives, but the neologism-AfPaklnd-was 
never formally proposed. India n-acted angrily to such a suggestion, 
asserting that the Americans were not welcome to any mediatory role 
in Kashmir. The Americans quickly retreated and AfPak made no 
further reference to India. 

The scourge of terrorism continued to spiral out of control, exposing 
the Pakistani establishment's limitations on its capacity to bolster the 
'fortress of Islam' with impunity. The TTP and its affiliates continued 
their concerted and sustained terrorist campaign within Pakistan. In 
early 2009, the centre of gta\i.ty of terrorism shifted to the Swat Valley. 

AN ISLAMIC EMULATE IN THE SWAT VALLEY 

Since 1989, Sufi Muhammad-a veteran of the Afghan jihad-had 
actively been promoting militant \-Vahabism in the idyllic Swat Valley. 
Unlike other part• o( the NWFP. although the people o( Swat were 
mainly Pakhtun1, they had no tradition o( bearing arms. Rather, its 
record o( a peaceful existence extended to the distant past when a 
Buddhist civilization nourished there. At the time of the partition of 
India, many Hindus from the NWFP shifted lo Swat because its ruler, 
the Wali, was known for his tolerant rule. Although the Wali decided 
to accede to Pakistan, Swat was not amalgamated into the NWFP until 
1969. Sufi Muhammad's Tehrik-e-Nifaz-e-Shariat-e-Muhammadi 
(TNSM) began to undermine the old order. What supplanted it was the 
all-too-familiar obscurantist and brutal way o( life and arbitnry 
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government that thrives on summar}' executions of sex offenders and 
criminals. The TNSM emerged as an affiliate of the TTP, albeit with its 
own local autonomy and doctrinal peculiarities deriving from its 
Wahabi orientation-in distinction 10 the largely Deobandi Taliban. In 
terms of politics, there was hardly any difference. In fact, the TNSM's 
zeal in destroying girls' schools, and modern education for both boys 
and girls in general, exceeded that of the Taliban. Peace deals between 
the TNSM and the Palc.istan government in 2007 and in 2008 allowed 
the TNSM to impose Sharia law in areas under its control; in return, 
they were required to acknowledge the writ of the state and abstain from 
terrorist activities. Neither the TIP nor the TNSM was keen to honour 
the pledge it had made. The United States considered such peace deals 
to be capitulation, and a betnya] by Palc.istan of its pledge to sincerely 
and unequivocally talc.e part in the "-ar on terror. Pakistan, however, 
continued to insist that the imposition of Sharia law, in limited areas, 
did not contradict its commitment 10 fighting terrorism. 

In January 2009, reports began 10 emanate of a major offensive 
launched by the TNSM to con\'ert Swat into an Islamic emirate. The 
TNSM had previously blown up schools and government buildings in 
Bajaur and Mohmand agency, and now the Swat Valley was subjected 
to the same treatment. The hallmark of such an emirate was the 
destruction of hundreds of girl schools, and was part of a wider 
campaign that included public amputations, floggings, and stoning of 
alleged sexual offenders and other criminals. The military had 
previously made deals with Sufi Muhammad which had stipulated that 
while the TNSM was allowed to impose harsh Islamic laws, it 
acknowledged the overall sovereignty of the Pakistani state. Those deals 
foundered quickly as the TNSM continued to violate its terms and 
continued the intimidation of the people and harassment of government 
troops. That latest deal was made on 5 February 2009 and allowed the 
imposition of Sharia laws and the establlshmenL of Sha:ria <:ourts, but 
under the government's supervision through a Shariat appellate bench 
of the Supreme Court in the Malakand region. That was interpreted as 
carte blanche by the TNSM-to brutalize the people of Swat. Besides 
destroying girl schools, the TNSM ruled that, in future, girls could al 

most attend school up to the 5th class. When President Zardari asserted 
that appeals against the verdict of the Shariat courts could be moved 
before the Palc.istan Supreme Court, this was rejected by the TNSM, 
which intensified its terror campaign. 



In another part of NWFP-the Orakz.ai Agency-the ITP intensified 
its reign of terror by demanding that the Sikh minority pay the poll-tu:, 
jizya, or flee or face the sword. Hitherto, Sikhs and Hindus in the tribal 
areas had lived in peace among the Pakhtuns, in accordance with the 
values and practices of Pakhtunwali. Under the circumstances, 
thousands of people belonging to the Hindu, Sikh, and Christian 
communities began to flee from the tribal areas. 

ATTACK ON THE SRI LANKA CRICKET TEAM 

Brutalization of the tribal areas and the plains of the NWFP had become 
endemic since the 1980s; sectarian terrorism had been wrecking lives 
in the Punjab since the end of the 1980s; but, in March, the long hand 
of militant extremism did not even spare sport. On 3 March 2009, the 
centre of gravity of terrorism shifted to Lahore, the capital of the 
dominant Punjab province. As 1he bus carrying the Sri Lankan cricket 
team neared the Qaddafi Stadium, it was attacked 'A-;th bullets, grenades, 
bombs, and rocket launchers. Since the target was a fast-moving one, 
not all the deadly ammunition hit the target. Eight Sri Lankan players 
were injured, none critically, while five Pakistani security personnel died 
defending them. Two other Pakistanis were also reported killed in the 
attack. One could see, on television, the twelve terrorists moving around 
with great ease and confidence, shooting al wiU and showing no signs 
of nervousness or hurry. Not surprisingly, a senior minister in the 
Punjab cabinet, Raja Riaz, unequivocally drew parallels between the 
attack and the Mumbai atrocity, alleging that the same forces were 
involved in the Lahore attack. Because of the proliferation of terrorism, 
other countries had refused to play in Pakistan; only the Sri Lankans 
had agreed. This attack proved to be the catal)'St that was nttded to 
make the Pakistani media highlight the imminent danger that home­
grown terrorism posed to Pakistan. However, conspir11cy 1heoriea 
continued to circulate about a sinister Indian-Afghan government hand 
behind the assault. 

NAWAZ SHARIF ANNOUNCES LONG MARCH 

While the public was still coming to terms with the shock of a friendly 
country's cricket team being attacked by fanatics, Nawaz Sharif 
exacerbated the volatile milieu by announcing. in the second week of 
March 2009, his intention of joining the so-called 'long march' lhat the 
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lawyers had announced to protest against the continuing deposition of 
Justice Chaudhry and his colleagues. Partly, the impetus to join the long 
march was decided by the verdict of a three•judge bench of the Lahore 
High Court that had declared his brother, Shahbaz Sharif, and him 
ineligible to hold public office. It was feared that PML•N and PPP 
supporters could be drawn into street power manifestations that, in 
lurn, could result in violent clashes between them. Undeterred by such 
a prospect, Nawaz Sharif threatened to bring hundreds of thousands of 
protestors to the capital, Islamabad. He claimed that he was willing to 
risk his life to resituate the honourable judges to their rightful places on 
the Supreme Court benches; such enthusiasm probably reflected an 
attempt, on his part, to rehabilitate his tarnished reputation following 
his goons' raid on the Supreme Court during his second government. 
The JI, and the charismatic leader of the Tehreek-e-lnsaf, cricket idol 
Imran Khan, also announced their intention to join the march. 

Prime Minister Gilani responded by imposing Section 144, which 
prohibited groups of more than fh•e people assembling in one place. 
The police clashed with demonstrators in Karachi, Lahore, Islamabad, 
and other places. Hundreds of protestors were arrested. However, the 
government realized that, without the excessive use of force, the long 
march could not be prevented. The PPP-MQM coalition governmenl 
in Sindh, as well as the governments in the North-West Frontier 
Province and Baluchistan, played a responsible role by informing 1he 
PPP leadership that, in the event that 1he long march took place, the 
people of their provinces were likely to join it. Alarm bells began to ring 
in Washington DC. The United States did not want Pakistan to be 
destabilized. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton called both President 
Zardari and Nawaz Sharif urging restraint. The United States 
ambassador 10 Pakistan, Anne Petterson, and other officials also 
conducted hectic diplomatic activities to defuse the conflict. Nawaz 
Sharif, reportedly, Informed the Amerkan• that he would not budge 
from his stand and that the long march would go ahead if the PPP 
continued with its authoritarian policies. 

As the prospects of a showdown loomed large, with Nawaz Sharif 
planning to start his long march on 16 March 2009, the first signs of 
major disagreements within the PPP leadership became public in a 
dramatic manner. Information and Broadcasting Minister Sherry 
Rehman resigned when the transmissions of the popular private 
television channel, Geo News, were stopped without her being 
consulted. Earlier, Mian Raza Rabbani resigned as federal minister for 



inter-provincial coordination to protest against the appointment of 
President Zardari's personal lawyer, Farooq Naik, as chainnan of the 
Senate. Unlike Rabbani, Naik was not evm a member of the Senate. The 
Punjab police, also, refused to use further violence and repression 
against the people. All this dearly demonstrated that, in the key 
province of Punjab, the PPP would not be able to prevail in a showdown 
with the PML-N. During his visit to the United States in late February 
2009, Kayarti had told the Americans that the Pakistan Army would stay 
out of politics. However, with Pakistan headed towards another major 
showdown between the politicians, he decided to exercise the clout the 
military undoubtedly enjoyed. He reportedly advised the government 
not to resort to force. The military realized that the people supported 
the restoration of Justice Chaudhry and his colleagues. Under the 
circumstances, the government was forced to give in. 

Consequently, just as the long march was about to begin, Prime 
Minister Gilani announced, 'My countrymen, in accordance with my 
commitment and the commitment made by the president of Pakistan, 
I declare reinstatement of Mr lftikhar Muhammad Chaudhry and all 
other deposed judges to their positions: At the same time, Gilani 
announced that the government would appeal against thr debarring of 
the Sharif brothers by the Lahore High Court because the public 
sentiment against that verdict was very strong. 

AMERICAN PRESSURE BUILDS 

Events in Pakistan were naturally causing anxiety in faraway Washington 
DC. The Americans had invested heavily, in terms of money and 
material, in Pakistan in \he hope that its military could be persuaded 
to go after the terrorist enclaves and networks in Pakistan. Internal 
instability, that verged on the breakdown of law and order, WU hardly 
the type of milieu it wanted to prevail in Paki1tan. With the advent of 
A£Pak-a description that Pakistan resented and which the Americans 
prudently started using less frequently without compromiaing ils policy 
content-visits by senior US officials increased rapidly. It seems the 
Americans had decided that constant and frequent trips to Pakistan 
were essential to make it stay the course in the fight against Al-Qaeda 
and the hard-core Taliban. Consequently, a set rhetorical pattern began 
to take shape. While some prominent US official would express doubts 
about the military's determination to fight the terrorists-the Pakistani 
officialdom reacted angrily and rebuffed such allegations-another 



ou]d say a kw words pra1s111g P.ik1stan's contribution to the war on 
rror. This new pattern stah1hzed .ifter General Kayani hccamc COAS 
usharraf was associated with thl· Bmh era while K.iyani represented 
1angc-notw1thstand1ng thl· ..:ontinuing ..:on\"0luted patern.il1sm of tht' 
1l1tarv. 
In p~rt1..:ular, Admiral .'v11kc \tulkn, thc L'S ch:urman of Joint ch1cfs 

·s1aff. paid ~l·,cral \'isits to Jslam,1had in 2008 and 2009. In April 2009. 
1..:hard Holhrooke, the ncw L"S Spt·c1al F.n\"0y to Afghani~tan and 
1ki~t.m. and he fint ,·1s1ted Afghanistan a11J then Pakistan. Talking 
formally lo some prominent Pakistams at a dinner hosted by L'S 
mh.1ssador Annc Petterson, they hoth t•mphasiwd that Pakistan lav J.t 
it· ... ore of Arner1c.1·s ~lr.itq;ic ..:onlt·rn,. The Afgh.ms had app.irently 
,!J them th.it Afgham~t.in\ prnhk1m lay l'Xdmivd~ in Pakistan and 
1.it thl' ISi w.i~ the nllJ.111 of tlw J.'ll'l·t·: olhrookc rq,t·.itnl tht·Sl' 
11~g11·mgs Thi~ ..:nt1..:i~m of the 1'-1 ..:rc.1ted a d1plPm.1t1..: ro11 a~ the 
11litar~ n,prcssl·d it~ d1~plc,1',UH' 0llT 11 \lu!lcn tht·n tnt·d to m1t1g.1te 
1e nq:J.tl\e lal11,ut h· dt·~lnhmg h:.1~,m1 .is J ~lr,ught•t,ilkmg gennal 
1th 1,·ho111 llt' ..:oulJ IH>rk w11h mutu.il tru~I ,mJ hcncfit .it the tadll,d 
1J str,1tq~1l lt·Hh Ho1n·ll·r. \lullrn ,lllJ !fo!bronke kft no Jouhl m 

1yont-'., rnmd th.II thl· l'll1nom1c ,mJ military .11 to 1'.1k1qa11 woulJ he 
nknl Ill P,1\._i,t,m\ l\lllln·tc 'll\'f'"rl 111 tlu· 1,ar .1g.mul Al-Q.it·J,1, 
!dmg th,1t :\rnn1..:,1 rt·,pt·tkd P.1k1q,u1\ ~on-re1gnty and there wa~ no 
l,lll~l· o/ :\mer1..:an 'bollb on gr.,und' 111 the I\1k1~ta111 tnh.il art·as 
'lady lime.,. 7 April ~()()Y) 

11!,,rv Clinton .allegt·J thJ.t P.ik1,1,1n h,1J J.hdK.iled to the Tal1bJ.11 hy 
~rl·e111g to tht' 1mpos1tion of hlarrn ... l,1\, 111 J. pan of the country, and 
1,11 nudear-arnu·d P.iki~tan po,l''- ,1 ·moral 1hrcat' to world ~t·<.unt). In 
n mten 1cw with c:,..;:,..; ~,,on after \1rs Clinlon's remarks, Pak1~tan's 
,mhassaJor to the L"S, Husam Haqqan1, refuted the threat of 
ahhanllalion in Pakist.rn. He found sugge~tions m.idc by the L"S 
wd,.,, th,11 th,· Talihan were ~lt·,Hhlr ••xh•nd111~ 1h<'lr mtlut'nce and 
ower m J>ak1st.m and th.at their writ prcvadl'll le~\ than 60 miles from 
ie Pakistani capital. Islamabad, gross exaggerations { Tht• ,\1rw~ 
1tcrnatio11ril. n Apnl 2009). 

~u..:h dern.ils, ho\1evn, ~mgul.iily hd1cd the har~h facts on tht· 
round 111 Pak1~tan. A YouTuhe dip showed Tahhan brutes !logging a 
1rl for appc.inng m puhlu: without ,1 legally-correct male c~cort. As 
]ways, the righl•wing media began to circulate storit:s ~uggesting that 

was a fake. A spokesman for the lahban also tried 10 rebuff the 
logging .illegallon. Simultanl·ously, the Taliban continued to make 



almost daily announcements that they were going to enforce Sharia laws 
all over Pakistan; in one of their statements, they threatened the legal 
community with dire consequences for functioning within the non­
Sharia legal system inherited from the heathen British. Interior Minister 
Rehman Malik tried another tactic: he sought to divert attention, from 
mainstream politics, to a joint Indian and Russian plot aimed at 
supporting the insurgency mounted by the Balochistan Liberation Anny 
to realize its secessionist ambitions. Malik urged India to stop interfering 
in Balochistan, and upped the ante by describing India as 'an open 
enemy of Pakistan: Such assertions were made in parliament. Some 
~nators from Balochistan challenged his accusations, but he stood his 
ground (News, 23 April 2009). 

MILITARY DECIDES TO LAUNCH MILITARY OFFENSIVE 

AGAINST THE TNSM 
Throughout the early mon1hs of 2009, daily stories of Taliban atrocities 
figured in lhe Pakistani prinl media and on television talk shows; some 
experts deplored the primitive methods of the jihadists. Alarm bells had 
begun to ring in Islamabad from early April as the TNSM destroyed 
government offices, civil and military personnel fled in panic, and an 
exodus of hundreds of thousands of ordinary people took place. On 
Friday 24 April 2009, General Kayani condemned the Taliban in the 
strongest terms. 'The army will not allow the militants to dictate terms 
to the government or impose their way of life on the civil society of 
Pakistan: (Daily 1imes, 25 April 2009) he said, referring to the strict 
Sharia codes imposed by the Taliban in the areas of their domination. 
Genera1 Kayani admitted that doubts were being voiced about the intent 
and the capability of the army to defeat the Taliban. He went on to say 
that the 'Pakistan Army never has and never will hesitate to sacrifice 
whatever II may lake, lo ensure safety and well-bdng of 1he people or 
Pakistan and the country's territorial integrity.' He wenl on to say that 
'The victory against terror and militancy will be achieved at all costs' 
(Daily Time.s, 25 April 2009). The COAS condemned statements from 
a number of countries expressing concerns about the future of Pakistan, 
and said that 'a country of 170 million resilient people under a 
democratic dispensation and strongly supported by the army' was 
capable of handling any crisis that it might confront (Daily 1ima, 25 
April 2009). 
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OPERATION BLACK THUNDERSTORM 

On 26 April 2009, Operation Black Thunderstorm was launched in 
severa1 areas adjoining the Swat valley. Beginning with heavy artillery 
and aerial bombardment, followed by infantry incursions that cleared 
the way, it was followed by Sub-Operation Rah-t-R,ut (the right path) 
that included airborne troops storming Taliban strongholds in the Swat 
valley. After a few weeks, the Ta1iban were dislodged from the urban 
artas. Pakistani soldiers engaged the Ta1iban in street fighting. and there 
were hundreds of casualties on both sides. On 30 May, the Pakistani 
military informed that, barring some pockets of resistance, it had 
regained control of the main city of Mingora. Prior to the fighting, 
Mingora had a population of 200,000 people. Most of them fled to safety 
outside Swat. As the fighting was extended to other parts of Swat, there 
was a veritable exodus of people from the valley. More than two million 
abandoned hearth and home. 

Kayani inspected the operation area in Swat from the air. Chief 
M:arshal Rao Qamar Suleman, who accompanied him, said the army 
and air force were united in ending the curse of terrorism (Daily Times, 
16 June 2009). Fighting continued during June and July. The military 
claimed success all along. One of the leaders of the Swat Taliban, Sufi 
Muhammad, was captured in June. The more fanatical Fazlullah was 
reportedly hit during air strikes but not captured. The military claimed 
to have established a complete hold over the Swat valley. By 22 August, 
1.6 million of the 2.2 million returned home. 

OPERATION RAH-E-NJJAT (PATH TO SALVATION) IN 

SOUTH WAZIRISTAN 

Succe'5 in Swat encouraged the Pakistan military to pursue the TTP in 
1heir Slronghold of South Waziristan. Operation Rah-e-Nijat (Path to 
SaJvation) started on 19 June 2009. On 5 August 2009, Baitullah Mehsud 
was killed by missiles fired bya US drone. II was indicative of the close 
cooperation between the American and Pakistani intelligence and 
military functionaries. An unsuccessful assassination attempt on Federal 
Minister for Religious Affairs Hamid Saeed Kazmi took place on 2 
September. The immediate reason for the attack was that Kazmi had 
arranged a meeting of ulema and mashaikh (spiritual guides or Sufi 
masters) who had condemned terrorism and issued a fatwa against it. 
I met the minister at a conference in Islamabad in May 2009 when he 



told me that Barelvi mosques were being taken over, nol only in the 
NWFP but also in Punjab, including Islamabad, by pro-Taliban maulvis, 
but the government felt helpless. 

In any even!, 1n early September, Kayani inaugurated a rehabilitation 
centre for men whom the Taliban had indoctrinated and trained in 
terrorism and suicide bombing. He emphasized that the mili1ary had 
broken the terrorists' backs and Operation Rah-e-Rasl would continue 
as long as the last terrorist was not eli inated. He told a gathering of 
local leaders and soldiers that the terrorist network had been dismantled 
and peace restored to the Swat valley. He also discussed issues of 
rehabilitating and resettling the internally displaced population of the 
area. The local elders assured him of their complete support for the 
army (Daily Times, 5 September 2009). On 11 September 2009, the arm~ 
arrested some top leaders of the Swat Taliban. The army announced 
that, in all, 1800 Taliban were slain during the Swat operation alone. 

KERRY-LUGAR BILL 

The determined and effective m1htary operatiom by the Pakistan Arm) 
received immediate applause from the Americans. On 24 September 
2009 the US Senate, and on 30 September the House of Representatives, 
approved the 'Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act of 2009'­
popularl)' known as the Kerry-Lugar bill but more correctly the Kerry­
Lugar-Berman bill, after its three sponsors, Senator John Kerr> 
(Democrat) and Senator Richard Lugar (Republican) and Rt·presentativc 
Howard Berman (Democrat). It provided economic and mili1ary aid 
wonh more than $7.S billion to Pakistan over a period of five years. The 
bill primarily sought to exlract optimal output from the Pakistani civil 
and m1htary ehtes in the fight against Al-Qaeda and !he Taliban 
However, it was also designed as a political engineering project that 
wuulJ f.a,._11italc d\"1\i,u, ~uprc111.i ... y over lhc milil,uy in the mterut ol 
democracy. Moreover, it introduced specific rules and standards for 
monitoring the use of the money so that corruption and embezzlement 
at the Pakistani end could be kept to a minimum ( The Kerry-Lugar Bill. 
2009). 

A huge ruckus was created by the right-wing Pakistani print media, 
while populist intellectuals and lslamists railed against the bill and let 
loose conspiracy theories about a devious American plot to subvert 
Pakistani sovereignly. In the past, these forces had had no qualms ot 
conscience about receiving money from the Americans to launch jihad 
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in Afghanislan. Now, when the Obama administration was trying to 
change course and return to the pristine UN Charter of creating a world 
order anchored in collective security, Pakistan's reactionary politicians 
were greatly exercised by Pakistan's sovereignty allegedly being 
compromised. It was alleged that the Kerry-Lugar bill was a sinister 
plot to, step-by-step, gain economic. political, and military control over 
Pakistan. One of the main author's of the bill, Senator John Kerry, as 
well as President Obama's special adviser on Afghanistan and Pakistan, 
Richard Holbrooke, visited Pakistan to allay Pakistani concerns about 
the bill (Daily Times, 20 October 2009). They both asserted that the bill 
did not, m any way, impose preconditions on, or compromise. Pakistani 
sovereignty. 

There was, of course, a critique of the same bill from another quarter 
in Pakistan: the military. The Kerry-Lugar bill provided amply for ii to 
be trained and equipped to fight terrorism, but it also included clauses 
requiring the dismantling of terrorist outfits such as the Lashkar-e• 
Tanaba and Jaish-e-Muhammad as well as the liquidation of Al-Qaeda 
and Taliban. 

The ISPR issued a slatement that. in a meeting of the top commanders 
with General Kayani in lhe chair held at the GHQ, 'The forum expressed 
serious concerns regarding clauses impacting national security'. Karani 
was reported as saying, 'Pakistan is a sovereign state and has all the 
rights to analyse and respond lo the threat in accordance with her own 
national interests'. However, ii was observed that in the military 
commander's considered \'iew, '11 1s parliament that represents the will 
of the people of Pakistan, which would deliberate on the issue, enabling 
the government to develop a national response'. In his concluding 
remarks. Kayani reiterated that Pakistan stands committed to global and 
regional peace and wishes to Jive in harmony with its neighbours (The 
News International, 8 October 2009). 

The military's response was partly a reflection of its anxiety about a 
new balance of power coming about in Pakistan, in which civilian 
inslitutions may gain greater clout and prestige at its expense-it was 
probably a manifestation of Ayesha Siddiqa's thesis of an institutional 
interest, in the broader sense, explaining the response of the military. 
The catch was, of course, that Pakistan could reject the Kerry-Lugar 
bill. However, given the endemic economic and military dependence 
that the military had cultivated over the years-a relationship that 
helped maintain its own vantage position in the Pakistani power 
equation-there was little chance that the establishment would reject 



ATTACK ON THE GHQ 
The Talib.in upped the ante wht•n, on S.iturday 10 Oct(1i:-ia 2009, Taliban 

m1hta11\s donning military au1re Jrow into the compound nf lhe 
P.ikhtan Army's General Headquarters (GHQ) m R.11,·alpmdi. \\'hen 

the st·cuntr guards challl·nged them, ther hcgan to shoot .ind throw 
grenadl·~ ,11 them. The se..:u11ty pe1 \on11d rl·turned llre and, 1n tht· 
.,huntout thJ! ensued, M),. sc..:un\\ i,:uard~ and four terrorists lost their 
Ines :--nnw ol the Talil:-ian. ho;,~1w, managed IO enta tht• CiHQ 
prcm1,e, .rnd tool,_ doLCIH of people hn~tag.c Spor,1J1l ,hooting 
,·on11r1ul'd thn,ugh till· night By carh nwrnmg. P,1kist,Hli ,omm.1nJo~ 
!rnm th,· eh!e Spl·..:ial Snnce~ l,roup had ~ucn·c,kd m trn:mg mo~I of 
tlil' ho-t,1gt·,, four m"re li:rn>n,t, IH'll' l,_1lkd .md one hehneJ lo ht· 
thl'n nngk,hla-Aqcd, Jho knnwn ,1, Dr L·,rn,1n \\,1, ,:,1pturt·d 
A111<mg lhl· l'Jl,,1,t.rn Army pn~('lllH'I 1,l1n IP,t lhl'lf 111,·, 1,l'rl· 

hr1g.1d1c·r and .1 lin1kt1,lll!-u>lonc·l l"ight ,ccu11t~ f'rl'"Tl!lcl. 111TH' 
tnn,r1,1~. and thrc·e 01d1.m, ,1ltngc·thcr, twe!ll\ J'l'<>pk -1,,•1,· k1lkd 
.\frd1.1 rcpnrt, ~uggl·\t 1h.11 !hl' l"ll'l'lf,ll) to ,lllillk thl' l;]!() 111.1) C\Cll 
h.1n· lmk, lo Pun1.1h whl'fe, 111 thl' ,outhc·rn-mo,t d1,tr1~h. 1Jn,1t1..:al 
blJm1q~ h.1n· bc'l'n g1owmg hy thc Jay A 11c·w 011tl1L ·1 hc Pun1,1h1 
"L1l1h.111, lwg.111 to ..:1r,ulak 111 thl· 11H·d1,1 ,1nd nil the Hlll'rlll'! 

It 1,, undouhkdl). the 1110,1 audJ,1011~ and Jann~ .1".1ult h) t 

r.1l1b.111 Al-Q,,eJ.1 no,u~ Qunl1011, 1n·rc- J~kc·J ,iholll ,Ill\ 1111dl1genu· 
l,1p>c th,11111.l} h,11·c 1•<.:<urred. l't'lJU~c· tlil· -.·(unty .1rr.111gcm,·111, .in,und 
liHQ ,lfl' mo~t ~tringt·nt ,md 1mprq~n,1hk. It 1, d1f11,ull to hc·l1<·n· that 
.:ompk!l' outsider, plottnl the .itt,1ck hdp ,llld ,1"1'1,111«· fr"m 10!!,.Ul' 
,·\n11<·n1, ,·,ilwr ,,•rnnr or r..t1n·.t or.,, .. mh111.,1,on "t l,.,11, """1 I,,",. 
pl.1)nl ,o!lll' role- Ill 1l 

i"hl' .i,snuh nn the Ci HQ wa~ prccnkd by two othn nunm atlJd;s 

in the same wrck. Un .\londJy 5 October, a suiode bomber Ja·s,cd m 
the I ront1er Constahul.1ry umi"orm smn·edcJ 111 entermg the· premise~ 
of the t·:-.: i'ood Progr,1m11H' OffKl' nnJ hlcw h1m~clt up hie pc·ople 
were kilkd, indud111g .1 l''.\' J1plom.11 .md thrc·c· km.ilc rn1plo}eCs The 
..:ulrnt w.1, ,1hlc to dl•.:t·11·c morl· than t1n·nt) sc·.:unt)· gu.1rJ, 1,ho IH'TC 

1>11 du11 al th.u time. !"hen. 1111 J·nJ.1y 9 (htol:-il'f, another ,u1c1\k h(Hllbl'r 
1:-ilt'w himself up in Snl'L1rno ~qu.1n·, a ,·cry hu~y .ind l"l'n!r.11 part (>f the 
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capital of the North-West Frontier Province, Peshawar. Many school 
children, who were on a passing bus, were among them; more than 50 
fatalities and 100 injuries occurred. 

HILLARY CLINTON VISITS PAKISTAN 

US pressure on Pakistan continued to mount but with the usual mixture 
of carrot and stick. Hillary Clinton visited Pakistan from 28-30 October. 
Her \'isit took place at a critical juncture: the Taliban-Al-Qaeda forces 
had sharply accelerated their terrorist campaign against Pakistan; 
serious doubts had been expussed, within Pakistani political circles and 
sections of the power elite, about US commitment to Pakistan's security 
and sovereignty; simultaneously, the Americans continued to be 
sceptical about Pakistan's approach to the Taliban-Al-Qaeda nexus. 

During Clinton's visit, the Pakistani media highlighted the alleged 
presence and activities of a large number of Blackwater security 
personnel in Pakistan. The security firm had gained considerable 
notoriety for iu criminal behaviour in occupied Iraq-which had 
resulted in several deaths and incidenls of torture and humiliation of 
Iraqi detainees. The Pakistani media alleged that Blackwater operatives 
were an extension of the CIA and were involved in activities aimed 
al getting hold of Pakistan's nuclear assets, as well as an even more 
nefarious conspiracy to 1ubvcrt Pakistani sovereignty. The Pakistani 
Washington DC-based Pakistani analyst, Shuja Nawaz, deplored that 
the Americans were not providing the required weaponry to Pakistan 
to fight the Taliban in rugged and difficult territories such as Waziristan 
(Nawaz 2009). Moreover, according to other Pakistan sources, when 
the military launched Operation Rah-e-Nijal and entered South 
Waziristan, instead of sealing all entry and exit routes into Waziristan 
the Americans did just the opposite: they removed scores of security 
d11:ckpulnb on the Afghanislim :.iJe of the P11k-Afgha.11 border (DAlly 

Timc5, 20 October 2009). 
Such a decision allegedly helped the Taliban infiltrate from 

Afghanistan into South Waziristan, as well as escape from there into 
Afghanistan. General Kayani took up this issue with the top US 
commander in Afghanistan, General M:cChrystal, and urged him to seal 
the border. On the other hand, the Americans expressed concern and 
criticism about Pakistani actions. They alleged that Pakistan wa1 
restricting its military operation to South Waziristan, where the 
Pakistani Taliban (TTP) who had been attacking Pakistani targets were 



entrenched, but showed no inclination in going after lhe Tahhan in 
northern Waziristan or in the capital of Baluchistan, Quella. where the 
pro-Pakistan, Afgh,m Taliban and Al-Qaeda leadership were hiding, 
according to the L'S. L'S analysts noatcd 1he idea that Pakistan 
distinguished between good Taliban (Afghan Taliban) and bJd Taliban 
(TTP and its Pakistani affiliates). Pakistan vehemcntlr rqe.::tcd such 
accusatiom. Just before she left \Vashington DC, a correspondent for 
Pakistan's leading newspaper, Dawn, interviewed Clinton. v\'hen asked 
to comment whether the L'nited States' demand was fair. that a Pakistani 
military unit using a certain weapon on the Afghan border should leave 
that weapon behind when it's transferred to another location, she 
responded by saying that 'A lot of military equipment is 'fungible' and 
mobile and can be used in different places' (Dawn, 28 October 2009). 
The Pakistani media interpreted this as a move lo accommodate Indian 
concerns about Pakistan acquiring modern weapons. 

Consequently, when Clinton addressed Pakistani newspaper editors 
in Lahore on 29 October and asserted that the Al-Qaeda leadl·rsh1p was 
hiding in Pakistan, many Pakistanis Wl·rc greatly disturbed, but she 
insisted that her accusations were baSl'd on information she had at her 
disposal. She remarked, 'I find it hard to belie\'C that nobody in your 
government knows where they arc and couldn't get lhem if !hey really 
wanted lo. Maybe !hat's the case; maybe they're not gettable. I don't 
know. As far as we know, they are in Pakistan' (Dmly Timrs, JO 
0.:1ober 2009). In terms of d1plomat1c praxis, it was perhaps too blunt 
an .i.c.:usat1on to be made publidy by a visiting high-r,mking diplomat 
of a country allied fo a host country in an ongoing major violent 
confl1LI, but C\in1on only exprt·ssed an opinion that had, for quite some 
time, been aired by L'S 1hink-tanks and State Department functionaries. 
I had been told 1his repeatedly hr sewral US analysts when I visited 
Washington DC in July 2009. 

In any event, the overall thrust ol Clmton's interact10ns with the 
public, as well as the goHrnment and military, was that fighting 
terromm and defeating the Taliban-Al-Qaeda duo was in the best 
interests of Pakistan; that the United States would flgh1 terrorism side 
by side wilh Pakistan; and, therefore, there was no reasonable ground 
to suspect bad faith from her country. She, particularly, committed US 
help and assistance in bolstering Pakislan's counter-insurgt•ncy 
capabilities, and went on to propose a set of practical measures to 
improve Pakistan's fiscal and economic performance, urging Pakistan 
to expand its tax base and lo modernize its taxation system. She also 
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announced funding for several educational and developmental projects, 
including help in solving Pakistan's serious problem of a shortage of 
energy. 

She also urged a resumption of the India-Pakistan dialogue which 
had remained more or less suspended after the Mumbai terrorist attacks 
of November 2008. India had become a strategic partner of the United 
States and, following the nuclear deal that was agr«d between them in 
2009; it enjoyed a special relationship with the latter. The Obama 
presidency was viewed with some anxiety in India, but both Obama and 
Hillary Clinton assured the Indians that the US would not interfere in 
the relationship between the two South Asian rivals and both must 
resolve their disputes through bilateral negotiations. 

In any case, the Amc-rican Congrc-ss passed a special bill that required 
'efforts to track where US military hardware sent to Pakistan ends up. 
as well as a warning that the aid must not upset -ihe balance of power 
in the regionn -a reference- to tensions between Pakistan and India' 
(Daily Times, 24 October 2009). President Obama put his signature to 
the bill and it became law. On the whole, the chasm between US and 
Pakistani perceptions about each other's intentions and objectives laid 
bare the fact that the actors formally allied to each other, and involved 
in fighting terrorism, did not share deep mutual trust and confidence. 

PAKISTAN'S NUCLEAR ASSETS 

A raid on the so-called state-within-a-state-the supposedly ubiquitous 
office of the lnter-Senices Intelligence (ISI)-in Peshawar on Friday 13 
November 2009 left at least twenty people dead, including ten ISi 
officials. It was yet more proof that the establishment's vain efforts to 
establish a 'fortress of Islam', through a proliferation of fanatical 
jihadists, were egregiously flawed. The Taliban-Al-Qaeda nexus, once 
•g•in, demondrated its capability of hitting the supposedly most well­
guarded targets representing the power and authority of the state. On 
the other hand, the media reported that some terrorists had tried to 
enter the restricted area where the nuclear facilities were located but 
were unable to infiltrate it, having been stopped at the outer security 
ring. The American journalist Seymour Hersh suggested that the United 
States was seeking a greater role in the protection of Pakistan's nuclear 
weapons from terrorists. He referred to President Barack Obama's 
positive response to a question, by a journalist, about the safety of those 
weapons. 



Hersh considered a number of scenarios that could plunge regional 
and world peace into jeopardy. The most serious was the possibility of 
a mutiny within the military stationed at Pakistan's nuclear weapon 
sites. This was based on the assumption that supporl for radical Islam, 
and sympathy for the Taliban-Al-Qaeda ideology, could exist among 
the soldiers and officers stationed in locations where the weapons were 
kept. Hersh has stated that when he probed that possibility with mi1ilary 
officers he talked to, they rejected such a turn of events and told him 
that lhe personnel working at such locations were thoroughly 
scrutinized; 1hose whose ideological orientation or mindset was suspect 
were screened out. Moreover, he was told that the nuclear devices were 
kept in deep tunnels that could not be detected by spy satellites. Even 
more importantly, the procedure adopted to make the nuclear weapons 
operational was exceedingly complex. The different elements and parts 
of a nuclear bomb were kept separate from one another. In order to use 
them, 1hey needed to be assembled at one place. The procedure had 
been streamlined and, in case of war or some threat to national security, 
a select group of military personnel could quickly make them 
operational (The New forker, 10 November 2009). 

The chairman joint chiefs of s1aff committee, Lieutenant General 
Tariq Majid, dismissed Hersh's worst-case scenario of a mutiny by the 
army stationed at the nuclear weapon sites as sensational and 
mischievous. Instead, he emphasized that a strict security regime had 
complete control over the weapons. He remarked: 

We have opera1ionalised a \'ti'}' effoc1ive nuclear ~urity regime, which 
incorporales \'cry stringent cuslodial and access conlrols. As overa11 
custodian of the development of strategic programme, I reiterate in very 
unambiguous terms that there is absolu1cly no quesliun of sharing or 
allowing any foreign indi\'idual. cmity or a state, any acces~ to sensitive 
information ahoul our nuclear as~t"ls (The News lnternotiona/, JO November 
1CMl9). 

ARREST OF HEADLEY AND RANA 

Media attention was once again drawn to the Mumbai terrorist attacks 
of November 2008 when two US citizens of Pakistani origin, David 
Coleman Headley (Daood Gilani) and Tahawwur Hussain Rana, were 
arrested in the US for complicity in the Mumbai attacks. In Pakistan, 
the au1horilies arrested a retired major for allegcd1y having had links 
with both Headley and Rana (Daily Times, 26 November 2009). Su<:h 
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happenings corrected the impression that the LeT was a purely 
Pakistani-Punjabi territorial entity, and thus its linkages with regional 
and global networks were brought into sharp relief. 

Later, some newspapers reported that Headley was actually a CIA 
plant who had been recruited to intiltrate the LeT. However, he had 
double-crossed the CIA and transferred his loyalties to the LeT. The 
CIA was aware of his trips to India, and that he had played a pivotal 
role in the realization of the attacks in Mumbai, but had kept quiet. The 
Indian authorities demanded an opportunity to interrogate him, but the 
media reported that the Americans were reluctant to cooperate. 

RETIRED SENIOR [NDIAN AND PAKISTANI OFFICIALS, 

REFLECTIONS ON THE PAKISTAN-INDIA RELATIONSHIP 

During my three-year stint (2007-2010) at the Institute of South Asian 
Studies {ISAS), Singapore, I met a number of Indian and Pakistani 
researchers and senior offkials. Extended discussions with them about 
current and future India- Pakistan relations provided me with many 
useful insights. Two specimens are presented below; 

Rajiv Sikri, who retired as secretary of India's ministry of external 
affairs, spoke to me on 25 May 2009 about his book, Challenge and 
Strategy: Rethinking India's Fonign Policy (2009), in Singapore when we 
were both al the Institute of South Asian Studies. My impression was 
that he was cautiously opti istic about the rigid zero-sum culture that 
pervaded Pakistan-India interaction, provided both sides made a 
sincere effort. He was, however. of the opinion that as long as the 
military called the shots in Pakistan, and did not curb terrorism against 
India, ii would be difficult to change course. I told him that the Pakistan 
military was the most important and powerful institution in Pakistan. 
Therefore, any future settlement with Pakistan would require it to be 
on bo.uJ, i&UJ that that wu nol Impossible. He agreed. 

In his book, he has expressed the view that India, in the twenty-first 
centurr, should strive to become a major power. It should try to work 
for a greater understanding between South Asian nations, and s«k to 
re,·italize SAARC as the framework for greater cooperation among the 
peoples and nations of the region on the basis of a common history and 
shared ,ulture that permeates all religious communities. He urged India 
to work hard to convince its smaller neighbours that it is not a big 
brother or bully, and to support democracy and democratic movements 
in the region. He described Pakislan as India's 'most difficult neighbour: 



and that bad relations became worse after the Mumbai terrorist attacks. 
However, he took cognition of Pakistan adopting a flexible position on 
Kashmir and noted that, as far as the people of the two nations wtre 
concerned, whenner they haw met during cricket matches, their 
warmth towards each other has been an embarrassme-nl for the hawks. 
The author observed that because the jihadists had even started 
targeting personnel of the Pakistan armed forces, both countries had an 
interest in weakening them. He also urged that India should encourage 
greater trade between the two nations-as a means of developing 
mutually beneficial interests. He also emphasiud the need for India to 
establish a good rapport with the elected government of Zardari and 
Gilani. At the same time, he noted that it would be impossible for India 
to agree to a change to its borders (Sikri 2009: 16-45). But, he hoped 
that, one day, there would be South Asian regional integration within 
an EU-type framework, and asserted, 'It may come about when the 
younger generation of South Asians, which does not carry bitter 
memories of old feuds and antagonisms, begins to wield political power' 
(ibid., 37). He considered the 1960 Indus Waters Treaty unfavourable 
to India, and urged the need to rcnegotiale it. He stressed that while 
India, as the upper riparian, enJoyed an advantage over Pakistan which, 
if needed, it could exploit, a mutually-agreed negotiated settlement of 
the water question with regard to Kashmir would be preferential (ibid .. 
47-52). On Afghanistan, he remarked: 'Improbable as it may sound, 
India will have to work with Pakistan in Afghanistan if there is to be 
any hope for lasting peace and stability there' (ibid., 289). 

My experience of talking to senior Indian military officers and 
d1plomah has been that they, by and large, share the point of view that 
Sikri expressed to me and elaborated in his book. They concede that, 
in the long run, co-operation and non-confrontation were in the best 
inleresls of both countries and their peoples. 

fORMER PAKISTAN flNANCE MINISTER'S REFLECTIONS 

ON THE PAKISTAN-INDIA RELATIONSHIP 

I used the opportunity alm to probe 1he views of another colleague, a 
fellow Pakistani, Shahid Javed Burki, former World Bank vice-president 
for Latin America and briefly Pakistan's finance minister during the 
interim p:ovemment of Moin Qureshi. Burki, while presenting Pakistan's 
experience of dealing with India, asserted that the erstwhile Indian 
leadership was not reconciled to the creation of Pakistan. It hoped that 



TRAN!ilTION 10 DEMOCRACY AND PIIOl 11 ~RATION IN TERRORIS. 

! Pakistan would fail to take-off as a viable state and would, therefore, 
ireturn to the Indian fold. 
1 Burki, subsequently, presented his thoughts in a book in which he 
i assessed !he past relationship as well as made recommendations for 1he 
j future to rectify the r~lationship. In 11, he ~as written that three major 
1 problems cropped up m the immediate period after Pakistan caml' 11110 

llring. First, \•:as that the Indian gm·ernmcnt was not willing lo p.iy 
Pakistan its share of the money that the British had left behind as 
.:ommon assets. Financial wherewithal was needed to buy even the most 
rudimentary equipment to run the state as everything had to be started 
from scratch. Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan and Finance !vlmister 
c;hulam ~1ohammad Khan had to go to Delhi personally to plead their 
case before the money was reltascd (Burki 2011: 70). As already pointed 
out, the Indian government had 1,·1thhcld Pakistan's share on thl· 
~rounds that it would he spent to buy arms to conduct host11it1es 111 

Kashmir. It was only Gandhi's fast-unto·dt•ath that made the Indian 
!:o,·ernment relent. 

The scconJ problem, ac,;:ording to Burki, was over the distribution 
tif the w,llcrs of the ri\"ers th.it flowed in the territories of both India 
,ind Pakistan. A standstill agreement was reached m 19-18 to maint.i.in 
the status quo. However, during 19-19 ,rnd 19SO, Pakistan ft-It th.i.t India 
was \"iolating the agreement. For a \'Cry short while, the Indian 
~O\'crnment stopped the flow of water tu Lahore and 1\s adjoining areas. 
fhe famous wa\'ing of his fist by l.1aquat Ah Khan-threatening war 
with India- was a reaction to the perce1\'ed breach of tht" standstill 
.i~rccment. The third crisis in India-Pakistan relations occurred in 1949 
1, hen Pakistan refused to de\'alue its currency althoui,:h all the other 
members of the British Commonwealth did so m relation to the US 
dollar. This decision changed the rate of t·xchangc, between the Indian 
;md Pakistan rupee, to the disad\'antagc of India. The Indian deputy 
prime minister, ~ardar Pc1td, rea..:tc:J ,m~nly .aml im1.1<.1)cJ .. tr .. J,; 

blockade on Pakistan. Burki asserted that while such measures created 
a deep sense of insecurity in Pakistan, they also helped it to develop its 
l'COnomy independent of India's-ginng priority to industrialization. 
He has noted that, before the trade war, more than half of Pakistan's 
exports went to India, and India was the source of about the same 
proportion of imports; aflerwards, both exports to, and imports from, 
India were reduced to a mere trickk' (Burki 2011: 70-72). 

The main thrust of his hook is that the burden of history must he set 
aside and forward-looking pragmatism be adopted by both wuntries. 



Basing his argument on strong economic rationale, he has asserted that 
Pakistan and India stand to gain a great deal through co-operation, 
especially mutually-beneficial trade (ibid., 145-61 ). 

These two standpoints are useful illustrations of the alternative ways 
of thinking that are prevalent on both sides. The notorious zero-sum 
postures that often prevail are not without their critics and sceptics J 

among the influential individuals who ha\'e had a close association with i 
policy-making in their respective societies. An argument to convert 
South Asia into a region of peace and prosperity through the SAARC 
project has been advanced b}' a host of researchers at ISAS (Muni 2010). 
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16 
The United States Prepares for Exit 

President Obama had begun to consider a withdrawal from Afghanistan 
after it became clear that the war was unwinnable and most of his 
European allies were not keen to prolong their participation in the war. 
Ind«d, public opinion in the NATO countries was largely apathetic to 
the war-even in the United States support for it had been declining as 
more and more people began to doubt that the Taliban could be 
defeated militarily. When President Obama met his NATO allies in 
Portugal in November 2009, it was agreed that they would withdraw 
their troops from Afghanistan by the end of 2014. By that time, the 
training of an effective Afghan military would be completed. 

The top US commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, 
had been requesting a surge in US troops-up to 50,000-for months, 
but Obama was prevaricating. Finally, on 30 November while addressing 
cadets at the West Point Military Academy, he announced a surge of 
30,000 troops to Afghanistan. However, the surge was to be accompanied 
by plans to begin the withdrawal of the reinforcements in eighteen 
months. The Republicans welcomed the surge, but expressed doubts 
about the announcement of a firm date for the withdrawal as they 
believed that it would embolden the Taliban and Al-Qaeda. 

US COMPLAINTS AND MISGIVINGS PERSIST 

On 15 December, Admiral Mullen reiterated concerns .i.bout the Taliban 
and Al-Qaeda terrorist groups taking refuge across the border in 
Pakistan. While visiting Kabul, to discw1 the upcoming build-up and 
training of Afghanistan's security forces, he told reporters that he would 
discuss the issue with Palcistani authorities during their talks in 
Islamabad later. Meanwhile, the Los Angeles limes claimed that senior 
US officials, including some military leaders, were pushing to expand 
drone strikes into Quetta in an attempt to pressure the Pakistan 



government into pursuing the Taliban in Balochistan's provincial capital. 
'Proponents ... argue that attacking the Taliban in Quetta-or at least 
threatening to do so-is critical to the success of the re,•ised war 
strategy' (Los Angeles Times, 16 November 2009). Increasing American 
involvement in Pakistan's politics followed, with Clinton calling for a 
resumption in Indo-Pak talks on Kashmir, warning that the terrorists 
would try to provoke a conflict between the two countries if that issue 
was not resolved. 

General David Petraeus chipped in by praising Pakistan's gains in 
Waziristan and asserting that he did not believe that the Pakistan Anny 
had any desire to endanger civilian rule. Dilating upon the new US 
policy on Afghanistan, he stated 1hat President Obama would increase 
US troops by 30,000 and that all the stakeholders would be engaged 
ahead of the start of the lroop withdrawals in July 2011-a process that 
would be completed by the end of 2014. Such a statement generated 
considerable anxiety in some quarters. 

India expressed concern: \'oices of concern were raised in 
Afghanistan and Pakistan too. During that time, Afghans were to be 
trained lo take charge. Meanwhile, rumours that drone attacks could be 
extended to Balochistan were refuted by Petraeus, who quoted a 
statement by Defence Secretary Robert Gates denying such a plan. Some 
fur1her dues, to future US policy in Afghanistan, were provided by him 
when he said that the US would work with those Taliban who renounced 
violence bul that, thus far, only low and middle level Taliban leaders 
had responded positi\'ely to the US policy of establishing dialogue with 
them. 

TERRORISM WITHIN PAKISTAN 

In December, controversy about whether foreign powers were 
orchnln.ting terrorism in P111kbt11J1 surfa,eJ again in the Pakistani 

media. Interior Minister Rehman Malik ruled out the presence of any 
US-sponsored terrorists in Pakistan. 'There is no presence of Blackwater 
in Pakistan. Unfortunately, all the terrorists in the country are Pakistani 
nationals.' He further stated that 74 terrorists had been apprehended 
(Daily Times, 11 December 2009). Malik had been insisting, for several 
months, that he had conclusive and incontrovertible proof of Indian 
inl'olvement in terrorism, as well as in secessionism in Balochistan. He 
challenged India's defence minister, A.K. Antony, to come to Pakistan 
to see the evidence for himself. Antony ignored the invitation and 



rc;ected his accusations. Apparently, the proor or Indian involvement 
wu sent to the romgn ministry by the interior ministry. However, 
Foreign Minister Qureshi expressed his doubts about the material he 
had rc«ived. The proof probably comprised disturbing snapshots or 
naked, dead, uncircumcised men. 

In any case, a horrendous assault in Karachi on 28 December 2009-
the main Shia day or mourning: the 10th of Muharram-daimed al least 
43 lives and inflkted injuries on hundreds or 01hers. It was accompanied 
by more than 2000 shops and businesses being vandaliztd or set ablau. 
The damage was estimated to be 10 the tune or Rs 30-50 billion. The 
authorities claimed that the rioting was not a spontaneous expression 
or anger by a crowd gone berserk. but well-planned and organized. 
During 2009, the highest number or fatalities, as a result or terrorism, 
took place in Pakistan. 

The announcement or a definite dale, for the beginning or the 
wilhdrawal or US and NATO troops, was received, understandably, with 
mixed reactions from the different stakeholders. The Taliban and its 
aff"diales and sympathizers celebnted it as forthcr proor or the decline 
or US power and global hegemony, and its inevitable defeat in 
Arghanistan and Pakistan. Pakistan officially expressed concern over a 
US exit without a viable peace deal having been put into place that 
would keep uch-rival India al bay in Arghanistan. The Pakistan military 
expected recognition of its competence and capacity, as an effective 
fighting force, because it had dealt sew-re blows to the Taliban in Swat 
and South Waziristan. In poli1ical lerms. this meant that Pakistan had 
to be recognized as the paramount power in southwest Asia. The Indian 
reartion was one of' alarm. It ptrceived the withdrawal or western 
troops, without the Taliban having been dereattd, as an invitation for 
trouble as it could embolden the Taliban to tmbark on another jihad 
campaign, especially in Kashmir. Iran offered its good offices to help 
,he pollli(;al pl'O(;eH. It h■d been pn,,·iding monetary ■id to the Af'gh11n 
government, and had also taken care or rerugccs during tht Sovitt 
occupation. It also rxercised some influence through the Shia Hazaras 
(Ahmed 2010). 

For quite some timt, the key pla~r-the Kanai government-had 
betn discussing. with the British, the possibility or a deal with the 
Taliban. An idea was put t'orth that ir the Taliban accepttd 1he Afghan 
constitution, which in principle stood for democracy and gender 
equalit)' or sorts, they could be accommodated into the state slruc:ture 
including the government. Some analysts bcpn ......,, that the Taliban 



were a regional entity, uneducated, crude, and Ii ited to their 
immediate surroundings in their ambitions. Moreover, it was asserted 
that the Taliban comprised a plethora of groups on both sides of the 
border. There were those who had a good standing with the Pakistani 
establishment-who considered them to be a strategic asset in terms of 
the power game in Afghanistan; however, the Taliban led by the TTP 
were loathed by the Pakistani establishment. Then, there were those 
who were linked to Russia and Iran (in spite of rabid aversion to 
Shiaism). Taliban groups were also involved in drug trafficking in a 
massive way-with some collaboration from even American and other 
Western elements, Then, there was the Punjabi Taliban which included 
Punjabis who had relocated themselves in the tribal belt; it also enjoyed 
a stronghold in southern Pakistan (Amin, Osinski. and DeGeorges 
2010). 

From the American point of view, Al-Qaeda and those groups among 
the Taliban and their other affiliates that constituted nexuses directed 
against US interests had to be dealt with effectively. The problem, of 
course, was that Al-Qaeda was no longer simply a physical entity 
consisting of Arab, and other veterans of the Afghan jihad hiding in 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. After Bush had extended the war on terror 
to an invasion of Iraq, the radicalization of Muslims proliferated 
dramatically and AJ-Qaeda-inspired groups had come into being all 
over the world. Nevertheless, the pursuit and destruction of the 
erstwhile 'Al-Qaeda leadership-especially the iconic Osama bin Laden 
who symbolized international terrorism-was imperative. Such an 
objective had to be achieved to assuage the American public and remind 
the world at large that those who threaten US security would not receive 
any quarter anywhere in the world. 

The Americans were acutely aware of the fact that 1he hunt for the 
Al-Qaeda leaders required Pakistani cooperation. On the other hand, 
their military and Intelligence experts were convinced that Al-Qaeda 
and Taliban leaders, involved in aiding and abetting terrorism against 
US and NATO forces, were hiding in FATA, especially in North 
Waziristan, and in Quena, the capital of Balochistan in southern 
Pakistan. Furthermore, the Americans suspected that Al-Qaeda. and 
top Afghan Taliban, leaders enjoyed the protection of powerful clements 
in the Pakistani establishment-necessitating a multifaceted strategy 
including covert activities. That strategy was encapsulated in the Keny­
Lugar bill which committed the United States to a generous five-year 
commitment, including a range of developmental inputs, but stipulated 



that Pakistan had lo go after the strongholds of the fugitive leaders in 
North Waziristan and the local networks that supported them, especially 
the Haqqani group. On the 01her hand, during Clinton's \'isit in October 
2009, the Pakistan media had published reports of the presence of 
hundreds of undercover Americans-particularly the Blackwater 
securitv firm-in Pakistan. 

Mci:hrystal \'isited Pakistan in early January 2010. Talking to 
Journalists at the US embassy, he stated that a trust deficit was the main 
issue between the L'nited States and Pakistan, as well as between 
Pakistan and Afghanistan. He said, 'The best we can do is build trust' 
to achic\'e the desired results in the war against terror. As usual, he had 
some words of appreciation for the Pakistan Army's recent operations 
against the Pakistan Taliban, but he also demanded more action against 
the Haqqam group in North Waziristan (Daily Times, 5 !anuary 2010). 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE AT LANCASTER HOUSE 

It was against the backdrop of such rnncerns and objectives that were 
emerging in US strategic thinking that the L'K pnme minister, Gordon 
Brown. invited a host of countries to a conference at Lancaster House, 
London. Some key players, such as China, Turkey, Iran, and Russia, had 
met in Istanbul, preparatory to the conference, to discuss the 
conference's concept and to promote consensus on it. On 28-29 January, 
some 70 coumries as well as the United Nations backed a USSS00 
million drive by the Afghan go\'ernment to tempi fighters to give up 
their weapons in exchange for jobs and other incentives. A conspicuous 
feature of the conference was that Pakistan's position, as the key player 
in any peace deal in Afghanistan, was affirmed. On the other hand, 
India was not invited to the Istanbul contact group meeting (Ahmed 
20IO). At lhe conference, it hecame dear that US and NATO troops 
wou\J bc,gin " dr11wl:>11ck h ... g,nning July 201 I. which would be 
completed by the end of 2014. Fairly large numbers of Afghan military 
and security forces were to be trained to take over the main 
responsibility of maintaining the peace. The conference was a setback 
to India, which had been insisting that the Taliban, as a whole. had to 
be defeated because they were committed to an ideology that was 
rabidly militaristic and expansionist, and any concession to them would 
gra\'ely threaten India's security. 

The Lancaster House conference met with early disappointment: an 
invitation from President Karzai, to Taliban leaders to attend the 



traditional consultative assembly-the Loya Jirga, was not responded to 
by them. On the other hand, Kayani made some interesting observations. 
He said, 'Pakistan doesn't want a "talibanized" Afghanistan'. Elaborating 
on the point, he said that Pakistan did not want for Afghanistan what 
it did not want for itself. Further, that his country had no intention of 
controlling Afghanistan. He offered Pakistan's assistance and help in 
training the Afghanistan military. He also made the important point 
that Pakistan's geostrategic location continues to be relevant in the 
post-Cold War and post-9/1 J periods, and urged NATO to fully 
appreciate 1hat objective reality (Daily limes, 2 February 2010). A few 
days earlier, the Pakistan Army spokesperson, Major General Athar 
Abbas, announced that there would be no major offensive for the next 
6-12 months. The Pakistan military could bask in the glory that an 
elected government remained in power and that the military had helped 
the political process take i1s natural course in Pakistan (Dawn, 22 
January 2010). 

INDIAN Two-FRONT DOCTRINE AND US ADVICE ON 

COOPERATION IN SOUTH ASIA 

Meanwhile, during a closed-door seminar in Simla, the Indian Anny 
Chief, General Deepak Kapoor, remarked that the Indian Army was 
preparing to take Pakistan and China on simultaneously in case of a 
future war. He said that the Indian forces would 'ha,•e to substantially 
enhance their strategic reach and out-of-area capabilities to protea 
India's geopolitical interests stretching from the !Persian) Gulf to 
Malacca Strait' and 'to protect our island territories' and assist 'the 
littoral states in the Indian Ocean Region' (Blumenthal. I December 
2011). 

Earlier, on 3 January 20!0, Indian External Affairs Minister S.M. 
Kri,hna, in an Interview, emphasized that China's continued supply of 
weapons to Pakistan, as well as the activities of Chinese companies in 
Azad Kashmir, were a matter of concern and that India was talking to 
China about I these issues. Explaining why India saw the activities in 
Azad Kashmir as 'illegal', Krishna said: 'Jam.mu and Kashmir is an 
integral part or the country; neither Pakistan nor China has a locus 
standi there (Indian Express, 2 January 2010).' The reaction from 
Pakistan, to Kapoor's doctrine, was one of ridicule. The chairman of the 
joint chief of staff committee, General Tariq Majid, expressed doubts 
whether General Kapoor had devised any such doctrine-but that, ifhe 



had. then, 'Leave alone China, Gc-neral Deepak Kapoor knows very well 
what the Indian armed forces cannot and Pakistan armed forces can 
pull of militarily' (Times of India, 2 January 2010). 

Amid such jingoistic rhetoric from both sides, Defence Secretary 
Robert Gates visited South Asia. While in Delhi, he warned that 
Al-Qaeda's 'syndicate' -which includes the TTP and the TaJiban in 
Afghanistan, as well as Lashkar-e-Tanaba-posed a danger to the 
region as a whole. It was trying 'to destabilise not just Afghanistan, not 
just Pakistan, but potentially the whole region by provoking a conflict 
perhaps between India and'Pakistan through some provocative act', 
Gates said. Further, it would be 'very dangerous' to single out any one 
group of the syndicate as a target as all of them needed to he com baled 
together. He added that it was important for all the countries concerned 
to 'remain engaged and eliminate the terror groups: Suggesting 
transparent Indian and Pakistani operations in Afghanistan, the US 
defence secretary denied the idea that India would be given any military 
role in such operations. He said that India's support in the development 
of Kabul, to the tune of $1.3 billion, was ideal and significant. Then he 
remarked: 

Let u~ h<' honest with one another. there i~ real su1picicin in Paki~tan to what 
India is doing in Afghanistan. And so I think fucusing on dl·vdopment, 
humanitarian assistance, probably in some limited areas of training hut ,,:ith 
full transparency 1owards each other is what will help allay these suspicions 
and aeale upportunitit.'5 of greater help for the Afghan gowmmcnl,' he 
addeC (Daily Times, 21 lanuary 2010). 

GENEI.AL KAYANI ON PAKISTAN'S SACRIFICES IN THE 

WAR ON TERROR 

In late lanuary, Kayani ,·isited NATO headquarters in Brussels where 
he explained Pakistan's role in the war on terror and its defence 
priorities. Upon his return, he briefed senior Pakistani journalists, and 
told them that Pakistan could not close its eyes 10 1he Indian 'Cold Start 
Strateg~'-as aired by his Indian counterpart. Responding to US 
accusat10ns that Pakistan was playing a double game, he asserted that 
the Palastani nation had offered unprecedented sacrifices in terms of 
lives anl property. Whereas the NATO and allied forces' casualties in 
the war on terror stood at 1582-over the eight years-2273 officers 
and ja,..ans (soldiers) of the Pakistan Army had been martyred; 6512 



had sustained injuries during one year alone. Seventy-three Pakistani 
intelligence officers were martyred, compared with eleven intelligence 
officers of the allied forces, in Afghanistan. He said, 'Our marl)TS 
include one three-star general, one two-star general and five brigadiers·. 
He went on to say, 'We have made it dear to US that it will have to keep 
in ,•iew interests of Pakistan before taking any decision with reference 
to Afghanistan'. He added that, given the bad track record because of 
India-Pakistan relations, vigilance and preparation to face Indian 
threats could not be slackened, describing India's military and war 
preparations as Pakislan-specific (Natior1, ·4 February 20!0). 

Earlier, in the wake of Gates' visit, India had offered to resume talks 
with Pakistan. Immediately, the leader of the Hizbul Mujahidec-n and 
chairman of the 16-party Jihad Council, Syed Salahuddin, remarked in 
Muzaffarabad, 'The- Kashmir issue cannot be resolved through dialogue. 
Jihad (holy war) is the only way to free Kashmir from Indian rule .. 
I want to tell my brothers across the bordc-r that we will remain with 
you until India quits Kashmir.' A statement issued after the meeling 
declared. 'Jihad will continue until India ends its occupation of Kashmir. 
If Pakistan cannot offer material support, ii should extend its political 
and moral support to the Kashmir movement' (Daily TTmcs, 5 February 
20!0). 

US MILITARY PERSONNEL KILLED IN PAKISTAN, 

PROMINENT TALIBAN LEADERS CAPTURED 

On IQ February, the Daily Times reported that three US soldiers and 
four female students were among nine killed when a blast targeted a 
military-led convoy in Lower Dir, near Swat. The US soldiers were 
travelling in a convor with local troops, journalists, and officials to the 
opening of a girls' school. At least 115 people-including 95 
schoolgirls-were IOJured m the attack. According to a statement by the 
US embassy in Islamabad, the US troops killed in the attack we-re 
training Frontier Constabulary soldiers on a request by the Pakistani 
government. The police ga\'e a figure of nine fatalities-including four 
schoolgirls and 'three foreigners'. 

Some excitement was caused when the Taliban military commander 
and. a close ally of Mullah Omar, Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar, was 
captured from Karachi. The BBC reported that it was the result of a joint 
US-Pakistan operation (BBC, 17 February 20!0). Some other senior 
Taliban were arrested in NWFP. La!er, the Pakistan media reported the 



arrest, from Karachi, of two more aides of Mullah Omar's and of the slai 
TTP leader Baitullah Mehsud (Daily Times, I March 2010). 

SHUJA NAWAZ'S TESTIMONY ON ISLAMIC MILITANCY 

Shuja Nawaz, director of the South Asia Center at the Atlantic Council, 
Washington DC, testified before the House Foreign Relations 
Committee subcommittee on the Middle East and South Asia on 11 
March 201 I. He provided information and analysis on the growing 
militancy in Pakistan. He acknowledged that the LeT, set up to assist 
the Kashmir freedom movement, had permutated mto 'a powerful 
Sunni Punjabi mo\'ement with an agenda that appears to ha\'e taken on 
a broader regional role: He went on to say: 

Successive- dvil and milital)" ka,.krs of Pakistan surrorteJ the mo\'emrnt as 
a strategic .is~ct to countL'r a powerful InJ1a to the East anJ to force 11 to 
11l'go1ia1e for ,1 settll'mrnt of the Ji,rutl·J taritury hy w.iging a war of ·a 
thou~and cuts'. 

Ov,:r time, howl·vcr, the spon,urcd org.ini1.,111on took on a life of its own, 
finding tht· ~ocia!I)· disad,antagt·d area of Ct:ntral anJ Snuthi·rn Pun1ah to 

he a knik tt·mlol)" for recru11mc111 uf J1haJ1 warriors. LeT spread 1ls 
wings n,1tn,nw1de, using ib contach lo ra1~e funds from the puhlic and 
graJuall~ alt.imed autark1c ,tatus. Collectmn hoxcs for the J..:ashmiri Jihad 
m shup,, ,11 mo~'-[Ut'S, Jnd .iround the fc,uvals of Ud al Fitr and Eid al Adha 
gavt: il ,1 slc.idy ,ource of mcomc. It !•pun off a social wdfore organization, 
thl• Jam.tat ud J).iwa, that ,t·rn·d tu prosd}1ii.e on hl•half of the l.eT while 
pro\"idmg much m·edcd )oo.il ~l'rl"iccs. In doing this, the LeT was playmg 
to the "''l'Jknl'S) of lhl' corrupt 1•uh1Jcal system of Pakistan lhal failed to 
rttogni11: and meet the hasic nel>dS uf its population al large whilt• catrring 
lo lhl· d1lc) l he lntl·r-Services [n1cl]igt'll(t' started becoming less 
wntrullmg .is the l eT hccame mon• self-sufficient. But thc rcalization that 
the LeT had hl·,onw auwnomuu~ was slow in heing understood ur accepted 
in 1h.- I'-! ~nd m tht> mili1ary kadi·rship uf Pakistan under General Pl'rvcz 
Musharraf. His amhi\·akncc ahuut the l.t'T even in 2002 was evident m his 
confu~ion during an interview with Austr.ilian Broadca.,ting Corporation 
when he challengl"<i the interv1ew,·r who stated that the LeT had hcen 
hanned. !-.1u~harraf thought only !he Jahh e Mohammed h.id heen hanned, 
referring to another surrogate of the ISi in Kashmir. Today, LeT is hanned. 
But the lamaat ud Dawa remain) a functioning enlity. 

General :\iusharraf maJe .in effort to lower !he polillcal temperature in 
Kashmir and hegan Jislancmg the ~talc from the LcT. Howt'ver, the process 
was no! handkxl as ,.,-ell ii) it coulJ have been ... the LcT was cul loose 
without a comprchcmi\"e plan tu disarm, rc-t in, and gainfully employ the 



fighters. A dangerous corollary was the induction into the nulitan.:y of mm\· 
former memhcrs of the military who had trainl,J and guided the III Lhdr 
war in Kashmir. 

Enough evidence exhl~ nnw to link the Sipah•c·SahahJ anJ Jai~IH.' 
Mohamml'd with Al•QaNa anJ thl' falihan. The I.cT's eml·qpng nilc as a 
1ran~ Tl·gional force that ha~ hroadened its aim 10 include InJ1a ,rnd perh.1p~ 
t·wn Afghanistan, hy linking with the Students Islamic Mo\'Cment of India 
or SIMI and lhe Harkat ul Jihad al Jslami or HUJI of Bangladc,h. It poses a 
serious threat to regional stahility. Another Mumhai-typc JUack mighl hring 
India and Pakistan dose to a conflict, a prospect that should kl"i."P us awake 
at night. In Pakistan. hoth the ci\·il and the military 1ww appl·ar 10 recogni1e 
the cxisten1ial threat from homc grown militancy. Thi: ,Hill)" appcan to ha\'C 
dislocated the Tl·hreek·c-Talihan of Pakistan. Yet, it fJccs ,1 hugc threat in 
the hintl'rland. in the- form of the I.cl. 

My own resc-arch into the r,·crui1mcnt ufthe Pakistan army nn·r 1970 to 
2005 indic.iles that the army 1s now recruiting hea\·ily in th,· ,ame area. 
Unless w,· chang,· the unJnlying ~ocial and ccnnomk wnJitions, the 
hl.1mis1 militancr th.it .ipp,·ar~ to t-.e taking root there will ~,art .wc11ing into 
th,· military• (.\"un-,1~ C:,mgrc,11mw/ 1.-,1m1m1y, l l ~far.:!1 WIO) 

~uch a frank appraisal of the Paki~tan situation obnou~l> al,o rdlected 
the thinking and information that was pre\'a]ent among the \\'a)hmgton­
ba~ed security analysts. Earlier, when I \'isited \Vashmgton DC m July 
2009, I spoke to Shuja Sawa1 at ll·ngth and sough! several clantkations 
about his book, Crossed S1,·ords. I also inten·iewed Syt·d Mowahid 
Hussain Shah, a formn mt·mbcr of the Punjab cabinet, ahout the 
troubled Pakistan-CS rdations. He told me 1hat he was prt·)cnl al the 
While Hou~e, at President Obama :\fPak policy briefing. He \\"as of the 
view thal the Americans were determined to go aftn .-\]·Qaeda and 
would focus on such an objective. The e,._e,utivc director of the 
Pakistani American Leadership Center, Taha Gara, and Amjad and 
!'\orcen Bahar also shared their \'Jews with me on the L'S-Pakistan 
relation~hip Thry wrrr of thr opmion th:it hnth sid('s O<'t·dcJ to build 
their relations on honesty and nol on a purely instrumentJlist basis. 

I also spoke to a cross-section of the American ~ccurity community; 
Walter Andersen; Christine Fair; Ambassador Wendy Chamberlin; 
Director South Asia at the \\'oodrow Wilson Center Rob.-rt Hathaway; 
Professor Selig Harrison; Dr Teresita Schaffer. They all lay considerable 
stress on the trust deficit that was pre\'alen1 in the Pakistan-CS alliance 
against terrorism. On the 01her hand, Ambassador Richard Boucher 
and Ambassador Robin Raphael, \\·hile recognizing the problem of 
mutual mistrust, expressed a greater undentanding of the difficulties 





borden, therefore, the troops deployed on the eastern borden allongside 
India have not been thinned out and nor will this strength be Ka.led 
down .... The number of troops required lo be deployed on the eastern 
tiordcr is still there and any queslion to ~locate them to the western border 
stands ruled out. 

Some well-informed contacts in Pakistan, however, told me that a 
thinning of troops on the border with India had taken place but making 
such an admission was not politically correct, especiaUy from the point 
of view of the establishment. The India-threat factor was intrinsic to the 
national security paradigm upon which the army's institutional interests 
hinged 

THE EXECUTION OF A FORMER ]SJ AGENT 

On 30 April, a former ISi agent, Khalid Khawaja, was brutally executed 
by a hitherto unknown group called the Asian Tigers. He was found 
dead in Miranshah, North Waziristan-a month after being kidnapped 
by the Asian Tigers. He had gone there along with the legendary 
Colonel Imam-Sultan Amir Tarar-and a UK journalist of Pakistani 
origin, Saad Qureshi. Khalid Khawaja's body was found riddled with 
bullets. A note left by the executioners slated that this would be the fate 
of all agents of the United States. Khalid Khawaja had been a squadron 
leader in the Pakistan Air Force (PAF) before he changed career to 
become an ISi officer. He claimed to ha\"ing been dose to Osama bin 
Laden. Apparently, he was dismissed from the ISi for his outspoken 
\"iews on jihad and his support of Al-Qaeda (Daily Times, I May 2010). 

Some years earlier, I had seen Khalid Khawaja on an international 
television network telling the inter\'iewer something like this: 'You (the 
West) value life, we consider worldly existence a transition so how can 
you fight with us?' The message he wanted to convey was precisely that 
Jihad was a natural duty for all Muslims and that ·martyrdom· was an 
exalted and coveted station to attain. On that occasion, I could not help 
but notice the irony in Khalid Khawaja's derision oflife on earth: he had 
himself succeeded in growing to middle-age and some grey hairs could 
be seen in his beard. He had not volunteered to become a suicide 
bomber, but had probably been very successful in con\'incing others to 
do so. As a result, many lives had been destroyed while he lived to 
pontificate the \'irtues of death during jihad. His execution, by Mmlc 
group who found him to have been not only a CIA agent but also a 



Qadiyam (i.e. member oftht• de~piscJ Ahmadina community), as some 
media r('ports suggeskd, was the ultimate irony and tragedy of the self­
righteous terrorism that is prevalent m Pakistan. 

FAISAL SHAHZAD 

Khalid Kh.iwa;a·s 1:xecut1on set in motion a spate of conspiracy theories 
about who l-oetrayl·d him and how he was captured-exposing intricate 
networks and rivalries within the intelligt'nce st'n·ices, notably !he ISi, 
lslam1~t,; cdls and nexuses, _journalists, and talk-show charlatans. 
Hownl'T. such news generated excitement and sensationalism in tht' 
Jomesuc sphere only. On I May, an incident in faraway ~ew York onct' 
again put Pakistan in the spotlight as the epicentre of terrorism. Faisal 
Shahzad, 31 years old, married, of Pakhtun ancestry, the son of a n·tired 
Pakistani air \'ice-marshal, and a naturalized L'S citizen, 1>.'as 
apprehended for an attempted car bombing in Times Square. A vigilant 
passer-hy reported something suspicious about a car thal was parked 
thert'. The authorities managed to defuse the explosive material just m 
time, and a maJor terrorist 1nc1dent was pren·nted. ShahzaJ was taken 
into custody at John F. Kennedy International Airport on 3 ~fay after 
he had boarded an Emirates Airline flight bound for Isl,unahad. 

Faisal did not fit the bill of the usual suicide bomber. having been 
born and hrought up in privileged orcumstances. It turnd out that he 
had been recruited by Islamists m Karachi while \'isiting Pakistan. Faisal 
confessed to ten counts related to tht' bombing attempt. The t:s media 
reported that he had admitted to training in bomb-making at a terrorist 
camp run by a militant Islam1s1 faction in Wazirista:n. His arrest elicited 
angry reactions m the Llnited States, and there were some suggestions 
that another terrorist attack on American soil, by Pakistan-based 
operat1\'CS, would be met with a ~evere punitive response. That it could 
c:111.iil the Jq,loymcnt uf grounJ troops in P11ki~lan wa~ a po~~ih1li1r 

that became relevant. The Pakistan gonrnment and media complained 
that Faisal was a US citizen and, therefore, Pakistan could not be blamed 
for his actions. The point, valid as it was, did not detracl from the fact 
that too many things in F.iisal's terroristic behaviour had a Pakistani 
linkage. On 5 OctobC'r 2010, Shahzad was senlenced 10 life 1mpnsonment 
without the possibility of parole. 

A few days earlier, on 23 Septemher, another liS citizen of Pakistani 
origin, Dr Aafira Siddiqui, a neuroscientist, had been sentenced to an 
86·year prison term ha\'ing heen found guilty on two counts of 



attempted murder, armed assault, using and carrying a firearm, and 
three counts of assault on US officers and other US employees. She bad 
been arrested in 2008 from Afghanistan. The Americans believed she 
"'as a dangerous Al-Qaeda fanatic. Her arrest had evoked angry 
responses from different sections of Pakistani society. Prime Minister 
Gilani had gone out of his way and committed his government to 
footing her defence lawyers' bill. For Pakistani lslamists, Aafiya became 
the epitome of conlinuing US aggression against Islam and Muslim$. 

The American president and his administration worried the most 
about a future terrorist attack, with nuclear weapons, in the United 
States. So. he wanted to concentrate on Al-Qaeda rather than the 
Taliban movement as a whole. Moreover, he began to plan the US 
withdrawal, beginning July 2011, from Afghanistan. Obama told Bob 
Woodward of The Washington Post that he would tell the Afghans that 
the United States was committed to the long-term security and stability 
of their country, but that 'it's time for us to start thinking in terms of 
how you guys are going to be able to stand on your own two feet' 
{Woodward 2010: 377). 

ATTACK ON AHMADIS IN LAHORE 

Meanwhile, the jihad offensive continued within Pakistan. On, 28 May, 
twin suicide bombing attacks took place on congregations of Ahmadi 
worshippers at the time of Friday prayers. More than 100 people lost 
their lives. Security officials suggested a link to the southern Punjab u 
TTP's networking was rapidly spreading beyond the NWFP. The new 
crop of terrorists belonged to banned organizations such as the LeJ, JcM, 
and SSP-all Oeobandi affiliates of the TTP and Al-Qaeda. Interior 
Minister Rehman Malik remarked that 'militants who were hiding In 
southern Punjab are now surfacing'. He went on to slate 1hat there were 
more than 20,000 madrllUB& in th~ country, of which 44 ~r cent wen 
in Punjab. The go\'ernment banned 29 organizations and put 1764 
people on the wanted lists-of those, 729 were from southern Punjab. 
A security official believed that the headquarters of Jaish-e-Muhammad. 
in Bahawalpur, was involved in recruiting volunteers for 1he Taliban 
(Daily limes, 31 May 2010). 





At any rate, even as the United States offered considerable aid and 
assistance to Pakistan and its military personal took a leading part in 
the relief effort, Clinton and Holbrooke emphasized that Pakistan had 
to make its own efforts to CO\'er the total cost of uhabilitation. They 
suggested that the rich in Pakistan be taxed to raise the revenues needed 
for such a task. Simultaneously, Holbrooke, who was visiting Islamabad, 
stated that his country would not accept any 'slackness; on the part of 
the Pakistan Army in the fight against the Taliban, due to their 
engagement in the flood relief efforts. 'Neither the security situation has 
changed fundamentally, nor the Taliban threat has receded and with the 
Americans placed in a difficult situation in Afghanistan, we certainly 
"';II not like to see slackness on the part of the Pakistan Army in the 
war on terror' (Daily Times, 18 September 2010). Such blunt demands 
clearly showed that the Americans felt that Pakistan had to render some 
scn•ices in the war on terror in lieu of the various types of aid America 
gave Pakistan. 

The response of the democratically-elected government was rather 
peculiar. It decided to severely cut funding to the 71 public sector 
universities. which impelled the vice-chancellors to resign en bloc. In 
sharp contrast, parliament approved a dramatic increase in the projected 
defence expenditure: from SS.14 billion to $6.41 billion in the 2010-11 
budget, an increase of 30 per cent (Ahmed, 12 October 2010). It is to 
be noted that the increase in the defence expendituu took place in 
response to a 12 per cent hike in Indian spending on defence announced 
earlier in the year. The vicious circle that attended India-Pakistan 
relations made no exceptions to the unprecedented difficuhies that 
Pakistan was facing. 

MusHARRAF's ADMISSIONS 

At thb stage, the now retired General Pcrvcz Muahuraf made IOale 
startling admissions about Pakistan's complicity in promoting ttrroriam 
in Indian-administered Kashmir. Asked why Pakistan trained militant 
underground groups to fight India in Kashmir, the former pretldent 
said that Nawaz Sharif's apathy to the Kashmir issue was one of the 
reasons, as was the fact that the world had turned a blind eye to the 
dispute (Times of India, 5 October 2010). He said that he had no regrets 
about the Kargil intrusion that he had ordered, which had ltd to an 
armed conflict with India in 1999, and asserted that each country had 
the right to promote its national interest. He condemned the 



lernational community for courting India with a view to making 
rategic deals, while treating Pakistan as a rogue state. He asserted that 
1c worst blunder of the C"niled States would be to quit Afghanistan 
ithout winning. He further obser\'ed, ·Then militancy will prevail not 
1ly in Pakistan, India and Kashmir, but perhaps also m Europe, the 
nited Kingdom and in the United States. That's my bdicf' (ibid.). 
Stunned by Musharraf's admission that Pakistan had trained militant 

·oups to fight in Kashmir, the Pakistan Foreign Office rubh1shed the 
,rmer military ruler's statement as 'baseless'. Forl'ign Office Spokesman 
bdu] Basil said, 'I do not know really what prompted him (~fusharraf) 
, say this because he is not in Pakistan and I would not really know as 
) the purpose of saying this'. Further, he said, 'But as far as go\·ernmcnt 
f Paki~tan 1s concerned, I strongh· rt·fute these basdcss suggestions' 
le also ~lated thal PJk1stan supported the Kashmiri people's struggle 
hich he said was 'purely indigenous and legll1m.1te 111 accordance with 
-~ chJrtt·r and in accorJanct· with 111tnnat1on.i.l law' (Tum·, of hldia, 
October 2010) 
The D,1w11, on 18 Octohn 2010, reported th.it L'S frder.il offic1als 

ad acknowledged that Da\·id Cokman Headley, who had confn~ed to 
YOl\'cment m the Mumha1 terror atta..:b, had been d mole of 

encJ.n mtdligencl.' .igcndl'S 111 the LJshkJ.r-e-Td)'}'J.ba .ind other 
:rrorist outfits. In coun papl'TS \Ubmittt:d by the FBI, L'S federal 
u1horil1es said th.i.t they hoped to re.i.ch top Al-Qaeda leaders through 
im, hut Headley went rogue and slipped out of their hands. The LeT, 
oWe\'cr, succl·eded m brainwashing Headley, who then started leaking 
nl}' sck·cti\'C inform.1tion to h1s American bosses. 

JS-PAKISTAN •STRATEGIC DIALOGUE' 

oon afterwards, a United States-Pakistan strategic dialogue took place 
n \\lashmgton LJL .1ga1n)t tlu: bad,Jrop uf J,;cp-wutcJ )ll~pi~iun .... J 
inease. The Obama administration approved S2 billion in military aid 
or the purchase of CS-made arms and accessories-specifically for 
ountcr-insurgency purposes. The aid was subje(I to approval by 
~ongress which, 1f granted, would be ava1lahle from 2012 lo 2016. A 
1owerful editorial m Lahore's D<11/y Times, dated 24 October 2010, 
1t>ser\'Cd that the Unitt·d States had t·xperienced an unreliable partner 
n the Pakistani military: Junng Musharraf's time, CS military aid was 
1sed to amass weapons that had nothing to do with counter-insurgency 
JUI had everything to do with stockpiling against India. And that, this 



time round, the Pakistani ilitary could be sure that the aid, if 
approved, would be subject to extremely dose scrutiny ard audit. 
Efforts to bolster Pakistan's counter-insurgency capabilites were 
intended to nudge the Pakistan military towards an all-out ofunsive in 
North Waziristan where safe havens existed, not just for the Haqqani 
network but also for the Pakistani Taliban (TTP) and, allegedly, 
Al-Qaeda. Pakistan was dearly seen to be dragging its feet, sa~ing that 
if and when it conducted an operation in North Waziristan it vould be 
in the light of its 'national interest'. Such a standpoint was seei, by the 
Americans, as a strategy to keep the Afghan Taliban intact untl the last 
US soldier left Afghanistan. The writer then made the fellowing 
comment: 

'The US has not backtracked during this session on its insistcrce on an 
offensive in North Waziri~tan. It does nol s«-m likely that Pakstan will 
abandon its Afghan cohort~ whom it may like to have represented n a post• 
CS withdrawal Afghan dispensation. The Pakistani military has saked too 
much on strategic depth in Afghanistan and if the US tries to h-epPakistan 
oul of any Afghan talks. the Pakistani military is likely to use ibleverage 
through the Afghan Talil:ian, irrespccti\•e of diplomacy and dialog1e. 

The US is aware of the fact thal in this war on terror, Pakistan has been 
flexing its muscles to heat l:iack the TTP. The US's real enemy, h1w1:Ver, is 
still operational and the US is not happy. That is why the suterpower 
continues to use its policy of sweet-talking and coddling with o:caslonal 
threats throwo in for good measure. This cat and mouse game camot go on 
forever. If the present minuet hreakli Jown, a conflict cou]J occur between 
the two allies, one that Pakistao may end up on the losing ~ide of. 

The usual pies were thrown in the sk)', namely Kashmir anJ ,iur dvU 
nuclear designs. In both caSL'S, the US's preference for lnJia cao be .:L'n with 
the Obama administ lion siding with its strategic partner O\W it, 1acUcal 
one. Resolving Kashmir was Ohama's election plL-dge; it is now an f.5Uc lhat 
the US dun not want to "'mediate'" on. Our ex peeling to be trcaled Ike India 
when ii conu:• to II civil nudear p.._1 IA naJvc: •Ince Pakb111n ata.nJuccueed 
of nuclear proliferaiion in the pasl and has been descrihed as the ipicentre 
of the region·s !roubles. We have no choice thnefore but lo rely on China, a 
reliable friend and one that will not backtrack on Washington's iruistence. 

All in all, the dialogue is hriJging the gulf of mistrust to some e:tent but 
the same doubts and legacies remain, "'process~ and 52 bllllon 
notwithstanding'. 

In November, President George W. Bush published his ffl!moi , 
Decision Points, in which he shed light on how his admini.1ration 
became gradually sceptical of, and disillusioned with, Pa<islan's 



otivations for joining the war against lerrorism. He had become 
1nvinced that Pakistan would not act determinedly against extremist 
ilitants. He acknowledged that Pakistan had 'paid a high price for 
king on extremists' and that its forces were successful for several years 

targeting Al-Qaeda militants crossing the porous border with 
fghanistan. But, he added, 'Over time, it became clear that Musharraf 
ther would not or could not fulfil all of his promises.' Further, 'Some 
1 the Pakistani intelligence service, the ISi, retained dose ties to 
liiban officials. Others wanted an insurance policy in case America 
)andoned Afghanistan and India tried to gain influence there.' He 
·called a meeting with US Special Forces returning from Afghanistan 
1 which someone pleaded with him, 'We need permission to go kick 
ime ass inside Pakistan.' He noted that the Predator-an unmanned 
redator drone- 'was capable of conducting video surveillance and 
ring laser-guided bombs.' He admitted, 'I authorized the intelligence 
,mmunity to turn up the pressure on the extremists. Many of the 
etails of our actions remain classified. But soon after I gave the order, 
ie press started reporting more Predator strikes'. Bush said that 
akistan's cooperation was impeded by its 'obsession' with India. 'ln 
lmost every conversation we had, Musharraf accused India of 
•rongdoing: Bush wrote (Dawn, 10 November 2010). 

)RONE ATTACKS 

n this context, it is important that the drone allacks-which the 
'akistani media always condemned-had also been claiming innocent 
ves. Pakistan had been insisting that the requisite technology and 
quipment to launch drone attacks should be transferred to it but the 
,mericans had not acceded to such requests. The drone attacks 
ncreased under President Obama and contributed to his unpopularity, 
arec-ially amnns the ultra-nationalists, right-wing media. and Islamists. 
:rom the American point of view, it was an effective way to target and 
.iU Taliban and Al-Qaeda leaders without risking US troops. However, 
he Pakistan government's and military's public postures-protesting 
Lgainst the drone attacks, denouncing them as violations of Pakistan's 
overeignty, and that were kiUing its civilians and risked worsening 
inti-US sentiment-were rather deceptive. As noted already dose 
·ollaboration between the US and Pakistan militaries and their 
ntelligence agencies became public with the liquidation of the TTP 
eader, Baitullah Mehsud, in August 2009 as a result of a US drone attack 



in whkh Pakistan had provided intelligenc:e about his location (Ahmed 
2009). 

ESCALATING VIOLENCE IN BALOCHISTAN 

While violence emanating from Islamist sourc:es had lxcome endemic: 
in Pakistan's mainstream politics, the situation in Balochistan had 
c:ontinued to be highly volatile and explosive. The main armed 
enc:ounters were between the sec:urity forc:cs and Baloch nationalists, 
but vicious attacks on the Haz.ara Shia minority by Sunni fanatics and 
attacks on Punjabi settlers by Baloc:h ethno-nal:ionalists also claimed 
hundreds of lives. Besides such recurring patterns of ,iolenc:c, the 
Americans continued 10 claim that Afghan Taliban leaders were hiding 
in the provinc:e. Baloc:histan had a large Pakhtun population, and the 
Taliban had found sanctuary among them. The Taliban had allegedly 
been launching raids on NATO oil tankers and c:ontainers, while they 
were in transit from Karachi to Kandahar, for years. Balochistan had 
become the stronghold of smugglers, dacoits, kidnappers, and other 
such criminal nexuses. Many Baloch sardars ran their own private 
armies and jails and were involved in criminal activities. But, the main 
conflict in the province was political violence-between the federal 
government and the Baloch nationalists-that escalated after the 
murder of Akbar Bugti. The Baloch c:omplained that hundreds of 
Baloch were missing as a result of abduction by the security forc:es; 
many were later found brutally killed or continued to be missing 
('Conflict and Insecurity in Baloc:histan' 2010; Talpur, 3 April 2011). 
The Pakistan government continued to reiterate that foreign powers, 
especially India, were behind the Baloch insurgency. 

MID-TERM DEFEAT FOR DEMOCRATS AND OSAMA'S 

VISIT TO INDIA 

President Obama visited India in November, soon after his Democratic 
Party suffered a heavy defeat in the US mid-term elections. The rival 
Republican Party gained control of the US House of Representativa 
while the Democrats managed to maintain their slight lead in the 
Senate. The voters were mainly concerned about the poor stale of the 
US economy. National security issues, including foreign wars and 
homeland security, were hardly mentioned by either the voters or the 
candidates. Consequently, not only were its NATO allies facing a lack 



,f support in their national constituencies but the main protagonist 
~ading the military campaign in the war on terror in the AfPak region 
,as also facing diminishing suppon for the engagement. The idea that 
he war could not be won was gaining strength, much to the chagrin of 
hose determined to annihilate Al-Qaeda and its diehard Taliban allies. 

According to Chmdanand Rajghatta of Times of fodw (29 September 
OIO), preparatory to his \'isit to India, Obama began to formulate 
strategy that stipulated that India must sol\'e the Kashmir issue 

f it wanted a permanent seat at the C~ Security Council. Thus, 
1otwithstanding India's categorical objections to the Kashmir issue 
,eing connected to AfPak, the Americans wanted to make such a 
onnection ohh'-)uely. In the US perception, that would create: a stable 
'akistan which could then be per~uadcd to whole-heartedly commit its 
11ilitary lo eradu:ating Al-Qaeda and Taliban from its territory and thus 
ac11itate the t·xit of US forces from that theatre. This line of argument 
,•as reportedly de\'doped by Bruce Riedel, the reputed architect of the 
1.IPak strategy. However, Riedel and other VS policy makers recognized 
hat the biggest hurdle to a settlement with India would be the hard-line 
'akistani military. They expected tht· Cl\'ilian leadership in Pakistan to 
mbrace the deal but doubted if the army chief, General Kayani, would 
ome on hoard. Except for Admiral ~ullcn, most other top CS officials 
,die\'ed that Kayam was a hardliner intent on perpetuating hostile 
elations 1-nth India. Kayani reportl.'dly said, during a meeting with US 
,fficials, 'I'll he the first to admit it. I'm India-centric' (Rajghatta, 29 
,eptember 2010). 

The Indian government and mcd1,1, however, expressed displeasure 
1 this initiative. Mosl opposition parties also opposed the American 
ttempt to broker a deal between India and Pakistan. Having suffered 
major defeat m the mid-term elections, Obama's ability to assert 

11msclf was no doubt dented. A~ a result, he prudently avoided 
,rnachmg !ht' K;,.chmir i~rnl' during h,~ 1hrl'e-,fay vi~il In lndi;,. At ;,. 

pecial session of the Indian Parliament, Obama spoke of CS-India ties 
s an 'indispensable and defining relationship of the 21st century.' He 
cknowledged India's contributions to science and backed India's 
lemand for a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council. 
·or his part. Manmohan Smgh expressed great satisfaction at the 
,ro,,.ing trust and confidence between the two counlnes. 

Such an exchange of compliments was \'iewed with concern in 
1ak1stan where the government and media complained about the 
~mericans' discriminatory treatment-in spite of the huge sacrifices 



Pakistan had made in human lives and material wealth to participate in 
the war against terrorism. The market for conspiracy theories was again 
abuzz with fantastic scenarios of a forthcoming assault on Pakistani 
sovereignty and integrity, and its nuclear arsenal, by the Christian West 
and Hindu India. 

ATTACK ON SHRINES 

Terrorism within Pakistan continued 10 find new targets: this time 
round it was the shrines of Sufis venerated by mainstream Battlvi­
Sunnis. Some of the famous shrines that were attacked by suicide 
bombers included that of Data Sahib in Lahore (I July 2010), Abdullah 
Shah Ghazi in Karachi (7 October 2010), Baba Fariduddin Ganjshakar 
at Pakpattan in eastern Punjab (25 October 2010), and Sak.hi Sarwar at 
Dera Ghazi Khan in southern Punjab (3 April 201 I). Hundreds of 
de\"otees have been killed in the mayhem. Attacks on lesser-known 
shrines also took place. The Taliban and their affilrntcs were behind 
these atrocities and claimed responsibility. However, one can argue that 
extremism flourished because the state had patronized militant 
organizations that had probably begun to act on their own and were out 
of control. Such anacks were, undoubtedly, carried out to wipe out all 
traces of deviation from the fanatical monotheism that the Taliban and 
Al-Qaeda uphold as the true Islam. Ironically, in Pakistani textbooks on 
history and Pakistan Studies, the advent of Islam in the subcontinent is 
attributed to the peaceful efforts of the Sufis. The nihilism that the 
Taliban represented seemed determined to put that line of argument 
into doubt (Ahmed 201 I). 

CHINESE PREMIER'S VISIT TO INDIA AND PAKISTAN 

In December 2010, the Chinc-.e prime mini1ter, Wen Jia.b110, vl1ited 

India and Pakistan. The Pakistani media gave a lot of attention to the 
visil; friendship with China tends to be referred to in hyperbolic 
terms-as higher than the mountains, deeper than the oceans, and so 
on. Understandably, the Pakistani leaders were concerned as to how 
such a friend could relate to a country that Pakistan had had constant 
enmity with. The Chinese and Indian leaders agreed to increase their 
trade to $100 billion by 2015. The Chinese also promised to rectify the 
trade imbalance ~tween them; China exported much more to, than it 
imported from, India. The Chinese premier said that there was room 



,r both lnJ,a and Chma to grow and, therefore, there was nl, need 10 

.1 dov.n the path of confrontation. He did not, howcwr, make 
mcess1ons on their borda d1sputc~. The Chinese were retKent about 
1Jia'> ambitions to become ,1 pt'r .ment member ol the l":'\ Security 
ounc1l. 

L.i.trr, 1,·hen m Pakistan, /1abao announad th,1t Pal-.1stan would 
mefit !rom Chinese m1·estmcnts to the tum: of 525 billion. He also 
;sured Pakist.i.n that his countrv would always be a rl'11J.bk friend and 
oulJ not let i'ak1st.m down. The Chinese probably wJ.nted to l-.et:p the 
rcssuu· on India m -:ase Jndi.i. got too cosy with the Americans. \\'hde 
1 lndM. the Chinese al~o did not agree to rda 10 a Paki~tam hand in 
ie Mumbai tnwnst atlacb of 26 '.'\ovembt·r 2008 Ho1,·eu•r, more 
~mfic,m\ v.a, that Cbma ,ld\"i~ed India anJ Paki~tan to resolve the 
,1~hm1r dispute through negol1at1ons On the other hand, 11 must bt· 
:mt·mbned that China was no le~s wo1 ri<·J than India at-.out Pal-.1stan 
t·commj! a spr111j!t-.().1rJ for a r,1lit-.an-l~l't' of_11hJ.d th.it could entail the 
·,tahil11,11wn ol tht· \tuslim-m,11or1t1 pronnce olXm11ang (Ahnlt'J, 4 

l!lUJr\ .;(ll]) 



ASSASSINATION OF GOVERNOR SALMAN TASEER 

In November 2010, a judge of a lower court in Sheikhupura. Punjab, 
sentenced a poor Christian farmhand and a mother of four children, 
Aasia Bibi, to death by hanging, and a fine of an equivalent of SI 100 for 
allegedly blaspheming against Prophet Muhammad (PBt:H). This was 
the first time that a woman had been sentenced to death for blasphemy. 
Understandably. the news made headlines all O\'er the world. While 
appeals for mercy began to be made from many quarters of the world, 
including the Pope, it generated unprecedented hysterical manifestations 
of fanaticism within Pakistan and exposed deep chasms ,.nthin the 
ruling PPP federal government. Punjab Governor Salman Taseer, a 
stalwart of the PPP. criticized the death sentence. He wanted the 
blasphemy law to be rescinded, or radically amended, to pre,ent 11 heing 
used arbitrarily. He met Aasia Bibi in jail. when she denied hJving said 
a word against 1he Prophet. She asserted that, because she had drunk 
water from the same cup as some Muslim women. they had objected to 
it. This had resulted 1n an ahercation with the result that they falsely 
accused her of blasphemy. Taseer believed her story and expressed 
solidarity with her. He urged President Zardari to grant her a pardon, 
which he did. On the other hand, Pnmt· Minister Gilani, Home ~1inister 
Rehman Malik, and Law Minister Bahar Awan issued slaltments that 
they were opposed to the blasphemy law being interfered with. The 
Lahore High Court stayed the order. LJW)"ers who had recently brought 
down Musharraf, and had been cekbrated as harbingers of Jemocracy, 
now t'iegan to spearhead the call for Aasia Bibi's execution. D1stnct bars, 
one after the other, passed resolutions to that effect. Such a \\'Itch-hunt 
1->y the legal fraternity w,u 1dlcdi\c of the \imih of Jcnw-.1a<.y in 11 

confessional state. eanwhilc, leaders of all the Sunni and Sh1a religious 
parties and organizations formed a committee to defend, what they 
called, the honour and sanctity of the Prophet (New.s, 12 December 
2010). Salman Taseer began to be demonized as a renegade :·rom Islam 
who had taken up cudgels on behalf of Aasia Bibi in order 10 please the 
\\'est. Calls were given for his assassination (Ahmed 201 I). 

On 4 January 2011, Salman Taseer was slain by his official bodyguard, 
Malik Mumtaz Hussain Qadri, a police commando, whil, his other 
bodyguards looked on. Later, Qadri proudly admitted h1~ guilt on 



television, and then in court, saying that Taseer deserved to die because 
he had described the blasphemy law as draconian. When his death was 
announced, hundreds of leading clerics issued fatwas (religious rulings) 
that Taseer should not be g1\·en an Islamic burial. ~fonawwar Hasan, 
the head of the leading fundamentalist party, the Jama'aH·-lslami, 
blamed Taseer for pro\'oking pious sensibilities by describing the 
blasphemy law m an uncharitable manner. The lslamists 1ns1sted that 
Qadri should be honourahlv released because he had not committed a 
crime but had done his duty, as required under Islamic law, to defend 
the honour of the Prophet. Qadri proudly claimed, 1n the court, that he 
was proud of ha\'mg killed Taseer and that it was the duty of all 
Muslims. who must punish those who commit sacrilege agdmst the 
Prophet of Islam. The court, however, charged him with murder. The 
presiding judge took the position that laws on blasphemy were J\"J.ilablc 
in the legal systcm-which precluded the pn\"ate execution of J.lleged 
blasphemers. The assassination of the go\"crnor put the degrt·e to whi..:h 
extremmn ha~ pervaded the H'cunty anJ police apparatuses mto sharp 
relief. Also, the mass hystcriJ that the clerics were able to g~·ncrate is 
mdicati\"e of the fact that violent hehanour ha~ be..:ome intrinsic in the 
wider society. Later, the antl-lcrromm court found Qadri guilty of 
murdering Tasea and sentenced him to death (Dm/y Time$, 2 O..:tobcr 
201 I). However, immediately Jfterw.i.rds, the presiding JUdgt'. Pcn·a 
Ali Shah, went on a visit to Muslim holy places and hJ.s rl·mamt·J 
abroad. Aas1a Bil-o1 r<.'mams m pnsl>n thus far. 

EXECUTION OF THE LEGENDARY COLONEL IMAM 

On 24 January, the ,",fotion reported that Sultan Amir Tarar, known as 
Colonel Imam, had been k1lkd by his abductors in !\orth \-\'az1ristan. 
It may be recalled that th<.' colonel had gone there in the spring of 
.lUIU-.i.long Wllh former l~I Jgem Klldl1J Kh.i.wdjd JIIJ J n111i,h 
journalist of Pakistani descent, Asad Qureshi. On 30 Apnl 2010, former 
ISi agent Khalid Khawa1a was brutally executed by their captors who 
had described Khalid KhawaJa as an American agent. Asad Qureshi was 
released (presumably after paying a heavy ransom). Colonel Imam was 
famous for ha\'mg played a key role in the Afghan jihad, and was also 
known as the mentor of Taliban leader ;\tullah Omar. Before his 
execution, video footJgc-appaH·ntly recorded in July 2010-was 
released by the abductors in which he was shown saying that his life 
was in danger and urging the government to fulfil his kidnappers' 



demand of freeing a number of prisoners held for terror .ctivities 
(Youtube, khahfaconcepts, 22 January 2011 ). 

On his execution, the TTP released video fo(itage showing ..::olonel 
Imam heing shot to death in the presence of thl' TTP chief. HaN.mullah 
Mehsud. Amid the raising of slogans chanting thl· glory of Islan, a man 
shot Colonel Imam several limes. Just before being killed, the colonel 
could be se~n on his knees in a humiliating posture. The real reison for 
his execution was that the ransom money demanded by his kid1appers 
had not been paid (Nation, 24 January 2011). 

ASSASSINATION OF MINISTER FOR MINORITY AFIAI 

SHAHBAZ BHATTI 

Terrorizing religious minori1ies had heaime endemic in P1kistani 
society. In .2009, hordes of fanalics attacked Christians in a vilhge near 
Go1ra, in Punjab, on !he grounds that they had burnt the Quan-a 
charge that the Christians denied but lo no avail. Accorting to 
established practice, the raiders were given theological con-r b, clerics 
who described death for non-Muslims who committed such crmes as 
the bounden duty of all Muslims. The Christians' houses were se1ahlaze, 
and at least eight people died. Many more were injured; th, whole 
village was subjected to a rampage as the delirious t·xtrcmiss went 
around seeking targets to vent their wrath on. On that occason. the 
government acted with some determination. Prime Minisler Gilani 
personally visited the spot, and economic compensa1ion was anmunced 
for the victims. He ordered the minister for minorilv affairs, 9,ahbaz 
Bhatti, to stay on ,md provide relief lo the beleaguered and traunatized 
nllagers. Shahbaz Bhatti, a Roman Catholic, described 1he police 
response and later investigation as ineffective-following wlich he 
began to receive death lhre.lts. Some months later, when Aasia fibi was 
lh.&rgcJ with bl.a~phc1uy, !Jh.atll w,1~ vc1 )" ou!Spoken In his oppJs1t1on 
to the continuation of the blasphemy law. After Taseer's mur:ler, he 
alone among the mi istcrs kepi insisling thal the blasphemy law,hould 
be repealed. 

In Islamabad, on .2 March .2011, armed men on motorcycles s-opped 
lhe vehicle in which Bhatti was rcturnmg aftC"r visiting his mothc-. They 
fired a hail of bullets, sparing lhl' driver but aiming at Bhati who 
succumhed quickly. Apparently, he had not been provided ma:imum 
security in spne of dailr death thrcals being issued to him. Home 
M1 ister Rehman Malik blamed the deceased for being negligenion his 
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the same way as he had killed her husband (Dunya News, 8 February 
2011). 

A video dip showed that while Davis was being interrogated at the 
polioe station, he was secretly recording the proceedings with a camera. 
In the initial enquiry, he can be seen claiming that he was posted at the 
US consulate general in Lahore, and that he had given his passport to 
the first police officer to arrive at the s«ne of the shooting. The TV 
commentator then asks Naseer Wagah-presumably a journalist 
working for Dunya News-to give more details. Wagah asserts that 
Davis cannot be a diplomat by any stretch of the imagination and that 
he is a spy: a professional who killed the two men with deadly accuracy 
and, having shot them through the windscreen of his vehicle and bit 
them in their heads, then got out of the car, photographed them, and 
then calmly waited in his car until the police arrived. Wagah comments 
that Davis had a variety of guns in his car, as well as more than 100 
rounds of ammunition and, both, still and video cameras (Dunya News, 
9 February 2011 ). In another dip, dated IS February 201 I, Da\'iS can 
be seen claiming to be a diplomat and refusing to answer questions 
during police interrogation. When the interrogator tells him that he is 
not a diplomat, Davis retorts by saying that he is not going to answer 
any further questions and gets up from his chair waving his hand at the 
interrogator in a dismissive manner (Dunya News, JS February 2011). 

While such bizarre events were taking place in Pakistan, the United 
States issued a threat that it wouJd break off contael with Pakistan, ape) 
the Pakistan ambassador, Husain Haqqani, and cut off aid (Dawn, 
9 February 201 I). A meeting scheduled between Clinton and Foreign 
Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi was cancelled. later, the Obama 
administration refuted that any of these moves were contemplated. 
There was no doubt that the Americans were resorting to blatantly 
crude methods to extract compliance from the Pakistan pcmment. 
Given Pakis1an'1 chronic economic 11.nd milituy dependence: on the 
United States and other foreign powers. for which it had been renting 
out its services to them, it was equally clear that the issue would not be 
decided on the basis of international law and diplomatic prax.is. A weak 
elected government, that itself was dependent on US support, and a 
military that had endemically cultivated American patronage meant that 
the Americans would prevail. 

The problem was the fierce reaction of the Pakistani people towards 
Davis' cowboy bravado. Right-wing and ultra-nationalist media and 
religious parties demanded that Davis be tried in court for double 



murder. \\'1th few nceptions, C\'t'n liberals raised their brows over 
Amencan arrogance and flagrant disrespect for Pakistan's so\'ereignty. 
Colummsls \, ondered how a foreigner could go around Pakistan's most 
famous city hcarmg firearms, shooting Pak1slani citizens dead on a hu~y 
road, and thl'll calmly taking photographs of the dying men 

The go1t'rnment's response was 1ncons1slcnt and contrad1ctory. 
While th<' pm,wful home ministry headed by Rehman \fahk Jffirmcd 
that Oa\i~ carried a diplomatic pa~sport, Foreign \1irmtcr Qureshi 
denied that Da\1s enjoyed any such ,1atU\-for which he was pl·naliud 
munediatcly: a c,1hmet reshuttlc took pl,u:c. the portfolio of foreign 
minister was taken away from him, .md hl· w,1s offered another m1 i~try 
which hl· rduseJ. Ldt m th<' wdJt'rnr:ss. (.Jurcsh1 rr:tah,1tcd hy cntu:izmg 
the go\'ernmcnt !or not standing up to the .\mcrJCans He st.ited that 
Clinton had lnl·J to fore<' hun tu LOnfirm that 0.1n~ cmoycd d1plnma\K 
1111mun1t1 hut hl h,1d rdti,ul 1/>,1i/i T.111,·,, I> !l·hru,1r1J "lhl· !'PP 
nuchrn,r:i "l'r1t 1ntt> .1ct1Pll. lJurc,h1 1,.1, ~,1h1elll'd 1u .1 "l'\l·re 
r<"pr1111.111,l h1 /,1r,Lu1 ,ind (,d.1111 l(,1.d1,i- f..:.11,1111 .tnJ '"llll other top 
).:l'rlt'T,1], l \j'll'"l',l d1,~1k, 1h.11 t l'1111nl ",!.lll'' h.id rlJntnJ 
hundrl·,b ul ,l~l·nt11111'.1k1,t.111, 1,lw 'll"fl' _.;,1tht'n11g lrlllll1gl'lk<' 1,1thou1 
1!1lurm1ng tht' l'.1k1,t,1111 
con·n111ll'n( 1,.1, th.it lhl' 1,,ur 1,,,uld h, dl·,.:1,kd 111 J c\>url ,,t l.11,· 111 
~,:c,,rdJ1k~· 1,11h ]',1k1,t.m1 L1"' ,ind lq,;.11 p1(1<:cdu1t' 

~cnator lt>h11 f..:nry. the formn lknwlr:ttic prn1dl·n11..il c.inJidJk 
,1nJ lhl' ,ulhttl·,t Pt thl' f..:crn - I ug-1r hill. .iiflll'd Ill l\1ki<t.rn. Hegan­
a pre~~ ,:nnkTl'lkl' 111 1.ahorl' on I;:; ! rhr u,1r:i 1,·hcrt' hl' cmpha~1,cd the 
impon,mre ot thl· CS-i',1k111,m rd.1t1nmh1p. H<· rqirl'llcd th(' loss <•I 
live~ Jnd <'\)'rt'11<'d h,~ 1ymp.11h1l'" 1n the tJ1mlics of the men. Howeva. 
his ma111 thrust "Js that ()J\'I\ was .1 diplomJI anJ, smce Pakistan had 
signed 1he (i<'iw1·a c:rmwn11nn ol 1961. he l'llJoyed d1plomat11: immunity 
aLLorJ1ng to Art1ck 3 l of th,11 111~1rumt'nt of 111tcrnJt1011.tl l.iw 
(\'nuTulw) 1-:,·ny .,lsP 11wr 1h,· 1n.1111 nppn11l1on 11•.1,frr, \i1.1n :-.;;iw,17 
Sh.inf, who aJ..o took the 1ml' 1h.11 th<· 1~1ue would he Jl·..:iJr:J 111 
accordance with Pakist.mi IJw Thl' l,unaat-c·lslam1·s ,imir, \tunav.·wdr 
Ha,Jn, dl·nuunu·d all ~U););l'\11011~ th.it l>a\'i\ cnjl•ycd Jip!omatii: 
immum!}. In Jrl ntraordinary 111()\'C. l'rL·siJL·nt Obama isrned a 
~tJtemcnt from the \\'hitc Houst· th,1t Da\'i~ wa~ a J1plornJt and should 
he rtk,1~nl bt'<:aU~l· he l't11oyl·d immunity. rhc TTP wJrncd Pakistan 
not to rdl'Jsl' Jl.i1 is. Jc~a1hing h11n ,IS .i spy (D111nr, 16 February 201 I). 

t.;S security t''-pcrt Stephl·n Cohen took pJrt ma Pakistani talk-show, 
nn ~DT\·. m 1,-hich he argut·d that 11 1,as ob\"lous that Da\·is was not 



an ordinary diplomat as diplomats did not nonnally carry p.nu and 
shoot people. The Jack of awareness of his presence and acthitics was 
also indicative of the Pakistani intelligence services' faibres. He 
asserted, however, that such drastic measuns were presumUly being 
taken because Pakistan was unable to curb and control the errorism 
that was striking at US and NATO targets in Afghanistan, and~enerally 
creating insecurity in the AIPak and the wider South Asial region 
(NDTV, 23 February 2011). Such a line of argument tbliquely 
confirmed the swpicion that the CIA had been organizing its own 
intelligence gathering, and Davis' shooting of the two Pikistanis 
exposed the ongoing war among the agencies that had been ioing on 
for quite some time in Pakistan. from the American point of view, 
Pakistan had been procrastinating for too long by not striki1g at the 
Haqqani and other terrofist networks despite receiving huge .unounts 
of US aid. 

In any event, the story of why he had shot the two men :hanged. 
Instead of their being armed robbers, the media reported that t1ey we:re 
ISi operatives who were shadowing Davis to keep track of his mlawful 
mo,·ements. He was accused of being involved in a sinister cmspiracy 
to destabilize Pakistan. Such clandestine activities included fording the 
TTP and its affiliates in Punjab which, it was widely belieV!d, were 
behind the suicide bombings and other acts of terrorism in Pakistan. 
The ultimate aim of the destabiliution conspiracy was to get hold of 
Pakistan's nuclear arsenal. and thus render it militarily ineffective and 
weak. In other words, it was alleged that Davis was the key pntagonist 
in a plot to break-up Pakistan. 

Even US officials revealed that Davis was a contractor .vorking 
for the CIA. An unnamed ISi official stated that Davis had :ontaas 
in FATA and knew both the men he had shot dead (Dail: 1imu, 
9 February 2011). The Dunya News TV channel showed a dip of 
photographs taken by Davis, of sensitive areas in and around Labott 
close to the India-Pakistan border. It was also shown that of th<>men he 
had killed, one could be seen carrying a gun in his hand, suggcstng tbal 
Davis had shot him in self-defence The media reported thal Q.ta had 
been retrieved from Davis' phones and from the sophisticate, Global 
Positing System or satellite phone device he had in 1w vehicle (huTube, 
11 February). Such satellite technology helped him determine hcalions 
with accuracy. Davis had been to Islamabad, Lahore, Peshawar.and the 
tribal areas and was involved in the drone attacks that had bee1 taking 
place in the region. 



It is interesting to note that the drone attacks were disrupted after 
Davis' arrest. Damage limitation acti\'ilies had started immediately after 
his arrest. At that point, media discussions also starkd on Davis paying 
'blood money'-as is permitted under the pre\'alent Islamic law-to the 
victims m order to secure his rclease. Such a procedure has been 
criticized by human rights ~GOs as it can be manipulated lo free 
culprits through monelarr inducements; and, m the case of honour 
killings, by the family pardoning the culprits. Some clerics argued that 
the Islamic law of qisas and diyar did not apply in Davis' case. The 
government prudently maintained the 'principled' position, that the 
issue would be decided according to legal pro,;edure. On 16 March, a 
Pakistani court ordered Da\'is to be released after the relati\'es of the 
dead men attended the court-conwnl·d in a prison m Lahore-and 
received blood money. 

The compensation, reportedk some S2.3 million, was sufficiently 
attractive. The Ja,..,yers rl·prescnting the families of the nct1ms later 
revealed that the Pakistani author111es excluded them from the 
negoltat1ons and that the deal 1,•as dosed m utter secrecy. Ameru:an 
pressure had prC\'ailed, notwithstandmg the rage that was c\·1denl at 
demonstrations and protest marches all owr Pakistan. Clmton deml·d 
that the C'S go\'ernment had paid any blood money (Tile Nn,·~ 
/11/en111rio1ia/, 17 March 2011 ). It appears that 11 was arranged behind­
the-scencs, oskm1bly through non-offic1al channels. There was a hue 
and .i cry about Pakistan having barten·d away 11s so\'ercignty and 
national honour. Rut, the fuss could not wnceal the fact that the 
relationship bet\\'eCn the l'niteJ States and P.i.kistan, since a very long 
lime, h.i.d been one of dependenct!'-where America's vital interests were 
concerned, 1t could extract compliance from the latter. 

DRONE ATTACKS RESUMED, PRESSURE ON PAKISTAN 

INTENSIFIES 

The da>· after Davis was released, a drone attack. look place in :-J"onh 
Wazirisl.i.n, killing 40 people-apparently civilians-who had gathered 
to discuss some routine matters. The incident greatly embarrassed the 
Pakistani establishment as it manifested an utter disregard by the 
Americans for public sentiments which, at that particular moment in 
time, were highly inflamed against the United States. The ISPR 
announced that General Kayani strongly condemned the drone attack 
as it had caused the death of innocent Pakistani citizens. He reportedly 



staled that such attacks would not be acceptable (17 Maro. 2011). 
Ambassador Munter was summoned to the Foreign Office to -eceivc a 
strongly worded protest. Ostensibly, the Pakistan Air Force wa.~ered 
to prepare for action in case Pakistani airspace was ,·iolatd again. 
Drone attacks had been taking place since 2004, and it wa: widely 
known that they took off from the Shamsi Air Force Base in Baltchistan. 

It is doubtful i( each drone flight was approved by the lakistani 
authorities. In this particular case, the attack must have tak!n place 
without any consultation with the Pakistanis. Given the highly nflamed 
public opinion in Pakistan, ii is very unlikely that the milh1ry had 
acquiesced to the attack. Howe,·er, as usual, some conciliatory uterances 
were made in Washington DC, only 10 be followed by a cmcerted 
chorus of top officials questioning Pakistan's intentions and oljectives 
in not going all out to eli inate terrorist enclaves in North WLZiristan 
and elsewhere. 

Typical of such tactics was the press conference Admiral Mulen gaw 
in Washington DC, at which he remarked that it was 'hugely irrportant' 
that Pakistani forces take action against militants in North Wziristan. 
He praised Pakistan's willingness to fight insurgents elsewhere hit noted 
that the campaign needed to move to North Waziristan where nembers 
of the Al-Qaeda and Haqqani networks were based. It was repoted that 
he said; 'They have lost thousands of soldiers and thousands of :iviUans 
in a very impressive counter insurgency campaign to dear SWlt valley 
and the other areas.' Then, he went on to express an understarrling for 
Pakistan's concerns about preserving its influence in neigtnouring 
Afghanistan-so that the latter did not become a proxy for hdia and 
remained friendly with Pakistan (Dawn, 18 March 2011). 

SOME REGIONAL PEACE INITIATIVES 

Cricket diplomacy belween Paki~lan and India wa, in qction on:t' apin 
when Prime Minister Gilani accepted his counterpart Ma1mohan 
Singh's invitation and visited Mohali, in the Indian Punjab. to atend the 
semi-final between their two countries' teams in the Cricket Wald Cup 
Tournament 2011. Thousands o( Pakistanis were granted visas b attend 
the match. As before, they were received with warmth and gencrosity­
jusl as Pakistanis had played host to Indians on similar occasiou in the 
past. Both leaders pledged to take the peace process forward, an4 agreed 
lo set up a hotline on terrorism so that both sides couU share 
intelligence. The Foreign Service bureaucracies were, thus, to le set in 



iENERAL PASHA VISITS CIA HEADQUARTERS 

.'ith regard to Pakistan- L;S relations, DG ISi General Pasha and his 
elegation met the CIA head, Leon Panetta, and his nll'n at CIA 
eadguarlers in Virginia on 11 April. Gi\'en the fierce reaction that took 
lace when Da\·1s was released, Pasha took an ostensibly tough line 
1rcJtcn111g that greater control would be exercised on CIA C0\'Ctt 
:t1nties m Pakistan m the future. The Americans were told that a 
:rious breach of trust hJd nc..:urred, and a 'clear coJe o! conduct" 
eedcd tu he dedscd. Pa~ha .1~ked the ClA for J. compkte list of its 
mployecs and contractors m Pak1~tan, and made ll dear that ,orne may 
e a~ked to le,wc. From lht· American point of \"iew, tlus could l"nta1I 
:stricuons on drone attacks 1ak111g otf from the Pakistani bases. Tht· 
:IA carm:d out I !fl drone stril..e~ m PJkistan 111 2010-mort· than m 
II the pn:\'iuus }Cars ol the programme comhined-JLcordmg to 
1dependent e~um.ite~ {Daily /"1mc·.,, 13 Apnl 2011) The CIA rnnfirmed 
lJ.t 11 had 300 mt'n in Paki~tan trammg the l'.1l..1~tanis on counter­
·rron~m {Dm/y 1imc~. 14 April 2011) That, ol coune, rckrrcd to those 
hose: presence in Pakistan had bn·n appro\"ed through the proper 

hanncb. 

l HIGH-POWERED DELEGATION VISITS KABUL 

11 m1d·April. a high-powl'rt·d dekgat1on cons1~1111g of Prune ~imsll'r 
;ilam, COAS General Kayam, ,md D1m:tor General ISi L1culcnant 
;cneral Pa~ha ,1~1ted Kabul in mid·April. As a resuh of the talks that 
1ere hdd, 1t was agreed tha! a J0llll commission would .:arry forward 
fw r<'con,·ilirlli<>n pro,,•~~- with lht• approval nf tht• llmted Stak~. 

:.illowmg the wilhdraw.11 of foreign troops from Afghatmtan. The 
,fghan president, Hamid Karzai. hoped that tht· cmnmission would find 
way of reaching a pe.icc deal with the Taliban (Daily Times, 17 April 

Oil). 

iCATHING CRITICISM OF ISi 

uch divene moves did not mean that the US had relented in its aim of 
ompelling Pakistan to lake dec151ve action against terrorist networks it 



believed were inimical to its vital interests. In fact, the ante wasupped. 
According to a long report- 'MuUen launches diatribe against tte JSf­
fiJed by Dawn's Baqir Sajjad Syed following an interview with ldminl 
Michael Mullen in Islamabad, the latter stated that the ISi was 
protecting the Haqqani and other terrorist networks in North 
Waziristan and elsewhere, and that such a relationship was at he eott 
of'Pakistan's problematic relationship with the United States'. Hr noted 
that the ISl's relationship with the Haqqani group was unaccepllble to 
tilt' United States. He indicated that the CIA would continue to nonitor 
the situation in Palcistan through a strong physical presence, a1d that 
drone attacks on the Haqqani group in North Waziristan would 
continue until the ISi dissociated itselr from the Haqqaris. He 
reportedly said: 'I have a sacred obligation to do all I can to mate sure 
that the network is no longer able to support insurgents in Afgha,istan.' 
He depicted a destabilizing scenario in which several terror ~roups 
would become increasingly interlinked, and said, 'What I worr} about 
all these organisations, whether it is Haqqani network, Al-Qaed1, JuD, 
LeT there is a syndication which has occurred in the regi01 here 
over the course of last three years, which is more and more worisome 
and increasingly so TTP, under [Hakimullah) Mehsud, has espoused 
aspirations outside the region'. 

Mullen reiterated that such prospects led to no conclusions !Xcept 
that 'this area ... the border area between Pakistan and Afghaniltan is 
the epicentre of terrorism in the world'. During his inten•iew, or more 
than one occasion, he suggested a dose collaboration between India, 
Afghanistan, and Pakistan to deal with the terror threat emanatina from 
the tribal areas. Some mitigating remarks were also made piaisins 
Pakistan's counter-terrorism efforts elsewhere. He stressed that, respite 
the challenges in bilateral ties, 'the military-to-military relttions 
between the US and Pakistan had remained strong' (Dawn, 21 April 
2011). 

For his part, General Kayani rebuffed such categorical accuSiltions 
by the United States' top soldier. He vehemently rejected the mgatiw 
propaganda that Pakistan was not doing enough and that the Pal:tstan.i 
Army lacked clarity on the way forward. He asserted that the 'irmy's 
ongoing operations are a testimony of our national resolve to Jekat 
terrorism' (Dawn, 21 April 2011). Another drone attack took phce in 
North Waziristan the next day, killing at least 21 people incbding 
children. The Americans, it seemed, were determined to continut with 
their independent efforts to knock terrorist bases out (Dawn, 22April 



)11). ~lore embarrassmg material surfaced a few days later when a t..:S 
ililary classified document was published by the New l'ork Times in 
h1ch the ISi was described, in 2007, as 'a terrorist support entity' 
)awn, 25 April 2011). On 26 April, terrorists attacked Pakistan Navy 
1se~ carrying personnel. Four people were killed and 56 injured. The 
TP claimed responsibility and said that such anacks would cominuc 
long .is Pakistan's armed forces killed their own people al the hehesl 
the Americans (Dmly Times, 27 April 201 I). 

The Obama administration submitted its biannual report on the 
tuation in Afghanistan and Pakistan to Congress, grimly st.iting that 
1ere is 'no clear p,llh lo\\ard defeating the insurgency in Pakistan, 
~spite the unprcadented and sustained deployment of 0\"er 147,000 
1ak1stam] forces' (Lmday, 5 April 2011 }. The report expressed concern 
>out Pakistan's f.ulure to sustam counterm~urgency opcr,lt1ons againsl 
11htants m th<.' country·~ north1n·st noting that Pakistam forces had 
mductcd three major operations in the ~!ohm.ind .1gl'IK\" in the last 
,·o years-though the undJss1fh:d report mJJl' no c:1.pl1c1t calls for 
1rther operJtions. ,;-~pecially Ill lroul:ikd S"orth \\'azinstan. The report 
so called Pakistan·~ 11orH·nrnµ l.'conom1C situ.ilton 'tht' greatest threat 
1 Pakistan\ stah1hty on·r the medium term" (.\lt•w fork Tunes). 

>PERATIO!'II GEROSIMO 

1 the early houn of 2 May :!011, the L'n1ted States finally found Osama 
in Laden's hideout in Pakhtan's garrison town of Abbottabad. US 
pec1al Forces flew into the compound of the large building and, within 
J mmutcs, kilkd the iconic head of Al-Qaeda. His dead body, along 
ith those of his Pakistani protectors, were loaded onto a L"S helicopter 

11d llown oul of Pakistani territory. The hum had begun even before 
111 as Al-Qaeda had hit L'S targets m both the l1nited States and 
lob.ally. I-luwe,·er, fo\luwiug the sl.aughtc:r of thous,mds n( its citii:cn• 

1 the September 2001 attacks, the search for Osama bin Laden became 
top security priority for the world's leading superpower. His followers 
ad created a mystique around him-as the great hero of Islam who 
•ould restore the glory of Islam through armed struggle. Bin Laden 
Jccessfull~ dudl·d his pursuers until he was traced by US Special 
orces-who had been rehearsing for such a raid for se\·eral weeks in a 
rototype construction at a t;S hase. 

The first public announcement about the raid was made on television 
)' President Barack Obama. In a long and carefully prepared speech, 



he announced that, shortly after taking office, he had directed he CIA 
director, Leon Panetta, to make 'the killing or capture of bin Laten the 
top priority of our war against al Qaeda, even as we contim.ed our 
broader efforts to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat his network'. f'e went 
on to say, among other things: 

Then, last August, after years of pai taking work by our inteligence 
community, I was briefed on a possible lead to bin Laden. It was llr from 
certain, and ii took many months to run this thread to ground I met 
repeatedly with my national security team as we developed more infomation 
about the possibility that we had located bin Laden hiding v.ithin a 
compound deep inside of Pakistan. And finally, last week, I dctermi1ed that 
we had enough intelligence lo take action, and authorized an opention to 
get Osama bin Laden and bring him to justice. 

Today, at my direction, the United States launched a lmgeted OJ.erallon 
against that compound in Abbonabad, Pakistan. A small team of ArreriQns 
carried out the operation with extraordinary courage and capabilty. No 
Americans were harmed. They took care 10 avoid civilian casualties.After a 
fire fight, they killed Osama bin Laden and took custody of his bodr ... 

Over the yean, I've repealedly made dear thal we would tak< action 
within Pakistan if we knew where bin Laden was. That is what we'v: done. 
But it's important lo note that our counterlerrorism cooperatim with 
Pakistan helped lead us to bin Laden and the compound where 1c wa& 
hiding. Indeed, bin Laden had d ... -dared war against Pakistan as w,IJ, and 
ordered anacks against the Pakistani people. 

The very next morning, Pakistani experts on the various tel«ision 
channels discussed the assassination of bin Laden. The majorit, were 
of the opinion that it was not possible, under any drcumstarues. to 
carry out such a mission without the cooperation of the Palistani 
authorities. The day dragged on but neither the prime minister ror the 
president addressed the nation, to take it into confidence abrut the 
official slandpoinl, After tome lime, however, the P11k.lstan Fuelgn 
Office made a brief statement that the operation had been contueted 
exclusively by the Americans, suggesting that Pakistan had pla,ed no 
part in it (Dunya News, 2 May 2011; Dawn, 3 May 2011). 

The idea that the Americans stood no chance of bringin9 ther men 
into Pakistan in helicopters without Pakistani involvement wu di~ 
some time later in the day. A live transmission of a press confirencc: 
given by Deputy National Security Advisor on Security to the White 
House John Brennan provided other details about the opmtti<n. He 
categorically denied that the Pakistanis had been informed abrut the 



.>vert operation. It was an exclusive L"S commando raid on the 

.>mpound in which bin Laden was su~pt·cted of hid mg. The US Special 
orces men-American Na\'}' Seals-had tlo\,·n in from Afghanistan in 
~·o helicopters. They were JOmcd hy two more l"S aircraft already 
:ationed in Pakistan. He stated that leads to hin Laden's hideout were 
Jund when US analysts and agent~ located one of the Al-Qaeda leader's 
r,uriers in Ahhottahad. 

The courier had pre\'1ously tieen a detainee at thl.' Guantanamo 
etention facility. Thereafter, sustained sur\'ei\lance of hi~ mowmenls­
n the basis 1hat bm Laden needed lo communicate with his comrades 
lsewhere-kd to cumulath-c circumstantial evidence that hm Laden 
ras, in all rrohabdity, hiding ms1de the compound. Brennan said that 
was inconccil·ahle that l-,in Laden did not ha\'e a supp1•rt ,~ stem in 

,e country. and ~uggeskd that he had been livmg there for the !a~t fi\"e 
r six ye.-ar~. He, however, did not elaborate on whetht'r, t-iy th..tt. hl· 
1eant support lrom thl· go\"ernmcnt or, more srec1flcally. lht· rn1litary 
nd ISi. Bl·sidcs hm Lad<'n. three other men and a woman wen· killed, 
1duding the wuner and his hrother. a son of bin Laden. and Cllle of 
ISWi\'eS 

Bin Laden h,1d app..irt·ntly hcrn li\"ing. in the building with two ofhi~ 
!Ives and m, ,1J h1\ chilJrcn. Tht'Tl' were other children thac loo. 
:rennan said that tht'.,,, hok oraatwn took JUSI 40 minuks ,md that it 
:as fol\oweJ, m1nutc-by-minutl', b} l1h,una and his dose J.d\"lst-rs who 
1ere pm)' to the opaation I he l"S aircraft had left Palmtani ,1ir spa<:c 
,efore the Paki~unis could react. Although one helicopter was lost, as 
:s rotors had !>truck the wall ol thl· compound, Brennan asserted that 
10 t.:S troors were lu~t ,Ind cwr~ hoJy rt·turned 10 base !>afely. Moreover, 
hey collecied whatc\"er docunll'nh wae a\'ailal:ile on the premises. 

Brennan's exrlanation was a correcti\'e of the initial slatement by 
)bama m which he had suggt•stcd cooperation with Pak1~tan in the 
C'ar~·h for hin I adC'n Rn·nnan mfornu-d lht" audience 1hi11 hin Laden's 
1ody was flown out to Af~hanistan, and then lo a L'S ~hip in the 
\.rabian Sea, where. after lslami.:: rites, he was consigned to the sea 
BBC \i,•e news broadcast (YouTuhe, 2 :\fay 2011 ). 

In Pakistan, siniskr compir.i.cy theories were pedalled in talk•shows. 
ihe fact that the Americans had rlllt shown hin Laden's dead body was 
nterpretcd as proof that ~oma>ne d~t· had been killed or that nothing 
iad happened and the ,,boll· Jr,un.i w.is a charade. So.called securit} 
·xperts, su.:h as Zaid Hamid, Omya Maqhool Jan, and Piracha, were of 
he opinion that the fa,;ade had ht·en mastermmded to enable Obama 



10 win the elections in 2011. As expected, they vehementlyas1tned that 
the real plot against Pakistan was only just beginning to unfold-the 
penultimate objective was to capture Pakistan's nuclear assets: the 
ultimate goal was to break up Pakistan. Party to the grand conspiracy 
against Pakistan were not just the Americans and their NATO minions, 
but also India's RAW and Israel's Mossad. Former Arnbaisador Zafu 
Hilaly, however, described the denial or Osama's death as delusional 
(Dunya News, 3 May 2011 ). 

The Indian reaction was expectedly harsh against Pakistan. The 
official rosition was put forth by the Home Ministry: 'T.-tis fact [bin 
Laden's presence in Pakistan) underlines our concern that terroristi 
belonging to different organizations find sanctuary in Pakistan. We 
believe that the perpetrators or the Mumbai terror attack, bcluding the 
controllers and handlers of the terrorists who actually carried out the 
attack, continue to be sheltered in Pakistan' (Times of fodia,: May 2011). 

CIA Director Leon Panetta presented further clarification or why 
Pakistan had not been taken into confidence before the raiJ on Osama 
bin Laden's compound was carried out. He stated candicly that they 
feared that 1heir Pakistani counterparts might alert the Al-Qaeda chief. 
Some further details of the plan were re\'ealed by him. Hr szated that 
1he options presented to President Barack Obama includrd bombing 
the compound with B-2 bombers or firing a 'direct shot' with cruise 
missiles. Air strikes were ruled out because of the risk of a high degree 
of collateral damage in the form of civilian casualties. He :·unher said 
that there was no foolproof evidence, such as satellite ph{tographs of 
bin Laden, available to the Obama team that had mastern1inJed the raid 
(The News lnttrnatioraal, 3 May 2011). 

The ISi, on the other hand, came up with the explanaton that the 
largish house where bin Laden had been staying was cheo.ed in 2003 
but nothing suspicious was founJ. Thereafter, no further checks were 
carried out. However. on 3 May, the BBC', corrHpondrnt, Aleem 
Maqbool, was seen on television talking to a young man w:io said that 
the security services checked the ID cards of people in tht neighbour­
hood of bin Laden's hideout on a daily basis, especially in tle rvenings. 
More details surfaced when other foreign correspondents ipoke to the 
neighbours. One said that a goat was delivered to the house in a red car 
every day. Also, the children who played cricket in tht area, and 
sometimes hit their ball into the compound, were never rrturned the 
ball but were given a generous sum of money. That al this had 



1ppened without the Pakistan military knowing anything about the 
:cupants of the building became increasingly incredible. 

Former DG ISi Lieutenant General Asad Durrani, and the well• 
11own commentator, Professor Akbar S. Ahmed, were interviewed by 
1e BBC. Both ruled out the possibility that the authorities would have 
ild no knowledge ilbout bin Laden's presence in Abbottabad. General 
1urrani e,·en argued thal the actual operation by the American Navy 
eals must ha\·e received some ground supporl from Pakistan. He 
(plained that Pakistan could not possibly own up to its participation 
i the operation because that could inflame public opinion in Pakistan. 
retending that the Americans carried out the raid without any prior 
otice to Pakistan was more acceptable, than admission of complicity, 

However, the Obama administration consistently maintained that 
akistan had not been informed about the raid at all. Widespread 
·ustration and anger was expressed m the CS media, and even by 
·ading Democrats and Republicans. about Pakistan harbouring a 
:rrorist. South Florida Congressman Allen West expressed the view 
1at the government of Pakistan may haw aided and abetted Osama bin 
aden's lengthy hideout from LS for.::es. He insisted that, unless the 
;nited States got a dear explanation of what Pakistani officials knew 
bout bm Laden's whereabouts. all aid lo the country should be stopped. 
le went on to say that Pakistan may have actually helped bin Laden 
lude capture, to keep the S20 billion of aid flowing since the 9/11 
ttacks (Darly Timc5, 5 Mar 2011). Further information provided by the 
,mericans indicated that bin Laden did not put up a resistance. That 
el in motion a discussion on whether killing him constituted an 
nlawful act under international law. The US attorney-general asserted 
i'lat, by ordering a terrorist attack on the United States, bin Laden had 
ommitted an act of war and, therefore. was a legitimate target for 
limination. 

Further twi,u to the indd<"nl ncn1rr<"d· the Americans decided nnt 
o show bin Laden's body on tcle\'ision, on the grounds that it had bttn 
lisfigured because of the gunshots; they claimed that, after he had been 
,iven a proper Islamic funeral. his body had been consigned to the 
ca-instead of buried on land-to pre,·cnt his admirers making his 
1urial site a place of pilgrimage (Daily Times, 3 May 2011). Not 
urprisingly, the rumour mills in Pakistan began to chum out conspiracy 
heorics, including: bin Laden had died a long time ago and the United 
itatcs had carried ou\ the charade as a face-saving measure to hide the 
act thal it had been roundly defeated in Afghanistan and Pakistan; bin 



Laden had been taken captive and was alive. later, the Anerieans 
released video dips showing him in his hideoul-in which he looked 
much older than in his previous photographs. Some time later, A~Qaeda 
confirmed that bin Laden had indeed been kiUed in the raid caried out 
by the US Navy Seals on Abbonabad. Hard-core lslamists heldfuneral 
prayers all over Pakistan, followed by protest marches and ,;Jogans 
threatening to avenge his assassination (Dawn, 7 May 2011). 

Meanwhile, in a belated response to the raid on bin Laden's 1ideout 
in Abbottabad, the Pakistan Foreign Office expressed displeas1re that 
Pakistani sovereignty had been breached and that such acts iid not 
constitute acceptable behaviour. Prime Minister Gilani, on a visit to 
France, took the position that Pakistan's faiJure to know abtUt bin 
Laden's whereabouts was a failure of the international commmity as 
well-to gather reliable intelligence (Daily Times, S May 2011). 

On the other hand, one can argue that the Pakistan govemmmt had 
facilitated the search for bin Laden and other terrorists by issuing 
hundreds of visas to CIA agents and other elements. Those people 
moved around more or less freely and conducted their covert ao:ivities 
in total secrecy. This was amply illustrated by the Raymonc Davis 
incident that took place earlier in the year. What is more likclyis that 
Zardari and Gilani, and other ministers in the federal gove:nment 
including Interior Minister Malik, had been kept in the dark. It s to ht 
remembered that protecting bin Laden began long before tle PPP 
government came to power. 

Later, the Pakistani military and ISi chiefs appeared before Patistan's 
National Assembly where they were quizzed about how the Am.-ricans 
could violate Pakistani sovereignty with such ease. The N1tional 
Assembly passed a resolution condemning the US raid on Abbtnabad 
as a violation of Pakistani territory. It was regretted that while 30,000 
Pakistan citizens-men, women, and children-and more that 5000 
military personnel have lo■t their live• 1ince Paki■tan joined 1he.Yu on 
terror, those unique sacrifices were ignored by the world ( Th, Nnv$ 
International, 14 May 2011). Just two days later, the US launcmd two 
missile strikes killing seven people in North Waziristan. Meaiwhile, 
General Pasha warned India not to contemplate emulating the lS' raid 
on Abbonabad because it would be met with retaliation in equal 
measure (Hindustan Times, IS May 2011). In a surprising de•iation 
from the standard response of the military and security faces, of 
directing their wrath against India, the opposition leader, N1waz'iharif, 
urged Pakistanis not to lreat India as their 'biggest enemy'. He caled for 



reappraisal of relations with India 'if we want to go forward and 
rogress' and slated that if Pakistan did that, the government could 
·duce its expenditure by 50 per cent (Dawn, 17 May 2011 ). 

~ore surprises were in store. A top Pakistani air force commander 
1IJ the Pakislani media 1ha1 !he Shamsi airfield was under the control 
f the Um!ed Arab Emirates, and was used by Arabs coming to Pakistan 
1r falconry-this I first learnl from Christine Fair in July 2009. That, 
owever, did not detract from the fact that the Americans had been 
sing it since 2001, and had used 11 on multiple occasions to launch 
rone attacks (Dawn, 19 May 201 I). The Dawn of 20 May published 
Jme very embarr.1ssing L'S cables, that ii acquired e:xclusi\·ely from 
likileaks, which suggested that General Kayani had, contrary to his 
ubhc posture, been urging the Americans for more drone attacks. Such 
~quests could be traced as far hack as 2008. The next day, more cables 
·ere revealed which mdicatt·d that the CS had ob1amed considerable 
1t1tudc in carrying out under.:on-r a.:ti\·i1ies in Pakistan. Ambasi.ador 
l·tlerson dated such .:omnsions from early 2009. They induded 
ntelhgl·rke fusion centres' comprising Pakistani and Aml·rican 
rnctinnar1es in different p.irts of Pakistan, and _ioinl operations 
1unched by those fusion centres (D,111·11, 21 May 2011 ). The Pak1s1an 
,rmy. forthwith. refuted such allcgat10ns as groundless. Thi~ was 
1llowed by ~ome CS military traml'fs being askl·d to lea\'e Pakistan. 

rALJBAN RETALIATION 

,fter the killing of Osam.i bin Laden, fears that revenge attacks would 
~•llow were proven corrrct as a number of vicwus assaults took place 
n the FATA region and elsewhere, hu1 the full impact of such a fury 
.-as felt on Sunday 22 May when terrorists ana.:ked a Pakistan naval 
,ase, P!'\S Mehran. They destroyed two naval surveillance aircraft, ten 
uurity rer~nnnel wl'r<' L:dlnl. including one na,·al officer. three navy 
ommandos, three na\·al firemen, a sailor, and two paramilitary soldiers; 
ifteen others were wounded. At the time, l"S 'contractors' and some 
:hinese engineers were also present at the site (Dawn, 23 May 2011) 
rhe TTP claimed responsib1litr for the attack and threatened more. 

The attack on the naval base sent shivers down the spines of defence 
1nalysts in the \\'est and India, as qut·stions were raised about whether 
>akistan's nuclear arsenal was in ~afc hands. The BBC's defence and 
liplomat1c correspondent, lonathan Marcus, reported that it was 
,uspected that Pakislan possessed iO to 80 nuclear bomhs which, if they 



were to fall into the hands of the TaJiban, could speU unimiginable 
disaster (Marcus, 23 May 2011 ). Hillary Clinton told the Pakistm.is that 
anti-Americanism and conspiracy theories would not help thun, and 
she urged greater cooperation as it was in the interest of both c1untries 
(Dawn, 27 May 201 l). The month of May ended with the shocki1g news 
that the body of a gifted 40•year old Pakistani journalist, Salftm 
Shahzad, was found near Islamabad. He had been abducted sone days 
earlier and his body bore marks of torture. It was later reveaed that 
Shahzad had found evidence that an Al-Qaeda cell in the Pakistm Navy 
had facilitated the attack on the Mehran naval base. Apparently the lSI 
had issued him a warning for one of his reports that Paltiscan had 
released Mullah Baradar, an associate of Taliban leader Mullal Omar 
(Syed, 3 June 2011). Later, the authorities arttated a serving bipdier 
and thrtt majors for allegedly having links with the Hi.zb ut• Talrir-an 
organization banned in Pakistan (BBC News, 23 June 2011). 

OBAMA ANNOUNCES TROOP WITHDRAWAL 

FROM AFGHANISTAN 

Although the United States had announced a phased withdnwal of 
troops from Afghanistan-to begin in July 2011 and be compl1ed by 
the end of 2014-a statement on how it would begin had M been 
made. In the aftermath of the successful raid on the comprund in 
Abbottabad where Osama bin Laden had been hiding, and wth the 
death of the most hated man in America, President Obama fmnd the 
opportunity to make known his plans for the withdrawal. On 3 May, 
he addressed the American people and told them that, begiming in 
July, 10,000 US troops would return by the end of the year and33,000 
by the next summer. Afghan security forces would take over, aid the 
US mission in Afghanistan would change from a combat 01e to a 
,uppnrt one. The trantition would be completed by 2014, wlen the 
Afghans would be responsible for their own security. Obama sad that 
the United State, was ready to carry out more assaults against aiy safe 
havens harbouring terrorists, and added that no other country ws mo~ 
endangered by violent extremists than Pakistan (Daily Times," June 
2011). 



RESSURE ON PAKISTAN CONTINUED 

mid all this, standard practices continued: the United States warning 
1kistan to participate seriously and sincerely in the war against terror; 
1kistan complaining against such callous and apathetic beha\·iour of 
e Americans; then some L'S top official stating that Pakistan was 
dispensible to the war on terror and had rendered meritorious 
rvices and suffered great loss of life as a result. The ISi arrested five 
1kistani informants who had allegedly been feeding information to the 
IA before the raid that killed bin Laden. One of the detainees was 
ported to be a Pakistani army major whom officials said copied 
:cnce plates of cars \'isiting bin Laden's hideout in Abbottabad. The 
akistan Army, however, denied that a major was among those arrested 
Jaily Ti,nes, 16 June 201 I). Relations further deteriorated when 
akistan decided to send some military trainers back to the CS, while 
top CS official alleged that the ISi was im·olved m the murder of 
lkem Shahzad. 

!\evcrtheless, as payma~ter, the Americans expected Pakistan to 
c!iver on Al-Qaeda. Thus, L'S Secretary of Defence Leon Panetta told 
1e Pakistani~ that they must go after bin Laden's successor, Al Zawahiri 
~aily Time;., JO July 201 I). The ned day, the Obama administration 
nnounced that one-third of the annual $2 billion military aid-$800 
111lion-was being withheld because of differences that had arisen 
etween the two go\'ernments m·er how lo conduct the war on (error. 
'ak1stan retorled by saying that it had previously requested the United 
tales to direct money to non-military projects; later, an official 
tatemenl was issued stating that 11 did need American money to fight 
=rrorism. Some experts immediately warned that Pakistan may mo,·c 
loser to the Chinese-something the Americans have always been 
oncerned about dS they need to maintain consistent pressure on 
1akistan to realize their goals beyond the extermination of Osama bin 
.aden. 

Despite the apparently deteriorating relations, US drones fired a 
,arrage of missiles over several days killing forty-eight people in North 
ind South Waziristan (Daily Times, 13 July 2011). Thus, there was no 
et-up in the American resol\"e to go after the terrorists they suspecled 
1f carrying out raids on their troops in Afghanistan. Howe\"er, when the 
lakistan Supreme Court released the Lashkar-e-Jhangvi's Malik lshaq-
1ccused of masterminding the attack on the Sri Lankan cricket team in 
'-'larch 2009-on bail, the action once again underlined the argument 



that people accused of serious terrorisl crimes are able to rceive a 
sympathetic treatmenl in the counlry. The credibility of 1he lakistani 
politica1 and lega1 systems, therefore, remains a matter of c01cem to 
the internationa1 community (Daily Times, 15 July 201 I). 

On 7 August 201 I, R.J. Hillhouse, a well-connected Amcriian who 
has specialized on the 'outsourcing of the war on terror'-i., hiring 
specia1ized firms such as Blackwater to carry ou1 some tasks rdattd to 
combating terrorism-published a story on her blog entitled 'Bh Laden 
turned in by Informant-Courier was Cover Story: In it, ;he has 
claimed that the United States obtained the vital information alout bin 
Laden from a Pakistani intelligence officer who came forward h collccl 
the 525 million prize as well as the right to settle in the Unitd States 
with his family. Allegedly, that officer told the Americans tha Saudi 
Arabia had b«n paying the Pakistanis to shelter and keep Os.ma bin 
Laden under house arrest in Abbottabad (The Spy who Biled Me, 
7 August 2011 ). 

On 8 August 2011, The New forker published a detailed re,ort by 
Nicholas Schimdle, 'Getting bin Laden: What happened that 1ight in 
Abbottabad?' in which he argued that Pakistan's air defences am radars 
were all fixed eastwards towards India and, therefore, were disadVUltaged 
in picking up any signals from the US helicopters entering Nti,tani 
airspace from Afghanistan. According to Schimdle, bin Laan was 
unarmed; the decision had already been taken that he should ht killed. 

NAWAZ SHARIP'S ADDRESS AT SAFMA CONFEREN?:E 

On 13 August 2011, Nawaz Sharif, made a complete breac with 
orthodox Pakistani foreign policy thinking when, while spelling to 
Indian journalists and intellectuals who were in Lahore to atmd a 
conference arranged by the South Asian Media Association (Slf1'4A,), 
he said that the people of Pakistan and India were thr samt in all 
essential senses-culture, food, habits, sensibilities, and aesthetes. He 
deplored the facl 1hat his efforts, as prime minister, to improve Rations 
with India were subverted by Ptrvez Musharraf who had stared tbe 
Kargil misadventure. He praised the Indian leaders, especial)' .Al&l 
Bihari Vajpayee, for sincerely wanting good relations with Pakislln.. He 
said that Pakistan and India would gain enormously through tnde and 
commerce, and the solution to the Kashmir problem would befOlllld 
in an overall improvement of relations between the two naticns. He 

inded up his speech by pointing out that the concept of God, gvm in 



,e Quran, was that He was 1he blesser of all human beings and not just 
luslims. Therefore, it was the duty of Pakistan to wish its immediate 
:ighbour, India, the best. He believed that people on the other side 
so nurtured si ilar sentiments (SAFMA, Youtube, 13 August 2011). 

'HE SCOURGE OF TERRORISM 

akistan's mvoh·ement in the so-called 'war on terror' has been 
e,·astating in terms of loss of life. destruction of property worth 
1llions of dollars, and the proliferation of terrorism within Pakistan. 
akistan has been the major ,•ictim of extremism and terrorism. This 
as not bren fully realized and appreciated by the foreign powers that 
icus on how 11 affects their interests. That is underslandable, but it is 
nportant to put, into perspcct1,·e, the great harm such acti\·ities have 
one to the Pakistanis. According to the Islamabad-based Pakistan 
1stitu1e for Peace S1udies (PIPS), between 2 May and 22 July 201 I 
lone, m the aftt:rmath of Osama bm Laden's death, 102 terrorist attacks 
ave taken place in Pakistan. As a result, 489 people have been killed 
11d 698 miured. Terrorism has been afflicting Pakistan since the late 
980s, originally as sectarian dashes, r.i.ids, and altacks on non-Muslims 
UI, aftn 9 11, government personnel and installations began to be 
,rgetcJ as well. Such activities continued lo grow until they gained 
1omentum Ill 2005, Jnd spiralled from 2007 onwards, as disgruntled 
.!amists rallied around the TTP. Several organizations and 'sleeping 
ells' came into bdng on:r tm1c, thus generating the nightmare of 
ecentrahzcJ terrorism whi..::h 1~ .i.lmost 1mpossihlc for a state, even one 
1ith garrison capabi\11ics, lo LOntrol. Such activities have been 
ccompanied by reckless parallel propaganda, by not only milit,mt 
rganizations (Understanding Militants' !\-kJia in Pakistan 2010), but 
lso ostensibly by parliamentary parties such as the JamaJt-e-hlami 
,hich maintains a mo,t di,ciplincd puhlication ~.-cl ion and churn~ oul 
1ews and opinions that maintain an environment of intolerance and 
nti-Western and anti-Indian nationalism (Grare 2001). Ultra-
1ationalist talk,show charlatans reproduce, on a daily basis, a culture 
,f fear and hatred. It is not surprising that the impact of such inputs is 
r1evi1ably ruh1listic. 

The PIPS Sccurily Report for 2006 (2007: 2), mentions that as many 
s 657 terrorist attacks, including sectarian attacks and clashes, took 
,lace in 2006. As a result, 907 persons lost their lives and 1543 were 
l'Ounded. The economic cost of such destruction ran into billions of 



rupees. In 2007, there were 1442 terrorist assaults ahogeth!r. The 
Taliban, Pakistani jihadists, sectarian groups, and Baloch nafonalist 
insurgents were involved in them. There were 3448 fatalibes ud 5353 
injuries-a sharp increase of 127 per cent and 491.7 per crnt, ~rspec­
tively as compared to 2006 and 2005. This included the assusirution o( 

Benazir Bhutto (PIPS Security Report for 2007, 2008: 2). Durirs 2008, 
a total of 2148 terrorist, insurgent, and sectarian attacks tool place, 
killing 2267 persons and injuring 45'i8. There was an astroromtcal 
increase, of 746 per cent, in terrorist attacks since 2005 (PTPS Jecurity 
Report for 2008, 2009: 4). Such crimes against human beings pedtcd in 
2009 when a total of 2586 terrorist attacks took place that clained the 
lives of 3021 people and 7334 were wounded. The highest nunbcr o( 

attacks took place in NWFP (I 137), followed by Balochistan (7'2) and 
FATA (559). As many as 46 took place in Punjab, 30 in Sindt, 12 in 
Islamabad, and 5 each in the Pakistan-administered Kashmir andGilgit­
Baltistan (PIPS Security Report for 2009, 2010: 3). During 201f, there 
was an 11 per cent decrease in terrorist attacks-the tctal f,r such 
attacks was 2113, including insurgent and sectarian-related auach. 2913 
persons were killed, while 5824 sustained injuries. The highest rumbcr 
of attacks took place in Balochistan (737), followed by FATA (720), 
Khyher-Pakhtunkhwa (459), Sindh ( 111 ), Punjab (62), Gil&it-BJtistan 
(13), Islamabad (6), and Pakistani Azad Kashmir (5) (P~PS S!curify 
Report for 2010, 2011: 2). At the beginning of 2011, Punjab Gcvemor 
Salman Taseer and Federal Minister for Minorities Shahbaz Bhali were 
mercilessly gunned down in Islamabad. How significant the dcdine ln 
terrorist attacks in 2010 is can, therefore, be discussed. The trc1d that 
seems to have emerged is that jihadists willing to spill blooJ have 
infiltrated the most sensitive areas of state security. 237 terrorist 11tacks 

have taken place altogether until 22 July 2011, claiming 613 li\Cs and 
injuring 541. From 2007, when such activities escalated, till :2 July 
2011. there have bun 11,726 fatalitiea and 23,037 injurh• (PJdstan 
Institute for Peace Studies 2011). 

IN THE AFTER.MATH OF OSAMA BIN LADEN'S 

LIQUIDATION 

In the weeks and months after Operation Geronimo had re!llltedin the 
death of bin Laden, relations between Pakistan and US contirued to 
plummet to levels never reached hitherto. US pressure on PJ.kisun-to 
act decisively against the Haqqani network, Mullah Omar; and other 



such individuals-now became brazenly emphatic without any pretence 
at diploma1ic restraint. In this connection, some of the statements by 
top US officials are noteworthy. For example, on 22 Septem~r, outgoing 
US Chairman of joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen, asserted in 
a US Senate hearing that the Haqqani network in Pakistan's North 
Waziristan was a 'veritable arm of the ISi'. This statement was made in 
the wake of an assault on the US embassy in Kabul a week earlier. 
Mullen went on to say that Pakistan was exporting \'iolent extremism 
to Afghanistan, and warned of L"S action to protect American troops. 
He remarked: 'If they keep killing our troops that would not be 
something we would just sit idly by and watch'. Defence Secretary Leon 
Panetta, who was present at the hearing, also expressed frustration and 
reiterated that the United States would safeguard its troops (Dawn, 22 
September 2011 ). 

The next day. White House spokesman Jay Carney said: 'It is i::ritical 
that the government of Pakistan breaks any links they haw and take 
strong and 11nmediate action againsl this [Haqljani] network" (ibid., 24 
September 2011 ). This strong-worded slatement was made while 
Pakistani foreign \.1inistcr Hrna Rabl'>ani Khar was in Sew York. She 
expressed her kclings in the following words: 'Anything which is said 
about an ally, about a partner, publicly to recriminate, 10 humiliate, is 
not acceptable' ( The Slraits Tiim·~, 2~ St·ptcmbcr 20\ I). Pakistan's top 
soldier, General Kayani, termed Mulkn"s remarks as 'very unfortunate 
and not hascd on facts'. He wcnl on to say that such remarks did not 
help create a climate for a 'constructive and meaningful engagement for 
a stable and peaceful Afghanistan, an objective to which Pakistan is fully 
commincd' (Daily Timc$, 24 September 2011 ). It was followed hy a 
statement by a Pakistani official that Pakistan had no plans to 
immediately go after the Haqqani Group (Dawn, 26 September 201 I). 

Apparently, su.:h a s1andpoint indicated that Pakistan was willing to 
,lefy 1he US when ii came to iii ,·ilal intc-rc-GI of mainl11ining lht' H11qq,mi 

group as an asset in Afghan politics-to contain Indian influence and 
clout in Kabul. A couple of days later, lhe United States modified its 
stance by saying 1hat the White House did not categorically endorse 
Admiral Mullen's claims. White House spokesman Jay Carney put the 
concerns of his government in the following words: 'It is not the 
language I would use. I think the fact 1hat there are links that exist 
between the Pakis1an government and the Haqqani network-the nature 
of those can be assessed and is complicated. Bui there is no question 
that they have safe havens in Pakistan' (ibid., 29 September 2011 ). 



Such toning down did not mean that the US had altered 1s basic 
stance-that a dose relationship existed betw«n Pakistan ind the 
Haqqani group. On 4 October, Afghanistan and India announcd their 
agreement on a 'strategic partnership'. With regard to 'polit[al and 
security cooperation: they explicitly stated that such a parnership 
included cooperation on security, including the combatingo(terOJism, 
and India training and capacity-building the Afghan Nationa Forces 
(Dawn, 5 October 2011). Not surprisingly, concerns were expTlssed in 
Pakistan over it. 

THE MEMOGATE SCANDAL 

On JO October, an American businessman of Pakistani-l.escent, 
Mansoor ljaz, in an op-ed published in Tl1e Financial Times, he,1ccused 
Pakistan's ambassador to the US, Husain Haqqani, of approachng him 
to pass a secret memo on to Admiral Mullen. in which hqqani 
purportedly urged the US to intervene and help reform Patistan's 
military and intelligence agencies. The 'disclosure' became a h,t topic 
in the Pakistani media and Mansoor ljaz, on 17 Nm·ember. reterated 
his allegations. This resulted in General Kayani calling upon Prsident 
Zardari; their photograph. released to the Pakistan media, SLIJ,gested 
that the army had taken strong notice of it. Haqqani denied anywrong­
doing but was summoned forthwith to Islamabad. The man~ ended 
with him submitting his resignation. 

In the meanwhile, the BBC aired a documentary that purp1rted to 
prove that the ISi and the Pakistan military were complicit toa long­
standing conspiracy to support the Afghan Taliban in carryng oul 
terrorist attacks in Afghanistan. Pakistan's response, expec1edl; was a 
fierce denial of any such linkage or backing of terrorism. / 

Howe,•er, the Memogate scandal continued to hold centre-.tagc in 
the Pakistani media. Mansoor ljaz claimed that he had met tht 1:1 head, 
General Pasha, in London-at the latter's request-on 22 Detmer and 
apprised him of the contents of his article, published in The FnanciaJ 
Times, in which he had presented his evidence against Haqqan. Paaba 
later confirmed that he had met him, and that he was satisfitd "ih what 
Mansoor had told him (The News, 16 December 2011). Appare1tly, the 
memo had bttn initiated because Zardari wanted the US to hdp Jrevent 
a coup that the military had, allegedly, been planning againd thdvilian 
government for quite some time ( The Wa.shington TI mes, 21 De:ember 
2011 ). The British daily, The Independent, quoted Mansoor ljaz a; saying 



1at soon after the death of Osama bin Laden, the ISi head. General 
uha. toured several Arab countries-most notably Saudi Arabia­
·eking their support for the overthrow of the Zardari-Gilani govern-
1ent! (The Independent, 14 December 2011). As expected, the ISPR 
1smissed the allegation as baseless and mischievous propaganda 
)11wn, 22 December 2011 ). 

TS-PAKISTAN RELATIONS AND MISCELLANEOUS 

mid such accusations and denials, Pakistan-US relations turned from 
ad to worse when, on 26 November. NATO aircraft from Afghanistan 
pened fire on Pakistani outposts, killing twenty-four soldiers and 
1juring many more (Daily TTmes, 27 November 2011 ). It created an 
proar in Pakistan. An immediate halt was imposed on the movement 
f NATO supplies through Pakistan; hundreds of tonnes of supplies were 
opped on their way to Afghanistan. Some 50 per cent of NATO 
lpplies were normally routed through Pakistan. Moreover, the 
mericans were ordered to vacate the Shamsi base from where they had 
een flying their drones-in spite of Pakistan's official denials hitherto­
·ithin 15 days, i.e. by 11 December. Apologies by the US and NATO, 
nd pledges to order an immediate inquiry, failed to placate the 
ak1s1anis. China and Russia joined in by condemning the violation of 
akistani sovereignty (Daily Time$, 29 November 2011 ). Moreover. the 
erce response culminated in Pakistan deciding to boycott the Second 
,onn Conference, scheduled to begin on 5 December 201 I. Germany 
ad earlier played host 10 a conference in 200 I, after the 9/ 11 terrorist 
ttacks. 

The Second Bonn Conference was a follow-up to work out an 
nderstanding between the US, NATO, and the regional actors. 
1cluding Russia, on maintaining peace and stability in Afghanistan after 
hf' lJS-NATO withdrawal in 2014 ($econd lrilunalional Bonn 
:onference 2011 ). Pakistan was urged to reconsider its decision by US 
«retary of State Clinton and German Chancellor Angela Merkel who 
le-scribed Pakistan's decision not to participate in the Bonn Conference 
s unfortunate. This time round, however, the Pakistani power elite 
emained firm and steadfast and did not yield to such supplications 
Dawn, 30 ~ovember 2011 ). The Pakistani decision opened the way for 
peculation about Pakistan's intentions with regard to Afghanistan. Later. 
1ak.istan also declined a NATO invitation 10 panicipate in a joint inquiry 
m the 26 November incident. It is worth noting that an agreement 



rupees. In 2007, there were 1442 terrorist assauhs ahogetl-er. The 
Taliban, Pakistani jihadists, sectarian groups, and Baloch naionalist 
insurgents were involved in them. There were 3448 fatalities a1d 5353 
inJUries-a sharp increase of 127 per cent and 491.7 per cent, 1erspec­
tively as compared to 2006 and 2005. This included the assassimtion of 
Benazir Bhutto (PIPS Securify Rrport for 2007, 2008: 2). Duritg 2008, 
a total of 2148 terrorist, insurgent, and sectarian attacks 100( place, 
killing 2267 persons and injuring 45<;8. There was an as1ro1omical 
increase, of 746 per cent. in terrorist attacks since 2005 (PIPS iccurily 
Rrport for 2008, 2009: 4). Such crimes against human beings paked in 
2009 when a total of 2586 terrori~t .attacks took place that clained the 
Jives of 3021 people and 7334 were wounded. The highest nunher of 
attacks look place in SWFP ( 1137), followed by Baloch1stan (712) and 
FATA \559). As many as 46 took place in Punjab, 30 in Sindl, 12 in 
Islamabad, and 5 each in the Pakistan-administered Kashmir anl Gilgit­
Baltistan (PIPS Sccurlt)" Report for 2009, 20JO: 3). Durmg 20ll, there 
was an 11 per cent dt·creasc in terrorist attacks-the total for such 
attacks was 2113, including insurgent and sectanan-rdatcd attads. 2913 
persons were killed, while 5824 sustaim·d injuries. The highest 1umber 
of attacks took place in Baloch1stan (i3i), followed hr FATA (720), 
Khrher-Pakhtunkhwa (459). SinJh ( 111 ), Punjab (62), Gilgi1-B1h1stan 
(\3), Islamabad (6), and Pak1sla111 Azad Kashmir (5) (PIPS !1xurity 
Rqort for 2010, 2011: 2), At the beginning of 2011, Punjab Gwernor 
Salman Taseer and Federal ~1inistcr for Minorities Shahbaz Bhati were 
mercilessly gunned down 1n Islamabad. How significant the de<line in 
terrorist attacks in 20JO is can, therefore, be discussed. The tre1d that 
seems to have emerged is that jihadists willing to spill blooJ have 
1nfiltra1ed the most sensitive areas of state security. 237 terrorist JI tacks 
have taken place altogether until 22 July 2011. clai in~ 613 li,es and 
inJuring 541. From 2007, when such activities escalated, till :2 July 
2011. there haVl'" l>een 11,726 fa1nlitics and 23,037 injuries (P,kia111n 
Institute for Peace Studies 2011). 

[N THE AFTERMATH OF OSAMA BIN LADEN'S 

LIQUIDATION 

In the weeks and months after Operation Geronimo had resulte< in the 
death of bin Laden, relations between Pakistan and US contirued to 
plummet to levels never reached hitherto. US pressure on Pakislm-to 
act decisi\·ely against the Hagqani network, Mullah Omar, an< other 



such individuals-now became brazenly emphatic without any pretence 
at diplomatic restraint. In this connection, some of the statements by 
top US officials are noteworthy. For example, on 22 September, outgoing 
US Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen, asserted in 
a US Senate hearing that the Haqqani network in Pakistan's North 
Waz.iristan was a 'veritable arm of the ISi'. This statement was made in 
the wake of an assault on the US embassy in Kabul a week earlier. 
Mullen went on to say that Pakistan was exporting ";olent extremism 
to Afghanistan, and warned of US action to protect American troops. 
He remarked: 'If they keep killing our troops that would not be 
something we would just sit idly by and watch'. Defence Secretary Leon 
Panetta, who was present at the hearing, also expressed frustration and 
reiterated that the United States would safeguard its troops (Dawn, 22 
September 2011 ). 

The next day, White House spokesman Jay Carney said: 'It is critical 
that the government of Pakistan breaks any links they ha\·e and take 
strong and immediate action against this [Haqqani] network' (ibid., 24 
September 2011 ). This strong-worded statement was made while 
Pakistani Foreign Minister Hina Rabbani Khar was in New York. She 
expressed her feelings in the following words: 'Anything which is said 
about an ally, about a partner. publicly to recriminate, to humiliate, is 
not acceptable' (The Straits Times, 24 September 2011). Pakistan's top 
soldier, General Kayani, termed Mullen's remarks as 'very unfortunate 
and not based on facts'. He went on to say that such remarks did not 
help create a climate for a 'constructi\•e and meaningful engagement for 
a stable and peaceful Afghanistan, an objective to which Pakistan is fully 
committed' (DtJily Times, 24 ~ptember 2011 ). It was followed by a 
statement by a Pakistani official that Pakistan had no plans to 
immediately go after the Haqqani Group (Dawn, 26 September 201 I), 

Apparently, such a standpoint indicated that Pakistan was willing lo 
defy the US when it came to it1 vital interr,t of m11in1111ining thr Haqqani 

group as an asset in Afghan politics-lo contain Indian influence and 
clout in Kabul. A couple of days laler, the Uniled States modified its 
slance by Sa}'ing that the White House did not categorically endorse 
Admiral Mullen's claims. White House spokesman Jay Carney put the 
concerns of his government in the following words: 'It is not the 
language I would use. I think the fact that there arc links that exist 
betwe-en the Pakistan government and the Haqqani network-the nature 
of those can be assessed and is complicated. But there is no question 
that they have safe havens in Pakistan' (ibid., 29 September 2011). 



thal people accused of serious terrorist crimes are able to 1:ceive a 
sympa!hetic trealment in the country. The credibility of the lakistani 
political and legal systems, therefore, remains a matter of co1cern to 
the international communit)' (Daily Times, 15 July 2011 ). 

On 7 August 2011, R.J. H11lhouse, a well-connected Ameri·an who 
has specialized on the 'outsourcing of the war on terror'-i.,. hiring 
specialized firms such as Blackwater to carry out some tasks r-lated to 
combating terrorism-published a story on her blog entitled 'Bn Laden 
turned in by Informant-Courier was Cover Story'. In ii, ;he has 
claimed that the United States obtained the vital information a1out bin 
Laden from a Pakistani intelligence officer who came forward II .:ollecl 
the $25 million prize as well as the right to settle in the Unitd States 
with his family. Allegedly, that officer told the Americans 1h1t Saudi 
Arahia had been paying the Pakistanis 10 sheller and keep Os1ma bin 
Laden under house arrest in Ahbonahad (The Spr who Biled Me. 
7 August 2011). 

On fl August 2011, The Nrw forka published a dt·ta1\cd nport by 
~1cholas Schimdle, 'Getting bin Laden: What happened thal iight in 
Ahhottahad?' in which he argued that Pakistan's air defenct·s anl radars 
were all fixed eastwards towards India and, therdore, were disad\mtaged 
in picking up any signals from the CS helicopters entering P.l..istani 
.iirspace from Afghanistan. According to Schimdle, bin Lalrn was 
unarmed; the decision had already been taken that he should h· killed. 

NAWAZ SHARI F'S ADDRESS AT SAFMA CONFEREl'CE 

On I 3 August 2011, ~awaz Sharif, made a complete bre,k with 
orthodox Pakistani foreign policy 1hinking when, while spea.:ing to 
Indian journalists and intellectuals \\'ho were in Lahore to atend a 
conference arranged by !he South Asian :\1edia Association (S, FMA), 
he said that !he pt'nple of Pakislan and India were ,h,. ~am• in all 
cssenlial senses-culture, food, habits, sensibilities, and acstheics. He 
deplored the fact that his effom, as prime minister, to improve r-lations 
with India were subverted by Per\'eZ Musharraf who had stared the 
Kargil misad\'enture. He praised the Indian leaders, especialy Atal 
Bihari Vajpayee, for sincerely wanting good relations with Pakisan. He 
said that Pakistan and India would gain enormously through tr.de and 
commerce, and the solution to the Kashmir problem would b, found 
in an overall impro\'emcnt of relations t-.etwcen the two natims. He 
winded up his speech by pointing out that the concept of God, 1;1ven in 



the Quran, was that He was the blesser of all human beings and not just 
Muslims. Therefore, it was the duty of Pakistan to wish iu immediate 
neighbour, India, the best. He believed that people on the other side 
also nurtured si ilar sentiments (SAFMA, Youtube, 13 August 2011 ). 

THE SCOURGE OF TERRORISM 

Pakistan's in\'olvement in the so-called 'war on terror' has been 
devastating in terms of loss of life, destruction of property worth 
billions of dollars, and the proliferation of terrorism within Pakistan. 
Pakistan has been the major victim of extremism and terrorism. This 
has not been fully realized and appreciated by the foreign powers that 
focus on how it affects their interests. That is unders!andable, but it is 
important to put, into perspecli\'e, the great harm such activities have 
done to the Pakistanis. According to the Islamabad-based Pakistan 
Institute for Peace Studies (PIPS), between 2 May and 22 July 2011 
alone, in the aftermath of Osama bin Laden's death, 102 terrorist attacks 
have taken place in Pakistan. As a result, 489 people have been killed 
and 698 injured. Terrorism has been afflicting Pakistan since the late 
1980s, originally as sectarian dashes. raids, and attacks on non-Muslims 
but, after 9/1 I. government personnel and installations began to be 
targeted as wdl. Such activities continued to grow until they gained 
momentum in 2005, and spiralled from 2007 onwards, as disgruntled 
Islamists rallied around the TTP. Several organizations and 'sleeping 
cells' came into hl'lllg over time, thus generating the nightmare of 
decentralized terrorism which is .i.lmost impossible for a state, even one 
with garrison capabilities, to ..:onlrol. Su..:h acli\'ities have been 
accompanied by reckless parallel propaganda, by not only militant 
organizations (Understanding Militants' Media in Pakislan 2010), but 
also ostensibly by parliamenlary parties such as the Jama.at-e-lslami 
which rn11intains a rnorl discirlinl'd ruhlica1inn ~t"Clinn :\ncl churn~ nut 
views and opinions that maintain an environment of intolerance and 
anti-Western and anti-Indian nationalism (Gran· 2001). l!hra• 
nationalist talk-show charlatans reproduce, on a daily basis, a culture 
offear and hatred. It is not surprising that the impact of such inputs is 
inevitably nihilistic. 

The PIPS Security Report for 2006 (2007: 2), mentions that as many 
as 657 terrorist attacks, including sect ian attacks and dashes, took 
place in 2006. As a result, 907 persons lost their lives and 1543 were 
wounded. The economic cost of such destruction ran into billions of 



rupees. In 2007, there were 1442 terrorist assaults ahogrtrer. The 
Taliban, Pakistani jihadists, sectarian groups, and Baloch nalonalist 
insurgents were invoh•ed in them. There were 3448 fatalities aid 5353 
injuries-a sharp increase of 127 per cent and 491.7 per cent, ~rspec­
tively as compared to 2006 and 2005. This included the assassiRLtion of 
Benazir Bhutto (PIPS Security Report for 2007, 2008: 2). Duri~ 2008. 
a total of 2148 terrorist. insurgent. and sectarian attacks tool place, 
killing 2267 persons and injuring 45'i8. There was an astro1omical 
increase, of 746 per cent, in terrorist altacks since 2005 (PIPS :ecurity 
Report for 2008, 2009: 4). Such crimes against human beings pe1ked in 
2009 when a total of 2586 1erro1 isl auacks took place that clained the 
li,•es of 3021 people and 7334 were wounded. The highest nunber of 
attacks took place in NWFP (I 137), followed by Balochistan (71:'.!) and 
FATA \559). As many as 46 took place in Punjab, 30 in Sindt. 12 in 
Islamabad, and 5 each in the Pakistan-administered Kashmir andG1lgit­
Bahistan (PIPS Security Report for 2009, 2010: 3). During 2011, !here 
was an 11 per cenl decrease in lt•rrorisl attacks-the total fir such 
attacks was 2113, including msurgenl and sectarian-related attads. 291) 
persons were killed, while 5824 suslamed injuries. The highest 1umber 
of attacks took place in Balochistan (737), followed by FATA (720), 
Khyher-Pakhtunkhwa (459), Sindh (III), Punjab (62), G1lgit-B1lt1stan 
( 13), Islamabad (6), and Pakistani Azad Kashmir (5) (PIPS ~curity 
Rt·port for 2010, 201 I: 2). At the beginning of 2011, Punjab Gcvernor 
Salman Taseer and Federal ~1inistcr for Minorities Shahbaz Bhati were 
mercilessly gunned down in Islamabad. How significant the dedine in 
terrorist attacks in 2010 is can, therefore, be discussed. The tre1d that 
seems to have emerged is that jihadists willing to spill blool have 
infiltrated the most sensitive areas of state security. 237 terrorist ,uacks 
have taken place altogether until 22 July 201 I, claiming 61) lhes and 
injuring 541. From 2007, when such aclivities escalated, till :2 July 
2011. the~ have been 11,726 fato.li1ics and 23,037 injuricJ (P,ki1tan 
lnst1tute for Peace Studies 2011). 

IN THE AFTERMATH OF OSAMA BIN LADEN'S 

LIQUIDATION 

In the weeks and months after Operation Geronimo had resulte,'in the 
death of bin Laden, relations between Pakistan and US contimed to 
plummet to levels never reached hitherto. US pressure on Pakistm-to 
act decisively against the Haqqani network, Mullah Omar, anc' other 



such individuals-now became brazenly emphatic without any pretence 
at diplomatic restraint. In this connection, some of the statements by 
top US officials arc noteworthy. For example, on 22 September, outgoing 
US Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff Admira1 Mike Mullen, asserted in 
a US Senate hearing that the Haqqani network in Pakistan's North 
Waziristan was a '\'eritable arm of the ISi'. This statement was made in 
the wake of an assault on the US embassy in Kabul a week earlier. 
Mullen went on to say that Pakistan was exporting ,iolent extremism 
to Afghanistan, and warned of US action to protect American troops. 
He remarked: 'if they keep killing our troops that would not be 
something we would just sit idly by and watch'. Defence Secretary Leon 
Panetta, who was present at the hearing, also expressed frustration and 
reiterated that the United States would safeguard its troops (Dawn, 22 
September 2011 ). 

The next day, White House spokesman Jay Carney said: 'It is critical 
that the government of Pakistan breaks any links they have and lake 
strong and 1mmediale action against this [Haqqani] network' (ibid., 24 
September 2011). This strong-worded statement was made while 
Pakistani Foreign Minister Hina Rabbani Khar was in New York. She 
expressed her feelings in the following words: 'Anrthing which is said 
about an ally, about a partner, publicly to recriminate, lo humiliate, is 
not acceplablc' (The Stroi/5 Time5, 24 September 2011). Pakistan's top 
soldier, General Kayani, termed Mullen's remarks as 'very unfortunate 
and not based on facts'. He went on to say that such remarks did not 
help create a climate for a 'constructiYe and meaningful engagement for 
a stable and peaceful Afghanistan, an objective to which Pakistan is fully 
committed' (Daily TTmcs, 24 September 2011 ). It was followed by a 
statement by a Pakistani official that Pakistan had no plans 10 

immediately go after the Haqqani Group (Dawn, 26 September 201 I). 
Apparently, such a standpoinl indicated that Pakistan was willing to 

defy the US when it came to its vit11l interest of maint11inine the Haqqani 

group as an asset in Afghan politics-to contain Indian influence and 
clout in Kabul. A couple of days later, the United States modified its 
stance by sa)ing that the White House did not categorically endorse 
Admiral Mullen's claims. White House spokesman Jay Carney put the 
concerns of his government in the following words; 'It is not the 
language I would use. I think the fact that there are links that exist 
between the Pakistan government and the Haqqani network-the nature 
of those can be assessed and is complicated. But there is no question 
that they have safe ha\'ens in Pakistan' (ibid., 29 September 201 I). 



existed between the US and Afghan governments that, even ater the 
formal withdrawal in 2014, a sizeable number of US troops would 
remain in Afghanistan until such time that the Afghans had estailished 
stable civilian rule and an effective military and security regine. The 
future direction of Afghan politics, therefore, remains unclear. 

On the other hand, some improvement in Pakistan-InJia rdations 
was noted after Hina Rabbani Khar visited India in July, where he was 
warmly received. She, and her Indian counterpart, S.M. Kishna, 
expressed the hope that relations between the two countries would 
improve significantly. She aJso called on Manmohan Singh-to ·onvey 
her government's sreetings as well as a message of goodwill. Onc1 again, 
brisk diplomatic activities began between the two estranged natims. In 
October, Khar announced that Pakistan had, in principle, agced to 
grant Most Favoured Nation (MFN) status to India (Dawn, 12 Cctober 
2011)-something the latter had granted to Pakistan yean earh·r. She 
issued a statement that the Pakistan military was on board withregard 
to the granting of the MFN status to India (The Nation, 6 No~mber 
201 I). However, Prime Minister Gilani later issued a sta:eme1t that 
while MFN status was being considered for India, a decis.on hid not 
been taken as yet (The Hindu, 17 November 2011). It seems th,! final 
clearance on MFN sta1us for India has been put on hold for th.- time 
being. 

On the domestic front, temperatures again began to rise as he rift 
between the ruling PPP government and the ma.in opposition, P.1:L-N, 
grew and they locked horns. The latter demanded that Zarda-i and 
Gilani should resign or get ready to face the public's wrath (Davn, 29 
October 2011). Former cricketer lmran Khan's Pakistan Tehrek-e­
lnsaf (PTI), which for years had failed to win mass appeal 1urprsingly 
pulled a huge crowd at a public rally in Lahore on 30 Oc:obe,2011. 
In his address to the hundreds of thousands of peoplr wh1 had 
come to listen to him, Khan demanded an end to corrupt.on aid tax 
evasion and warned the politicians that he would start a CJuntiywidc 
civil disobedience movement if they did not publicly dcclart their 
assets (Daily Times, 31 October 2011). I was in Lahore during 10-17 
November and witnessed the typical trend of prominent poliicia.1s, one 
after the other, decamping from the mainstream parties to join th: PT!. 



AR.DARI AND HAQQANI HAD PRIOR KNOWLEDGE 

BOUT l MAY US RAID ON ABB0TTABAD 

n 3 December, Mansoor Ijaz-the man involved in the so-called 
kmogatc' s,,:,mdal-made the sensationa1 claim, in an article published 
the Newsueek magazine, thal not only had Husain Haqqani had prior 

mwledgc .ibout the 2 May US attack on Osama bin Laden's Abbottabad 
deout, but so had President Zardari (Dawn, 3 December 2011). 
aqqani immediately denied such an allegation and retor1ed: 

In the strongest tt-rms pm~1hlc, I categoricall)· re,~-ct as n•cklcs.s, hasclcss and 
false the allegations kvicJ against mr hy Mr Mansoor ]jar al:,out prior 
knowkJg, of L'S pl.1 1,1r a raiJ in Ahhottabad in viulatmn of Pakistani 
sovcn:ignt, to d1m111.11, lhama hm I.a.Jen as well as his rarl1cr charges ahout 
my role m .!. mcmn he wrote anJ \Cnl to the US Chairman Joint Chiefs." 
(Da,.·1t,3Dcccmhcr1011) 

aqqani thr~atened to 1mt1ate legal action against lhe magazine unless 
1c article, ,.ritten by Mansoor ljaz, was retracted. On the other hand, 
awaz Shanf filed a petition in tht: Supreme Court requesting a probe 
the ~kmogate scandal. It was admitted after some resistance from 

1e Registra: of the Supreme Court. It 1s interesting to note that when 
,e Court ordered the Ministry of Defonce to submit a written reply in 
1c issue of tR'e memo scandal case, the Ministry of Defonce, in its 
ntten rt'plv, stated that 11 has no control over the operations of the 
·my/ISi {Tlte News, 21 December 2011) On the other hand, in a 
joindt:r ~ubm1tted to the Supreme Court ovt'r the Memogate affair, 
cneral Ka~am opined that the memo was a rt:ahly and was meant to 
~moralize the military (Dmly Times, 22 December 2011 ). 

RIME MINISTER GILANl'S OUTBURST AGAINST 

HE MILITARY 

he Ministry o( Defence's statement, that it had no control over the 
:tivities of the military and ISi. elicited a most unusual tirade against 
1e army b~ the prime m1mster. Although, only a few days earlier, he 
~d said th1t there was no conllict bl'tween the government and the 
tilitary, Prune Minister Gilani deplored the fact that conspirators were 
lotting to bring down his government. Without naming the military 
irectly, he left no doubt that he considered the military to be acting 
ke the stalt within the state. In his scathing observations, he asserted 



that while the government had stood by the security senices over the 
storm of American prC"ssure in regards to the 2008 attackson Mumbai, 
Osama bin Laden's killing in May, and the 26 November 2011 NATO 
attack, yet the military-ISi nexus had bttn acting as the sb.te within 
the state. In his other scathing remarks he said, among otter things: 

If they say that they are not under the ministry of defence. tlen we should 
get out of this slavery, then this parliament has no importan~. !his S)'Slem 
has no importance, then you are not sovereign .... They are bring paid from 
the State Exchequer, from your revenue and from your laxes . . if somebody 
thinks thal they are not under the government, they are mist;f.e.11. They are 
under the government and they shall remain under the govemnMt, because 
we are the elected representatives of the people of Pakistan. l.11 the worst 
circumstances we doubled their salaries. They haw to be a:coontable lo 
parliament .... We are being asked hy the judicial commissim !examining 
the 2 May US raid that killed bin Laden raid and how the al Qaeda leader 
lived in Pakistan undetect~·d] about i~uance of visas [lo Amen:ar.sl ... But 
I want to ask how was [bin Laden] li\•ing hen.• for the past six y,an? On whal 
t)l>c uf ,·isa was he living here? Why was security not taken ca:e of. if he 
entered in [sic] Pakistan without a \'isa? (Dawn, 22 Oeccmbe1 2011). 

General Kayani responded forthwith that the military was IOI planning 
to overthrow the government and democracy would not b, derailed. It 
was followed by Gilani saying th;;it he had full trust in Ka!an1 and the 
head of the ISi, General Pasha, and that the government woLld compldc 
its term. Chief Justice Iftikhar Chaudhry issued a statement that, unlike 
in the past when military takeovers had been validated u1der the so­
called Doctrine of Necessity, this time there would be no s1ch support 
fonhcoming from the highest court of the country (Dawn, 24 December 
2011 ). 2011 ended with Gilani announcing that there woulc bt no early 
general election and that relations between Zardari and Cayani were 
good (Daily Times, 31 DecC'mber 2011 ). 

US-PAK RELATIONS AT THE END OF 2011 

Meanwhile, the Americans tightened thC' screws on Pakistm-thC' US 
Congress voted to freeze $700 million in aid until Patistan gave 
co~vincing assurances that it was serious about fight ng against 
terrorism. Pakistan expressed regret over such a decision (Daily Times, 
13 December 2011). Later, the US Congress did vote to put a freeze on 
the aid (The News, 17 December 2011 ); the bill was sen1 to the L"S 



·esident for further aclion according to procedure. The State 
epartment issued a statement that the Congress had only passed a bill 
• withhold the $700 million. and that it was not law yet. If, however, 
1e bill did become Jaw. then the government would look into how it 
iuld fulfil its requirements. It was suggested that the civilian aid would 
,t be cut. 

Pakistani officials announced that US and NATO suppliC's via 
ikistan would not be resumed immediately. Emphasis was also laid on 
•ro tolerance for the \'iolation of Pakistani territory and attacks on 
ilkistani troops. It was also reported that US troops had \·acated the 
1amsi air base by 11 December. On the other hand, the NATO military 
1ief contacted General Karam to discuss the resumption of normal 
·lat1ons with Pakistan. Defence $1;"cretary Leon PanC'lla issued a 
atement that stable ties with Pakistan were critical to success in the 
ar against terrorism m Afghanistan (Daily Times, 14 December). 
loreon:r, Pakistan was expected, in 2012. to be the third biggest 
•c1p1ent o( aid at S 2965 million; Israel and Afghanistan receive more 
1mn1, 14 December 201 I). Furthermore, the Pentagon made some 
iitigating gestures wlH·n it expre~sed regret over the 26 Sovember 
tack on the Pakistani checkpom1 that killed twenty-four Pakistani 
1ldien, and blaml·d inadequate coordination for the unfortunate 
1cident (Dawn, 22 December 2011). Such conciliatory gestures, after 
~pressions of exa~pcration and disgust, were the !}'pica\ pattern 
~pressing Pak1stan-t.:S relations. In other words, the basic donor­
:cipient relatiomhip that has existed between the t.:nited States and 
akistan .:ould be expected to continue. 

Con~equently, at the end of 2011, the situation in Pakistan and in its 
nvirons remained highly volatile and uncertain. The Pakistan military's 
e facto powers remained unchallenged. In fact, its premium may have 
1sen sharply in hght of the "Memogate· scandal and the confrontational 
ppto.>.::h ii ha, auumcd toward~ the lJ~ after the 26 Novemher NATO 
ltack on Pakistani checkpoints. ½'hether this is a passing phase, a 
ecept10n, or a genuine allempt by Pakislan to break away from US 
ependt·nce remains to be seen. The hard facts are: Pakistan's economic 
nd military dependence on the US remains considerable; the 
,men.:ans have been involved in Pakistani domestic affairs since a long 
1me; thc1r mili1ary and intelligence connections and linkages with 
'akistani counterparts are of long standing; and, above all, the liS, as a 
uperpower. st11l enJoys military and technological superiority-as 
,·itne~sed most dramatically during the raid on bin Laden's hideout in 



Abbottabad. Hence, Pakistan cannot easily withdraw from its 
commitment to fighting terrorism. The Americans irterpret this 
commitment as Pakistan's duty to go after the Haqqani grotp and other 
anti-US networks in the region. Suffice it to say that the hiillmarks of a 
post-colonial garrison state remain manift"st and steadfast in the 
Pakistani politica1 dispensation. 
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18 
Analysis and Conclusion 

HISTORICAL LEGACY 

The claim that the MusJims of South Asia constituted a nation h)'virtue 
of their religious faith and were, therefore, entitled to a setarate, 
independent state requirtd a break-up of India. Initially, this clain was 
not looked upon favourably by the three main victorious powersoftbc 
Second World War, though for different reasons. While Britan wu 
hoping to remain the paramount power in South Asia, even ater its 
withdrawal, it believed that it had more to gain from an undividec'lndia 
as a united India would be stronger both economically and militrily­
and thus, in a better position to prevent the Soviet Union from g.ining 
a foothold in the subconlinent. However, that calculation was rvi.sed 
in the spring of 1947, and the creation of Pakistan was demed 
advantageous to their interests should India be divided. Later, one the 
British accepted the demand for Pakistan, they tried to limit the dmage 
to their interests by ensuring that both India and Pakistan remaiied in 
the British Commonwealth and thus, presumably, continued to nake 
their resources and help available to the metropolitan country. A that 
time, the British did not foresee that their role in world politics rould 
diminish dramatically once they had pulled out of India. 

The United States was a champion of Indian freedom aru put 
pressure on Britain, during the war, to grant Hlf-ru.le to Its olony 
during the war, but was apathetic towards the concept of Pakistan-cvm 
till the last days before the British handed over power to the Maslim 
League leaders. The Muslim League's ,harm offensive, in marlmag 
itself as a dependable ally against the spread of communism, di not 
impress the Americans at that time. This was especially true c" the 
Roosevelt administration which wanted to cultivate the friendsbp of 
the Soviet Union in favour of collective security, peace, and demorac:y. 
The Soviet Union, too, was sceptical about the division of Indi. but 
seemed to have been convinced, just before the end of British rule that 



was he legitimate demand of the oppressed Muslim minority­
beratiin from the domination of Hindu moneylenders and capitalists. 
, therefore, came around to the idea of Pakistan but remained wary 
,out lie consequences of a divided sub-continent. 

The nost critical aspect of the division of India was the question of 
1e lndan Army. For the British. 11 was a matter of the utmost strategic 
nportmce. They were hoping to n:tam control onr South Asia, e,·en 
lier tre transfer of power to tht' Indians, and were convinced that the 
1dian \rmy was pivotal to the maintenance of that control and to ward 
ff an> invasion by So\·ict Russia. Therefore. they favoured a united 
rmy-~ven 1f India was partitioned. Howe\'er, the Muslim League 
1sistec that it would only acct:pt pov.•er in Pakistan if a separate army, 
avy, aid air force were created through the division of the joint Indian 
rmed forces. At that stage, the British establishment made another 
,sessnent: that Pakistan would bl.' more easily amenable to their quest 
,r bas:s and other facilities to safe~uard their interests in the Persian 
,ulf ard against communism. ' 

TheJ June 1947 Partition Pl.m formalized the division of India as 
di as ,r t!w JnJi.m Ar y. the Royal lnJ1an !\'.a\)', and tht' Royal Indian 
1r Fo1:t' The pn>..:n~. ~c1 in motion 10 bring about the di\·ision of the 
rrncd Ol~l'~ J.!ld thl·1r ,l,>C!~. "as not an easy affair as both Congress 
nd th: :-.luslim LcJ.guc r.11,l·,t ohirclions on some matters. Thal the 
ongnss and Sikh leader, 8.J.IJ,:\· Singh, were not forthcoming in gi\'ing 
akist its dur share became apparent even before the J.ctual di\'ision 
f a1>s1ts was completed. On the olher hand, contrary to popular 
ercepion in Pakistan, endence suggests that, until I August 1947, 
lountiattcn-who remained governor•general of undivided India till 
-I Auiust-wanted to be fair in distnbuting the as1>els of the Indian 
rmed forcrs to Pakistan. Later. as governor-general of only India. he 
:presmted Indian interests. 

"HE )IALECTICS OF GEOGRAPHY / 

akistm, as it appeared on the world map, possessed almost unh:1ue 
eogra,hica1 features. Its two wings were separated by some 1000 miles. 
1 betveen, lay a bigger and more powerful and resourceful neighbour. 
uch dfficulties were compounded by the dose proximity of its major 
rbans:entres to the Indian border. coupled with an unfriendly neigh­
our-Afghanistan-on its western border. Pakistan was, therefore, a 
atioru1 security nightmare long before the United States propounded 
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the national security doctrine to prepare for the Cold War. On th! other 
hand, Pakistan could market its sui generis geostrategic locaion to 
convince the Americans that it could be useful in the containnent of 
communism, not only in South Asia but also in the Middle Etst and 
Southeast Asia. Contrary to popular perception, the idea of woong the 
Americans originated with the founder of Pakistan, and not Wth the 
military, though it is possible he was advised on this matter by nilitary 
experts. Those experts could have bttn both British and Pakisani. In 
any event, the Pakistani power elite relentlessly lobbied the Pentagon 
and State Department for years about their state's potential as a fnnt1ine 
state against communism, and succeeded in obtaining bolh ecinomic 
and military aid . .,.,.. 

THE THREAT FROM INDIA 

Pakistan's defence and security doctrines and foreign policy, fnm the 
very outset, ac4!:!ired India-specific, ln~ia-driven! ~nd Kash_~-~ 
properties. Such core issues have remained beyond the purvew of 
Pakistani public opinion. This !!_not Jc:> ~!!!I 1hat the nascmt ~an 
was beset with a veri,able ~tn.lggle for surv-;;[ Some· aC:.iO-.is of the 
erstwhile Indian leadership suggesfd that 1hey expected Pakistar to rail 
and return to the Indian union{rhe Pakistani list of gritvancs and 
apprehensions is long: the Kashmir dispute; threatening largMcak 
military exercises by the Indian armed forces along the fatista11i 
b'orders in the 1950s and again thereafter; military intervertion n East 
Pakistan in 1971 resulting in the break-up of Pakistan: lnd~a's i:u_c!~ 
test in 1974; and the Brasstacks exercises in the late J 980s. The hdiaru., 
sU(ely, h.ive their own catalogue Or grievances bul that is ~elhe 
polntlt is the Pakistani perception that is the subject of this stuly. 

ii. l However):ieifefin Indian intentions to nOt allow Pakista, ,0-urvi\'e 
nt"ed, In he pul into po:npo:,;1ivc against th,; puz.zllng fa1,.I thal P.kistan 

initiated four of the five armed conflicts, including three war~ with 
India/Since l January 1949, when a UN Security Counol-br1kered 
ceasefire came into operation, Pakistan has roughly one-thrd of 
Kashmir in its possession while the rest is with India. The fear tlat the 
Maharaja was secretly contemplating acceding to India, as .1Ssered by 
Major General Shahid Hamid, has not been established cooclusi•ely. Jt 
is correct, however, that if that were to happen, the Indian bHder .vould 
come dangerously close to the GHQ ofthe Pakistan Army. Nt'vert1eles1, 
in the last sixty-four years, the only dramatic change that has taken 
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lace is that the 1949 ceasefire line has been converted i 
:ontrol-in 1972 as part of the Simla Agreement. 

The second military showdown was at the Rann of Kutch in the 
pring of 1965. Apparently, the Pakistanis performed well but deployed 
'atton tanks and other advanced US weapons in contravention of the 
greement with the United States. This created a false sense of 
uperiority amongst the Pakistani military and the hawks in the Foreign 
)ffice. Their complacency goaded them into another bid to annexe 
:ashmir, b) sending infiltrators in under the garb of freedom fighters 
,r Mujahideen. This time round, the Indians did not hesitale to escalate 
he conflict by crossing the international border at Lahore. The full- _ 
ledged war that broke out on 6 September 1965 lasted for ~ 11 tJ 
ays. Field Marshal Ayub Khan and his more hawkish foreign minister, 
:.A. Bhutto, were shocked into realizing that the Indians were putting 
p tough resistance and. in some theatres, out-manoeuvring the 
'akistanis. The attrition cost became unbearable within days. 

Yet. the propaganda machinery-masterminded by Information 
ecretary Altaf Gauhar-perpetuated the myth of superior Pakistani 
1ghters and glorious victories on land, 1n the air, and al sea. One myth 
,ersisted: that Akhtar Malik was about to capture Akhnur and so block 
ny Indian advance towards Kashmir but was lei down hy his superiors 
,·ho ordertd a change of command. The crucial date of 4 September is 
rientioned as the time when the Pakistani initiative was frittered away 
•tcause of a suspension of activities during the change of command­
:hich. allegedly, enabled the Indians to regroup and re-organize, and 
hus prevent the capture of Akhnur. In this study, different points of 
iew have been presented on this conlroversia1 incident. The sig-
1ificance of the one-day delay, as a result of the change of command, 
annot be denied. However it is doubtful if it was enough to change the 
ourse of history. Suffice it to say that there were many chinks in Akhtar 
,td!ik'~ di mou1. A~ 1101cJ dlrc:11Jy, movement 1ow111rd1 Akhnur wu nnt 

1is immediate priority. Therefore, the myth that Kashmir was somehow 
rithin the grasp of the Pakistan military must be discarded. Actually, 
he Indians came to the battlefield better prepared and executed their 
,rder of battle with greater coherence and cohesion. 

The third war took place when the Indian Army intervened in East 
1akistan L'l November 1971, to help the Bengalis seeking separation 
rom Paki1tan. The reason for the outbreak of the civil war was that the 
:iilitary wu not willing to hand over power to the Awami League, even 
hough it enjoyed a parliamentary majority. This war resulted in the 



break-up of Pakistan. While it has been explained away u liniu India' 
incessant hostility to the existence of Pakistan, it has ne1er bees 
properly acknowledged that the West Pakistani power cli~ nay hav, 
provided such an opportunity to India. The evidence is ovll'Wlthnin1 
that was the case. On the other hand, all evidence suggeststhlt Indin 
Gandhi and her generals had a clear plan, which th~ aecutc, 
efficaciously. 

Z.A. Bhutto, who came to power as prime minister of tie buncatec 
Pakistan, climbed down from his previous hawkish starue vis•l•vi1 
India. But, after India tested a nuclear device, he made he funou! 
pledge to make Pakistanis eat grass if that was the price they.vculd have 
to pay to make Pakistan's own nuclear bomb. In that seuc Indian 
provocations continued to inform Pakistani security fears. Ir dt· I 980s, 
Pakistan and India were again involved in a vain attempt totr1mp the 
other over the Siachen Glacier. That conflict originated with ht" Indians 
establishing permanent posts on the glacier. India tud earlier 
accentuated Pakistan's sense of vulnerability by conductinJ tie Bras­
stacks military exercises near the Pakistani border in the late 1910s. The 
May 1998 nuclear test explosions by India and Pakistan ra.isd lie stakes 
between 1hem to unprecedented levels of mutually assured d!sruction. 
The Kargil mini-war was, once again, the result of infihnto-s being 
sent-by General Musharraf and his clique of generals-to o<eu,y posts 
that the Indians were in the habit of vacating during the wnbrs. Not 
only did that mini-war prove to be a disaster, but it also nndered 
Pak isl an, especially the military, a rogue entity in the eyes of :he world's 
leaders. India was the main gainer because, thereafter, W\atever 
goodwill Pakistan had previously enjoyed over Kashmir in in-cnational 
forums was severely depleted. No war has taken place bttW!en the 
two but they continue to play zero-sum games. However, :,oh sides 

I have directed huge amounts of their budgets to brace thar Jefence 
✓ ·,fapabilities. 

( _ As Barry Buzan has argued, such spending has not ensureJ agrnter 
,, sense of security: on the contrary, the arms race has rffictivcly 
( subverted development agendas and heightened inseairities-Uld bas 

sustained the vested interests, on both sides, w~o draw eco1onic and 
other benefits from such a state of confrontation MachiavelL's haia­
thal the freedom of nations is essentially depen ent on the e1istncc o! 
powerful military forces-has been exploited thoroughly. H1~r. 
instead of just realism informing military expenditure, a fair llTOUDt of 
manipulation of the fear of aggression has resulted in a :ynia.1 



11;ploitat1onof it-to claF vast resources o. f national wealth by the two 
1ilitary estiblishments(ln the case of Pakistan, this is all too obvious 
1hile the Inlians can alway"s point at the eVCn -bigger threat from China.) ' 

With regtrd to the so-called nuclear assets possessed by both sides, 
is imporhnf"to stress that the absence of war does not mean peace.,., 

11 a perverl!d manner, terrorism seems to have thrived in the context 
f an all-ott war becoming less likely. It has served as a catalyst to 
elusional ileas about getting away with impunity, even with major 
~rrorist outrages such as the one carried out in Mumbai in November 
008. On de other hand, some improve~nts in the Pakistan-India 
elation_sh1r can be. discerned nevertheles~ Both sid. es have taken steps ; 
l mimmi1: the chances of accidental nuclear war. They annually ~ 
xchange irformat1on about their nuclear mstallahons, terrorism, and '> 
ther relateJ mallcrs for cooperation; a hotline has also been sci up. 
'he situaticn can hopefully begin to improve. ) '\ 

In betw1en, both sides have made severa( peaceful gestures but 
,othing harpened to change the essentially hostile relationship between 
6e fWo stales. In this regard, Musharraf's efforts to reach a settlement 
,r, th"e Kastmir dispute were a serious attempt to change the equation. 
"aJPiyee ard Manmohan Singh reciprocated in a similar vein. On the 
~le, the Indians have been less forthcoming on the Kashmir issue 
na"h-opc 11 maintain the status quo at aU costs. Some sort of non­
CrnfOrial mlution to the Kashmir dispute, with tangible win-win 
,ulcOITles f,r lnd1.1, Pakistan, and the Kashmiris, is imperative to close 
his-Vain ccntest. 

fl'')' ,I' 't; ,,,-,v c .. ,, ,~" 
\FGHANISTAN (~c,11.,' {'l~J,,,...... ~ 
\fghanista, opposed Pakistan's membership of the United Nations. thus 
nitiating a l~ng period of mutual antipathy. The sticking point was the 
1urand I ,ne which the Afghan government didnot- .ic.«'Pt as the 
rilernatior.al border. In the wake of the communist takeover of power 
n'Rabul ir April 1978,)follo~ed by the Soviet Union sending its troops 
n the thousands to help the ~ommunists consolidate power, an Afghan 
esistance tvoh·ed that resulted in bloodshed-(ihousands were killed, 
ind hum1reds of thousands sought refuge in Pakistan/The US-Saudi 
~had aga1r.st Sov1e1 occupation was conducted 1hrough Pikfstil.ri. As a 
esu1t, Pakistan gained a prominent physical presence in Afghanislan 
- !ts military commanders began to believe 1hat strategic depth may 

iow be rossiblc-some sort of confederation wiih Afghanistan, 



extending westwards and into central Asia as well for a while, &kistan 
suffered a setback as the Northern Alliance triumphed o-er the 
Pakistan-backed Pakhtun Islamists. This was a time when lndiagained 
the greater influence as an ally of the Northern Alliance . 

.,( However, after the Taliban -~~~_c_!~r in 1996, Pakistan clout 
was restored in Afghan"istan arid tliat of India marginalized. Nc.istan 
became the main patron of the Taliban regime and, other thai Saudi 
Arabia and the United Arab Emirates, the on1y state to recognze tbt 
Taliban)he Taliban let loose a reign of terror on il5 own people.which 
the Pakistani hawks and Islamists ce1ebrated as an ideal JsJamt state. 
However, even in such a circumstance, the Taliban did not acopt the 
Durand Line as the international border: indicating the linits of 
Pakistani leverage over the Taliban. The fall of the Taliban, in No-ember 
2001, and the subsequent coming into power of Hamid KarAi put 
Pakistan on the back foot once again. The rest of the story is 101 Mil­
known, and adequately narrated in 1he preceding chapters. 

ALLIANCE BUILDING 

The story of Pakistan lobbying the United States, offering to 1elp it 
against the Soviet Union, predated the creation of the state itseli once 
it came into being, the political and military leadership of Pacistan 
launched a major diplomatic offensive that they pursued relenlessly. 
The United States remained unmoved for several years as it dd not 
consider South Asia to be significant at that point in timi. and 
concentrated on building an alliance to contain the Soviet Unon in 
Europe. That perception changed graduaUy. Harry Truman's naional 
security doctrine, the onslaught of McCarthyism, and the Coli W. 
greatly facilitated Pakistan's candidature a.s a frontline state. In 19!1, the 
first package of economic and military aiJ to Pakistan arrived. Later. 
Eisenhower and his secretary of state, John Foster Dulles, b,came 
enamoured by the Pakistanis' monotheistic reUgiosity and, in 19!4 and 
again in 1959, signed military agreements that enabled Pakislln tt 
acquire more arms and economic aid. 

However, the halcyon days of Pakistan-US court.ship were of ash.011 
duration. By the late 1950s, the Americans were dear that the Pahtania 
had essentially entered into a military alliance with them to aquirt 
weapons to assert themselves vis-8-vis India. However, since Paliltu 
was providing faciUties to the United States for aerial surveillanc1 over 



,e central Asian Soviet Republics, and 01her such services, it was 
msidered a useful arrangement. 

In any case, US economic aid served Pakistan well and enabled ii to 
:hieve impressive industrial development based on the imporl-
1bstitution strategy. This created jobs and wealth, but they were nol 
1ared equitably between East and West Pakistan. The Americans were 
~en that their allies follow free market principles, and serve as 
,amples of the supenority of the capitalist system o\·er all forms of 
,cialism and stale capitalism. Pakistan was a precursor of the type of 
ee market economy modds thal lifted South Korea and Taiwan out of 
overty and backwardness. That the Pakistanis, instead, decided to 
rovoke armed confroniation with India and, as a result, invested in war 
1ther than economic development must be blamed on the Pakistani 
adership. 

The Americans were alarmed when Pakist.1n deployed the Patton 
tnk and other advanced CS military equipment in the Rann of Kutch 
,irmish with India-something they did in contraventmn of dear 
.merican pronouncements that L'S arms were not to be used in a war 
·1th India. For their part, the Pakistanis seem to have first hegun to 
~alize, during the 1962 Sino-Indian border showdown, that the 
,mencans prioritized the unity of India and would render it all help 
gains! China and other powers that may want to harm 11. The increase 
1 economK and military aid to India, which was not an ally like 
'akistan. deeply exercised Ayub Khan. Yet, the Pakistanis did not seem 
) have got the message. Thus, when the Umted States imposed an arms 
mbargo on both India and Pakistan during the 1965 war, Z.A. Bhutto 
ngrily prole~ted that India was the aggressor. In any event, the 
'akistan-CS alliance cooled off in the aftermath of the 1965 war, but ii 
1as American warnings to India, 1n late 1971, that dissuaded ii from an 
wasion of Wesl Pakistan-something that Indira Gandhi may have 
,anted to do. In any case, the Pakistan-L'S equation warmed up once 
gain after the Soviet Union. in 1979, sent its soldiers mto Alghan1s1an 
o help the communist regime. The Pakistan-US equation was entirely 
,ased on real•politik calculations on both sides. 

With regard to the domestic sphere, it 1s possible that the Americans 
.-ere in the loop about the military coup in 1958, but there is no 
,i.dence to suggest that they instigated it. During General Zia-ul-Haq's 
ong dictatorship, the Americans prudently remained aloof from 
>akistan's domestic politics-when the dictator brutalized the people of 
>akistan through lslamization. As noted already, the American strategy 



of cultivating and patronizing extremist Islam, via its cient ,tate of 
Saudi Arabia, emerged in the 1950s and was formalized in agani:.ational 
terms in 1960. Moreover, as Nelson-Pallmeyer has noted, lSing 'eligion 
to boost dictatorships was part of the so-called natimal recurity 
paradigm under which the Americans turned a blind eye 11 the nilitary 
juntas in Latin America-juntas that could indulge in masive 1uman 
rights violations with impunity. 

When civilian governmenl was revived, and Benazir Bhuto and 
Nawaz Sharif formed governments based on democratic decticns, the 
prestige and power of the prime minister's office had, m p-actice, 
suffered considerable diminution. Instead, the military-a ratler, the 
army-and some powerful civil servants had acquired real K>we· in the 
Pakistani polilical dispensation. During that period, the lnitedStates' 
involvement and influence in Pakistani domestic politics-as tnubles­
shootcr and broker-became quile prominent. Needless o sa) there 
were Ii its to its influence in the domestic sphere as well ,s to ts role 
as a facilitator of the Pakistan-India dialogue. The Amerians u~pped 
back after General Musharraf's Kargil misadventure. After l-e ove-threw 
Nawaz, and established military rule, the US disapprobaton h:came 
pronounced. On the other hand, cultivation of India as a trateiic ally 
began lo be pursued relentlessly by the United States; he hdians 
reciprocated in equal measure. 

However, a reinvigorated US-Pakistan alliance emerge< afte-- 9/11, 
but it was purely instrumentalist in nature in spite of all he rletoric 
and hypocrisy that the leaders from both sides expresset abrut the 
scourge of terrorism and each other's importance and comnitnent to 
defeating it. The Americans were willing to pay the Pakist,ni mlitary 
for delivering on Al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders and adm. The 
Pakistanis were willing to render such a service on a selectve bisis, as 
some Afghan Taliban were calculated to be valuable It Pak.stan's 
interests in Afghanistan in the post-US period. 

In any case, the unequal nature of the relationship-betveen a 
superpower and a post-colonial middle-range power-becane ap,arent 
because the Americans were able to exert immense pressure in Pa<istan 
to grant hundreds of visas to US undercover agents who, nistnsting 
Pakistan. conducted their own search for bin Laden. Th· dranatic 
exposure of such covert operations took place, by chanci, wh!n an 
undercover agent. Raymond Davis, was apprehended after h, killd two 
Pakistanis who were trailing his vehicle on a motorcyd. Nnhing 
epitomized such a lack of trust more dramatically than Ope-ation 



;eronimo \lhich culminated in t.:S !'\av)' Seals, on 2 May 201 I, hunting 
own and killing Osama bin Laden in his hideout in the garrison town 
f Abbottab1d. However, a number of secret communications between 
1e US and Pakistani military functionaries, revealed b)' \\'ikilcaks, have 
hown that the US drone attacks in FATA were not only assisted by the 
akistani military but, m fact, requested by them. Yel, there is no 
enying that, after Operation Geronimo, relations between Pakistan and 
,e United ~tales have continued to deteriorate-the 26 Sovember 2011 
1ATO aircnft fire on a Pakistani checkpoint epitomizes the almost Iota! 
istrust on both sides. !\everthcless, Pakistan's dependence on the 
1mericans 1s enormous and although a bigger armed confrontation 
,etween tht two states cannot be o\"errulcd, it is most unlikely. Most 
,robably, behind-the-scenes mo\"es will restore some sort of working 
clationshir. However, ii 1s very clear that, in this battle of nerves, the 
l.mericans .ire not going 10 gi\"e up easily on Pakistan reining in the 
faqqani g:oup, ~ullah Omar, and other stalwarts of the Afghan 
·aliban. The Lnill'd States' ab1\i1y to wield the infamous carrot-and­
tick poliq -that major powers and superpowers are at,Je to excrcise­
emains considerable. On the olher hand, Pakistan is a major power in 
outhwest Asia. Its military prowess, including its nuclear assets, cannot 
,e ignored The Americans cannot but take that into acrnunt as they 
clak to the AfPak region and in the larger ("Ontext to South Asia 

:KINA 

~he Pakistan-China liaison has been a down-to-earth, balance-of­
,ower, my-enemy's-enemy-is-my-friend type of cakulation. Howewr, 
1lthough China began to supply MIG aircraft and other hardware to 
'ak1stan, this did nol mean that ii was willing lo risk its own security 
>y invading India on Pakistan's behalf in 1965 or 1971. Howc\"er, when 
ndio l'-'slN a nudrar .-Irvin•, thr t.hinl'~l' all ... gntly helped Paki.~tan 
1t1ain nuclear weapon capability. This was consistent wilh Chinese 
lolicy 10 k~ep India pinned down on its western border with Pakistan. J 

China and Pakistan were part of the Afghan jihad as well but, after 
1/11, a complication and tension began to arise. Vvhile China expanded 
ts role m lhe construction of the Gwadar port on the coast of southern 
1akistan, md acquired mining rights for gold and other precious 
ninerals in Balochistan, the Islamist movement of the Uyghur people 
>f China's north-western province of Xinxiang was networking wi1h 
lakistani j:hadist organizations. Some of them went back and fomented 



unrest and resistance to Chinese rule. Chinese protests resuked in harsh 
treatment from the Pakistani government. 

SAUDI ARABIA 

The third major patron that Pakistan managed to obtain was Saudi 
Arabia. Linkages between the Wahabi regime and its ldmirers in 
Pakistan were established in the 1960s. when an ideological network 
was established with the connivance of the Americans \llho backed 
Islamism to counter the left-leaning nationalist regime of G,mal Abd~I 
Nasser of Egypt. Z.A. Bhuno's Islamic Summit at Lahar~ probably 
helped market Pak.istan to the Saudis because, thereafter, tOOusands of 
Pakistani workers found work in the Persian Gulf. Howtn•r, it was 
General Zia's coup against Bhutto, the 1978 Afghan commJnist coup, 
the rise of Shiite Iran under Khomeini in February I 97~. and the 
December 1979 Soviet intervention in Afghanistan that furnished the 
Saudis with a leading role in Pakistani politics, both in:ernal and 
external. 

The Iranian clerics demonstrated the power of political Mam as an 
ideology that could be used to capture power and establish l medieval 
tyranny with the trappings of modern practices and institutions, such 
as elections and a parliament-albeit both distorted to return a 
government dominated by Sti.ite clerics. That message reverberated 
throughout the Muslim world. but the arithmetic of sectarian numbers 
favoured Sunni leadership. That role was taken over by the Saudis who 
found the regime of General Zia, and the Soviet intenention in 
Afghanistan, opportunities that could be exploited to their ~dvantage. 
The Iranian-Saudi proxy war, in the context of Pakistan, meant sectarian 
terrorism between Pakistani Shi as and Sunnis. The depth of the vitiating 
impact of Saudi influence is not yet fully fathomed but it would not be 
an exaggeration to say that the brutali lion of the sens1b1lities d 
Pakiatani aode1y, al all levels, has taken place because of it. 

Thousands of Pakistani military personnel have being posted to 
Saudi Arabia and made fortunes, big and small, because of thr lucrativt 
salaries available to them. Therefore, an 'institutional interest' in 
maintaining the Saudi connection is rooted in the officer corps of thr 
Pakistan military. Moreover, hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis who 
work in Saudi Arabia are exposed to a fonn of Islam which is very 
different from their own syncretic traditions. II is puzzling that, despik 
being comprehensively treated with contempt by the Saudi state and 



ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

ocitty, many return 10 Pakistan immersed in a culture of extremism 
nd intolerance. Terrorism and extremism now pervade all sections of 
ociety; the Taliban and other extremist organizations thrive in such a 
ulieu. 

~HE RISE OF THE MILITARY IN THE INTERNAL DOMAIN 

'he induction of 1he military into politics was largely an outcome of 
11e failure of politics. The assassination of Liaquat Ali Khan in 1951, of 
>r Khan Sahib in May 1958, and of the depuly speaker of the East 
a.kistan Assembly, Shahid Ali, later the same year, compounded by a 
luggish economy and a food crisis. created mass disenchantment with 
Lich governments which, from the beginning. had been formed without 
eneral elections being held to lend 1hem legitimacy. It was under these 
ircumstances that the militar)' began 10 assume a role in politics. On 
7 October 1958, Ayub Khan carried out the first mili1ary coup. The 
~cond coup took place when senior commanders forced Arub Khan to 
and over power lo General Yahya Khan in March 1969. LaPorte, who 
as described Pakistan as a garrison state, interpreled this as proof of 
1e military, as an institution. possessing the power of the final arbiter 
1 Pakistani politics. 

The third coup was c ried out by General Zia, in July 1977, when 
e ousted Z.A. Bhutto's increasingly erratic regime, which had been 
icing mounting resistance from the political opposilion for his high­
anded polices against political opponents. General Zia-ul-Haq ruled 
akistan with an iron hand and did not even try to acquire the trappings 
fa civilian ruler. The ascendency of the military, over the politicians, 
·as completed. The elected governments that followed, under Benazir 
huno and Nawaz Sharif, were guile powerless while the military and 
>me powerful bureaucrats practically enjoyed the power of veto. The 
akistani establishment began to be described as the deep state. Nawaz 
~arif tried to revive the lslamization project that had been in abeyance, 
hen he made a bid to get the Sharia declared as the supreme law of 
1e country. 

Musharraf overthrew Nawaz Sharif and established the fourth 
1ilitary government in 1999. During his rule, the trend to transfer 
1ilitary personnel to the civil sector greatly accelerated. His fall from 
,wer, and the restoration of elected civilian government in 2008, did 
,t detract from the fact that the de facto veto powers have remained 
ith the military. General Kayani let the politicians manage the political 



process but has intervened on critical occasions to ensure 1•at PaJcjstan 
is not destabilized again because of the perennial power tusiies betwt-en 
the government and the opposition. At present, this formUa seems to 
be working. At the same time, the military's involvement in 3alochistan 
has been controversial, notwithstanding the fact tha: powerful 
secessionist challenges have emanated from that province. 

From the time General Zia came to power, there have bee1 no doubts 
as to who has formulated Pakistan's foreign policy in relatbn to India 
and Afghanistan, as weU as its defence policy-especially related to 
nuclear armament. President Zardari has been overruled by -he military 
on a number of occasions when he has expressed some lnorthodox 
opinions: about those involved in terrorism in Indian-aoninistcred 
Kashmir; over Pakistan's policy of not using a nuclear borrb fim: and 
when Prime Minister Gilani and he expressed a willingness to cooperate 
with India in the investigation into the plotters of the Mumlai terrorist 
attacks of 26 November 2008. That situation has remai1ed largely 
unchanged although, towards the end of 201 I, it 'seems that some 
breakthrough is possible as Pakistan is considering offering L1FN status 
to India. However, one cannot read too much into this important 
change in policy till such time as it is finalized and impleminted. 

Needless to say, the rise of the military has been concurrent with the 
ISi ~d other intelligence services expanding their roles far bryond their 
formal remits. Backing ethnic parties, such as the MQM as weU 
Kashmir-centric organizations such as HuM, JeM, and Le1, indicates 
that the specialists on violence have enjoyed far greater powc:- and clout 
than is permissible to the intelligence-gathering agencies of a slate. 
However, this study also shows that there are dissenting vo.ces within 
the military. The military is not a monolith. There are hard-line 
Islamists as weU as pragmatic, secu1arly-inclined officers anJ generals. 
There is also evidence to suggest that the intelligence agencies do not 
always cooperate or agree, and a competition takes place bet\l'een them. 
None of these discoveries is surprising because it is quite n~rmal that 
people who work in such large organizations and institutiau tend to 
subscribe to different points of view on contentious matters. "'.'he notion 
of an establishment or a deep state is, nevertheless, vali! because 
organizations and institutions do represent coUective in1ere1t over and 
above the interests of their functionaries. Anyhow, there is n~ reason to 
doubt that the Pakistani military, with the anny at the centre enjoys dt 
facto veto rights over not only foreign and defence policT but also 
domestic politics. It is, so to say, the state within the state, Y.1th the ISi 



1 particular playing an extra ordinarily important role in sustaining 
1e 'fortress of Islam' myth. However, theories that assume that the 
1ilitary was, from the beginning, seeking to overthrow the civil 
ovemment and establish its hold over the state have to be discarded 
ecause there is no empirical evidence to confirm them. Alavi's 
'.ructuralism takes that for granted: structural explanations are typically 
a.eked up by poor empirical e\·idence since it is in the nature of the 
tr-ucture that society will behave in a particular way. This inquiry shows 
1at the militar-y takeovers were the result of the failure of the political 
rncess and a lack of clarity on ideology and societal objecfo•es. 

Mazhar Aziz has suggested that the first military coup established a 
r-ecedent-it was followed by more coups, thus creating a pattern 
ecause military interventions wtakened the politicians' positions and 
ndermined the prestige of the representative institutions. That 
rgument is true but Aziz sterned to assume that path-dependency 
1eans a cyclical movement of ci\'il and military governments, one after 
1e other, as if such a phenomenon has a life of its own. The evidence 
rO\ided in this investigation suggests that, cumulatively, the volatility 
nd violence that such a political pattern has acquired has become quite 
ifficult to control and, if such a situation persists, can result in systemic 
;:illapse. Also, stability continues 10 be conspicuous hr its absence at 
1e level of parliamentary practice. The showdown between Gilani and 
:ayani, in the last weeks of 201 I, indicated that one cannot assume 
1ilitary dominance to be immutable or absolute. The premium of the 
akistani military, with the United States, is currently low. \\.'bile one 
tn assume that the Pakistani civilian government stands to gain from 
1is, one must also wonder whether the gain will be enough to bring 
bout a decisive shift in the balance of power. At present, Pakistan is far 
om a normal chain of command that would institutionalize civilian 
1premacy over the military and bureaucracy. There are other problems 
, well. The current federal and provincial governments came to power 
1 2008 and their term would end in 2013, but the opposition partle5 
re again on the warpath, threatening to resort to mass power to bring 
own the government. Under the circumstances, the fragility and 
11lnerability of Pakistan's fledgling democracy remains a persistent 
roblem. 



IIE POLITICS OP IDENTITY 

omplications in Pakistan's political travails have also ema1.ated from 
s peculiar preoccupation with national identity. All states bave to cull 
JI a national identity that distinguishes them from ether states. 
ragmatic states can work their way towards a national ii.entity with 
·lative taSe because they do not take on, for themselves, nore duties 
1an the maintenance of national security, reproduction of tre KOnomic 
1eans to sustain their populations, maintenance of law and order, 
1aintenance of basic services. and welfare and related aux.liary tasks. 
1n the other hand, ideological states arc committed to the realization 
r a grand ideal that requires social engineering. If the ideobgical state 
rofesses extra-secular objmives, such as ensuring the alvation al 
s citizens in the hereafter, as one of its primary obj«thes, then it 
1aoaches on the autonomy of individuals in a more conprehe~ 
tanner. The Objectives Resolution of 7 March 1949 prodaimed the 
wereignty of God rather than the Pakistani Parliament. Thd provided 
1e ideational basis for the incremental expansion of religicus featum 
1 the constitution. Such features, cumulatively, established the suptt-
1acy of Islamic law in the formula that all laws in Pakista■ would bt 
rought in consonance with the Quran and Sunnah. Later, compre­
ensive Islamization during General Zia's rule consumnated thll 
rocess. As a result, the institutionalization of discrimination through 
1e legal process against women and religious minorities took place. An 
nintended consequence of such policies was that the Smni-Sbia 
leavage deepened during this period, and relations betwee:i differed 
unni sub-sects' divisions also resulted in tension and conflrt. 

;ENTll-P&OVINCE RELATIONS 

, strong centre, dominated by the military, was a reflection 1101 only rl 
le imbalance between the powerful mililary and civil bureaucratic 
pparatuses of the state and the relative weakness of repttsentativt 
1stitutions and elected governments, but also an indirect product rJ 
Ile constant use of executive power to overrule parliamentuy practict 
rithin the federal system1. It emanated from the dismissal of the Dr 
:ban Sahib ministry in the NWFP, and was followed by similar steps 
1ter, most notably the declaration of Urdu as the sole national. language 
f Pakistan-which provoked mass protests by the Bengali n.ajority in 
r:ie former East Pakistan. The grievances of the Baloch, as well as Sindhi 



•sentment against the allotment of agricultural land to the military and 
unjabis in Sindh, kept tensions high within the internal domain­
hich, in turn, required the military to always maintain a strong 
resence in the centrifugal areas. Military action in East Pakistan 
11lminated in the break-up of Pakistan and the establishment of 
angladesh. In Balochistan, the centre-province tension has continued 
> persist and has, from time to time, reached alarming proportions. 
hlitary solutions to political issues are, usually, not the wisest way to 
:solve the issues. 

"ERRORISM WITHIN PAKISTAN 

11 the aftermath of the 11 September 20()1 terrorist attacks on the 
J ited States, ordered by Al-Qaeda, the jihad philosophy has dashed 

:i7iic~~u~t~;~:i~~~;~s:;;!:!:/:,7 Gs::;a~u~:ra;r:;~~~~i~:~: 
lin the war on terror exposed Pakistan to terrorism that has been 
•erpetrated by the TTP and its affiliates. The havoc wreaked has not 
iven quarter to anyone/It is widely believed that such acts of terrorism 
1ave taken place with the help of rogue ,lements-however few-within 
he military and intelligence services.' At least 35,000 Pakistanis have 
:>st their Jives, and even more badly wounde,, because of the violence­
•rone political culture that pervades Pakistan Among these are military 
ind ISi functionaries, as well as Punjab Governor Salman Taseer and 
=ederal Minister for Minority Affairs Shahbaz Bhatti. Fanatical jihadist 
:roups and cells seem to be present at all levels of state and society. 
Jnless it is brought under control and dismantled, home-grown 
errorism can set processes of implosion in motion that can, in the long 
un, pose a veritable existentialist threat to Pakistan. 

l'ERRORISM IN THE EXTERNAL DOMAIN 

rhe catalogue of terrorist crimes. allegedly committed by Pakistan-
1ased groups outside Pakistan, is long. It includes attacks in India 
md the Indian-administered Kashmir by the HuM, JeM, and LeT. 
~akistan-origin US and UK citizens have been involved in several 
errorist attempts. In one atrocity at least-the carnage in Mumbai on 
i6 November 2008-enough evidence has been provided to implicate 
LeT operatives. 



The Uniled Slales has many grievances abou1 Afghan :aliban and 
Al-Qaeda operatives hiding in Pakistan and carrying out larorist acts 

against their troops in Afghanistan. The Haqqani group. euconced in 
North Waziristan, has ttpealedly been named; as have tN names of 
Mullah Omar and other Afghan Taliban featured in the Anerican list 
of individuals they want arrtsted or eliminated. 

The Americans. of course, bear a great responsibility for ,ponsorins 
extremism among Islamic warriors. Without losing a single soldier of 
their own, they wtre able to drive the Russians out of Afghanistan and, 
thus, precipitate the collapse of communism in eastern Europe. But, in 
doing so, they left behind a political legacy soaked in bloochnd armed 
with vile ideas about killing and destroying anyone considend to be an 
enemy of Islam. This legacy exposes the poverty of the Realsm School 
of International Relations in proffering a fonnula of peace ud stability, 
except one which is precariously maintained through weapors, weapons 
of mass destruction, and unscrupulous military alliances. It is up to 
moral philosophers and historians to assess what harm the U1ited Stata 
did to the world by harnessing the fierce energy of fanaticll Islam to 
maintain its status as the champion of the liberal-capitalist w~rd during 
the Cold War. That its Jong shadows continue to haunt the vorld need 
not be overemphasized. 

THE POST-COLONIAL GARRISON STATE 

Tan Tai Yong has argued that a major portion of the colorial lndiaa 
Army was inhenfcd by Pakistan. Stephen Cohen has asarted thal 
recruitment of the Pakistan Army continued to be largely fron the same 
narrow regional base representing some 9 per cent or the total 
population or Pakistan. More r«ently, Shuja Nawaz has assrrted tbal 
the recruitment hue has broadened, though oDly just; the of&cer corp 
continues, largely, to be from the traditional recruiting distric:U; 
moreover, the 'Zla•bhartl', or Zia reauits, hail from the couel'Vltiw 
areas or central Punjab and from the radkalized southern Punjab. He 
suspects that such an army. especially the officer c1ua. wo\tld be prone 
to an esprit de corps laced with Islamist jihadist values.h"bat sudt • 
military has acquired • significant stake in the Pakistani ecmomy bu 
bee:n demonstrated by Ayaha Siddiqa)Moreover1 Pak.istu faltered 
badly by not taking advant'F of the economy of growth that US aid 
and the World Bank provided in the 1960s. Instead, its leaden frittered 
away that head start by the 1965 misadventure in Kashmir tha resuhed 



rt war with India. Since then, Pakistan's economy has done well from 
ime to time but terrorism, corruption, and mismanagement have taken 
big toll on it. As a result, educated young men continue to seek career 

1pportunities in the armed forces. Consequently, social, ideological, and 
conomic factors con\'erge to render the Pakistan military a co\'eled 
nstitution. Harold Lasswell has emphasized that the specialists on 
·iolence would constitute the core element in a garrison state, and I h,.­
'akistani version of it clearly bears those hallmarks. 

Lasswc_!!!_~a~i:a- a!g_u~t. ~owever, was that the._sar~i~o~ sta!~ grows 
1ut'iif""a' perpetual fear of foreign aggression-a fear the specialists on 
iolence inVoke-,o·-establisb thClfp0Ti~i~~:-~!l~a1<:~ hold o\'er 
rau- -aiid ·society. That has been demonstrated abundantly in this 
iiqiirry. He also fe~ed that the de,·do.Pment of a m_ilitari_stic culture 
'nae$prit de _£o_p±J_nevitably claims ~5~ocracy as its main casualty. 
)elllocracy}even ifit is retained, is reduced to a ritual. Instead, a culture 
1f fear grows which is manipulated to grow out of proportion; in the 
,rocess, a docile citizenry comes into being, always looking up towards 
he specialists on \'iolence for their security and existence. \\'ith regard 
o Pakistan, that has indeed l'leen ,·ery true. 

However, a modifying t~esis with regard to the issue of democracy 
n Pakistan has heen ad\'anced in this study. It has been argued that the 
,respects for democracy in Pakistan were never strong from the onset. 
ihe lack of competent politicians and of a grassroots mass political 
,arty, compounded by the death of Jinnah and the assassmation of 
.iaquat Ali Khan, created conditions that were not conduci\·e to 
lemocracy. The powerful landowning class of West Pakistan and 1he 
.Vest Pakistan-based national bourgeoisie needed the state to establish 
t.self and grow. This furnished the social base for Ala\'i's 'o,·erdeveloped 
late'. Additionally, and perhaps more importantly, an ambigui1y existed 
rom the beginning about the purpose for which Pakistan had been 
reated. As the special state created for the Muslim nation of the 
ubcontinenl, the relatmnship between Islam and the stale could not 
emain ambiguous once the state came into being. Jinnah·s heroic effort 
o delink that relationship in his oft-quoted 11 August 1947 speech did 
1ot convince even his closest associates. On 7 March 19-49, the 
)bjectives Resolution established the format for defining the 
elationship between Islam, the state, and its citizens. That it 
,rogressively incorporated Islamist features was not inevitable. but it 
vas very likely because of all the negative factors, mentioned above, that 
:om•erged against democracy. 



An authoritarian type of state emerged at a very early stage. Ptwerful 
civil servants, such as Ghulam Mohammad and Iskander .\t:irza, 
demeaned the role of the prime minister while another Ci\·il :rrvanl, 
Chaudhri Muhammad Ali, fonnulated a constitution thal d~ri~ 
Pakistan as an Islamic republic premised on the supremacy of he will 
of God. The military coup of 1958 completed the pro<ess of 
authoritarianism. Authoritarianism has been modernistic undc- Ayub 
Khan, fundamentalist under Zia, and 'moderate' under Mu!larraf. 
Democracy under Zulfikar Ali Bhutto was compromim:I by his prsonal 
dictatorship and high-handed politics. In the later years, the bal.nce of 
power tilted inconvertibly in favour of the military vis-3-•is the 
civilians. 

a., ( The fear of foreign aggression) as the leitmotif of the garrism state 
iclea, received equally strongly support from the politicians aid the 
military establishment. It was Jinnah who invited the Americansto use 
Pakistan as a frontline state against communism. Ayub Khan augnented 
such a strategy with additional arguments and relentless lobbyin1 of US 
administrations. Therefore. the fear of external aggression-ral and 
contrived-existed from the outset because of the perceived threa from 
India, compounded by bad relations with Afghanistan. Giv-n the 
exigencies of the Cold War, and the lack of order and a conconitant 
unified chain of command in the international system, the a1archy 
which existed was exploited by the Pakistani power elite to solicit 
American patronage. The arms that were acquired generated I false 
sense of superiority in Pakistan, and led to a number of nilitary 
misadventures. Max Weber's observation that the warrior class .nd its 
ethics came to characterize the structure of power in early Nuslim 
societies added historical authenticity to the culture of miliuism, 
which reached apogee during Zia's rule. 

Ii ( Participation in the so-called Afghan jihad greatly enhanc-d the 
power and prestige of the military and ISi in Pakistani politics vhich, 
in turn, helped the Pakistani garrison state, acquire pronounce~ f,atura 
of the national security state that Nelson-Pallmeyer deplore9P.k.istm 
acquired nuclear weapons which the Pakistan military m.de its 
exclusive preserve. Chinese and Saudi patronage furnished addtional 
resources to overcome the problems of underdevelopment, bck of 
industrial infrastructure, and meagre indigenous economic res1urces. 
All such developments greatly strengthened the military and helird the 
top commanders exercise virtually de facto veto powers in Pa!.istani 
politics. Thus, the impediments posed by the absence of an ad-.anced 



1dustrial infrastructure were surmounted by a peculiar mixture of 
liance building, realpolitik, and ideological manipulation to bring 
,out and ~rpetuate the post-colonial garrison state model symbolized 
~ the notion of a 'fortress of Islam'. 

OME FUTURISTIC REFLECTIONS 

1 light of the above discussion. we can now make some projections 
>Out future developments that can be relevant for Pakistan. 

Threat from India 

he perceivtd threat from India cannot be wished away. It is a constant. 
.s long as mutual trust is found to be wanting, India's military 
Jperiority will always pose a threal that the Pakistan military will have 
> be prepartd to meet with some credible deterrent))n the other hand, 
is doubtful if the search for 'strategic depth' is the right response to 
Any so-ca.lied strategic depth cannot alter the fact that Lahore and 

ther major towns and cities in Punjab will always be where they are: 
1 dose proximity to the Indian border. One must discard any hope of 
·anscending such negative objective geographicaJ rea1ity. An expansion 
no India 1hrough conquest is out of the question, as is a military 
nne-xation of the Indian-administrated Kashmir. Also, wild ambitions 
) expand into central Asia, through some arrangement with Afghani­
!an, must be discounted. 

Pakistan has the capability to deter India from any misadventure 
gainst it. The nuclear bomb and missile technology cannot assure us 
ictory over India, but most certainly mutua11y assured destruction. J 
fowever, hilving a strong and powerful neighbour does not in itself 
onstitute a threat. Canada has an overwhelmingly powerful United 
,tales next to it; so do the smaller nations of Europe, such as Ireland, 
lelgium, and the Netherlands. Britain and France are- nuclear weapon 
tales with the narrow English Channel separating them. They have 
long history of wars between them. Yet, now, they are the closest of 

Hies and much more. If Pakistan and India sort out their differences 
t11d resolve their dispuies by abandoning -,he zero-sum attitudes that 
irevail fritliC corridors of power on both sides, the danger posed by 
hcirriuaear Weapons can diminish. 1 
--rliere·is no denying that, even if India did not the initiate armed 
;onflicts with Pakistan, the military exercises dose to the Pakistan 
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'" border, its rapid armament policy after the 1962 war with Ch'.ia, and 
the lesting of a nuclear weapon in 1974 constantly produced tn1ions 
and accentuated Pakistan's sense of vulnerability. That such actins were 
motivated by thePerc~tiOn-of a Chinese thieat to India does DI help 

\• -~"" remo\'e Pakistani concerns about Indian intentions and desipL The 
( r _.,•military inten>ention of 1971 led to the break-up of Pak.istan,1nd the 

_,,,,. ~,J:"(-se)f.fullilling prophecy shared by Pakistan's power elite was corinned. 
9,·t fl The traun:1a it caused left dup scars in the Pakistani national~, 

• nofwithstandir:lg Th'e fact that ~he crisis in East Pakistan was th result 
lfv J ~f the failure of Pakista~i politicians and the mi.litary to agreoo~_~e 

J> rules of democracy and the right to form the gov~!'~ent. J 
(/ On the other hand, it is true that the Pakistani power elite has.hrived 

on the threat-from-India standpoint. It is interesting thatbefore 
Pakistan recei\'ed its first cache of US_ weapons in !95lwhen, 
theoretically, it was at its weakest in relation to India, the latterlid not 
take advantage of the situation and invade Pakistan. Equally, 11 least 
since 2009 when the Pakistan Army started its operations in S•at and 

~:~~~r~::;~:~~::~~gh::!i:~ :y t~~:~:~~ t;;;~:{Th~~::: 
troops are now stationed in FATA, Swat, and other sensitive area along 
the border with Afghanistan-again, India does not seem to ha>t tabn i. 

advantage of this(~fore, _!he -~hole _!lotion of the lnd.i~ thm needs 
~tJn~o e,erspective. 7'!1e ~~~in~t~~_between a threat-~~ ithreat.· 
per~tio~1gnificant in fenns of tnaki~!iv~4l-l'.)dian 
~S~~Threafperc"ei,liOri caii ~asITyleRd itself to exaggertiew,­
fesulting in tne •mjtary claimfog an unreasonably 1arge porion of 
national resources. 7 

Eisenhower warned about the US military-industrial cmpln: 
acquiring too much power and influence; in Pakistan, tha1 po,er and 
influence is not a maner for suspicion. In practical terms, howeer, it is 
a huge drain on development; development that Pakistan ugendy 
needs. Not only does it cause an appalling neglect of basic neds and 
rights such as food, education, and health, but also a huge dc,,nh of 
electricity and other sources of energy that have led to frustrahn and 
despair among the middle and lower-middle classes. 

i l The Pakistani and Indian establishments have lacked the vis,n and 
courage to take the steps that would reduce tensions in a sub1antiw 
way. The bus ser\'ice between Amritsar and Lahore, and SrinllflJ' and 
Muz.affargarh, att good and useful steps but more good will and ourqe 
is needed to transcend the acrimony of the past 65 yeani Boti sides 



and to gain a lot, in ter s of men and material, by resolving the 
1achen Glacier imbroglio. It is, at present, probably 1he most wasteful 
,nfrontation between any two states./ 

Cur«nt and future realities of South Asia call for a concept of 
!curity that is not narrowly defined in terms of national security. 
egional security and human security need to be added to it. Environ-
1ental degradation, which now plagues the whole world, particularly 
ortends dire consequences for South Asia. Unless Pakistan and India, 
nd other states in this region, learn to cooperate to solve the water 
roblem, population explosion, and many other egregious challenges 
1at industrialization and economic growth have created, South Asia 
iay face great devastation and destruction. 

There is a lot of goodwill on both sides. The only thing needed is the 
ourage and cOflViaion to accept good neighbouily rdatiotlS as the best 
~med}' to all 1he ills that affiict their relationship. The Kashmir dispute 
• riof fhe malady; it is the symplom of a confrontation that effectively 
la1'ins, and waStcs, sc.arce·resources for military competition. It can also 
yinDCilize hope and optimism. After all, the most durable example of 
,ragmatlSm-arid 111ulua1 accommodation is the Indus Waters Tre~ty that 
ontinues to define the sharing of watt·r between 1nJia and Pakisi"an/ln 
ecent years, ii has resulted in a number of disputes but both sides have 
risely submitted to internat1onal arbitration anJ accepted its ruling. 
'he Kashmir dispute 1s, m essence, (hydro-political problem,)rhere is 
10 way of resolving it; 11 1s a case of maintaining the status quo while 
naking adjustments and concessions that bring benefi"t to both Pakistan 
nd India. 
( One can argue lh,11 the .:urrent spirit of reconciliation in lndia-
'akistan· rdatlOlls- can help provide the threshold to cross O\'er from a 
ero-~um games situati~n _to a win-win formula. T~!_ Line _of Control 
an hecome the inteillalloii.il Dor&·r,but one that would be rendered 
nil'ely syrnboTiC if it is porous and Kashmil""is on both sides-Hindus, 
irusilms, Buddhists, Sikhs, and others-are able to enjoy substantive 
1utonomy and freedom. The global economy is rendering the notion of 
nternational borders as impassable barriers, for the movement of J 
~oods, capital, and even people, as an anachronism./'rhe ~C ~\ 
·ramework exists to facilitate mutually beneficial trade tha\- can generate t t•f " 
.vealth and prosperity, and now 1s the time to take that opportunity 1 i,_-,. .... 
.eriously. Since the 2004 Islamabad SAARC Summit, India-Pakistan b~ .... 

·elations have been moving in the direction of a constructive engage­
Tient-notwithstanding 1he Mumbai terrorist attack of 26 November 
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• \ -. .. 2008. There is absolutely no doubt that the people of Sooth .lsia are 

\ hardworking, industrious, enterprising, and with enough wllural 

1, variation and wisdom, bequeathed by history, to be able to e.tablish 
• 1,• -·( good neighbourly rc:lations)and cultivate ties of fritndshp and 

"lO,.,' J- .~ solidarity. The Pakistani and Indian leadership must show cou-age to • \.,J make a determined and decisive break with the past in tht intcests of 

\ :~::r~e:!~~f ~:~~t.7ii~ ~:::s c: ::~::i:u~a::;:~~ ~~ 
India have recently agreed to establish joint industrial venture-., most 
notably in the jute industry. Similar enterprises can be estatlishcd 
between India and Pakistan, ensuring a fair share to Pakis1an./ -,, 

2. Afghanistan 

ti, ( The most dramatic change that is going to take place immineitly in 
South Asia is the withdrawal of US and NATO forces from Afgha1istan. 
The withdrawal will be completed by the end of2014-at :east,that is 
the declared policy of President Obama. However, ii is doub1ful Wlether 
the Americans will abandon this region in the way they abruptl}did in 
1989. This time round, they will try to ensure that they erjoy e,ough 
clout in Kabul to ensure that the Taliban do not return to p:,wer How­
ever, such planning cannot guarantee success, and the post•US-~ATO, ::· 
situation in Afghanistan remains highly ambiguous and volitile. \i case 
a pro-Western government in Kabul collapses, civil war couk:I b/ak out 
again-in which case, both Pakistan and India would be dr;nvn i1to the 
conf1ict. But, if they abandon the zero-sum strategies that have htherto 
marked their behaviour in Afghanistan, they can play a constuctive 
role in helping the Afghans establish a moderate governme:it.) 
r In such a situation, Pakistan can legitimately demar:d thit the 
burand Line be recognized as the international bordu beween 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. It could be a basis for negotiati01s b«ween 
Pakistan and Afghanistan-to remove territorial ambi(tllitie1 with 
regard to the formal demarcation of their borders. In this rega.d, the 
United States, along with India, can play a very importmt nle in 
convincing the Afghans that converting the Durand Line lnto he de 
jure international border would not, in any pnctical way, jeq:,arllle the 
existing arrangements which permit easy movement of the na.tivetriba 
on both sides. Rather, Afghanistan would gain the most-a, a reult of 
expanding trade between south and central Asia)This would be pcssible 
if the borders could become mere symbols of state authoritv whle the 



eople on both sides of these borders could make use of their historical 
ffinities-derived from their ethnicity and shared culture. In other 
·ords, normalization and peace in the so-called AfPak region will be 
etermined, to a large extent, by normalization and peace between 
akistan and India . 

. Dependence on External Patrons 

.!though the final word on Pakistan's dependence is yet to be spoken, 
n the whole, patronage from the United States, China, and Saudi 
.rabia cannot be taken for granted. One can even argue thal it is not 
esirable. After the faJI of the Soviet Union, Pakistan's frontline status 
as become redundant and the current relationship is brittle and 
recarious and not likely to last longer than the United States needs to 
se Pakistan to destroy whatever threat Al-Qaeda and ils affiliates pose 
:> its se-curity. Current American backing is conditional and limited, 
nd it involves penalties as well. Moreover, the United Stales, and the 
Vest in general, are always going to be concerned about Pakistan's 
udear assets. A Taliban-type lakeon""r .. or some mad generals declaring 
n intention lo use nuclear weapons, will almost certainly be met with 
ctermined pre-emptive action from the West. It 1s important that 
•akistan curbs exlrem1sm and terrorism at home and abides by the 
1orms and standards of international law to dispel, or at least keep at 
,ay, real or contrived conspiracies by the enemies of Islam and Pakistan. 
)n !he olher hand, 1t will be in Pak1stan"s interest to maintain good and 
riendly relations with 1he Um!ed States. t;S economic and educational 
ooperation will still be needed to modernize and develop as a 
,rogressive South Asian nation. 

The Chinese connection will continue to thrive provided we curb 
s\amism, and as long as the containment of India remains a paramount 
oncern of Chinese defence and foreign policy. On the other hand, if 
..:hina and India improve their relations, 11 need not mean th,u Paklst,m 
viii lose Chinese favour. On the conlrary, Pakistan can serve as a bridge 
,etween them. China will probably always back Pakistan to keep a 
1andle on India, but is not likely to back Pakistani military mis-
1dventures in Kashmir or el5ewhere. 

The Saudi influence has been very pervasive ideologically, and has 
ncludcd an economic dimension-lucrative appointments in Saudi 
i\rabia and other Arab emirates in the Persian Gulf. On the whole, such 
1 connection has seriously harmed the modicum of democratic 



modernity that existed in Pakistan, and that connection rill continue 
to impact in the future. The Arab Spring or 2011 has kinded hopes or 
a democratic development in the Muslim world but, as long as the 
rentier states or Iran and Saudi Arabia can leverage ther enonnous 
wealth and claims to self-styled sectarian leadership of he Muslim 
world, the struggle for democracy will always face the theat or sub­
version through their client terrorist militias and an inflow if extremist 
propaganda. 

f 4. The Role of the Military 

( The direction Pakistan takes in the coming months ant years will 
depend on the role the military plays. It remains the mot powerful 
institution in the country and, for any break with the past tonateriali:z.e, 
it must begin with serious introspection and self-criticism. fhere is no 
doubt that, in traditional terms, security means national £-curity and 
state security; that role can, and must, only be played by he military. 
As argued earlier, the problem is not that democracy has bet1 subverted 
in Pakistan because of military coups. The political clas has been 
seriously wanting in its commitment to democracy/--tht, in con­
temporary terms, means the prerogative or elected civiliais to make 
important decisions on behalf of 1he nation that c,nform to 
contemporary standards of democracy: which means not 01ty majority 
rules and minority rights, but also inalienable huma1 rights or 
indi\·iduals, equality between the sexes, and non-disc1minatory, 
inclusive citizenship. That has nol been the basis on which f>'e? formal ,• 
democracy has been practised by the politicians in Pakistn.r Equally, 1 

the military's notion or democracy has meant a s1rong exeutive with 
quasi-dictatorial powers vested in the general turned presi~nt. Under 
the circumstances, a thorough discussion on demo racy, de­
radicalization, and the rule of law needs to be conducted, an( the search 
for a constitutional formula that is practical, enlight-ned, and 
compatible with the rule of law and international law mut be found 
and instituted . 

. -;• The most egregious problems that Pakistan faces ar ~m_£!!lt 
r " corruption, an economy thal is in very bad shape, and masive social 

,:andccoiiOmic inequalities lhat sprawl throughout !he comtry. The 
fl' ruling class, especially the landowners, do not pa~ taxes. Moreover, 

,\\ defence expenditure remains too high for a poor nation to bar without 
..r'; ~ compr~.,'~ising its developmental commitments. Poverty aflicts large 
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sections of Pakistani society. In such circumstances, it is not surprising 
that poor you1hs are lured by jihadist organizations. Most of the suicide 
bombers come from the most impoverished sections of society. It is not 
surprising that most of them have hailed from the tribal areas of 
Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa; jOUthem Punjab is also a recruiting ground for;.,, 
terrorist organi tions.(Pakistan will have to give priority to economic 
and social development if it is ever to extricate itself successfully from 
the quagmire in which it has been gradually been sinking for at least 
the last 30 years .... 

CONCLUSION 

This study demonstrates that Pakistan's travails as a post-colonial 
garrison state, and its more colourful representation as the 'fortress of 
Islam: ha\'e been the product of highly complicated historical, geo­
graphical. political, ideological, and military-security factors. Such 
factors impinged upon Pakistan's political evolution as a Muslim-

;:/i~~~;; s:;:::~~~;h:o7;~:~:~~~i~~:~d ::~•t::i~;c~:;i~~?;;~o~a; , d 1t/c 1 

(endemically ~hequered domestic aren~eplete with i~e_o!~~x5esses. 
Under the circumstances, the state 1har Pakistan managed to build 
~ the attributes-of the garrison stale that Harold Lasswell had 
propounded in the early 1940s. However, insleallOf Stich a garrison 
coming into being as a result of a combination of an advanced industria1 
development that provided the scope for control over large-scale 
production and control over the economy but facing existentialist 
threats from an external enemy, the Pakistani power elite, comprising 
both politicians and the military, successfully transcended the problems 
of underdevelopment through alignment with powerful and resourceful 
foreign donors willing to provide it with armament and training to 
create a large class of sp~cialists on violence. Thus, the obstacles that ~ 

~n!~::;~alc:~~!:::i:ee:ss 1;:a::~!::::t:C~~:~~ui:;:t:~r~~:::1:dp::11~ 

colonial garrison state, with its hawkish leaders and supporters 
romanticizing it as the 'fortress of Islam: J 

However-and even when the Pakistani power elite made good use 
of the contradictions and room for manoeuvre in 1he international 
system of big and small, and powerful and weak stales 10 graduate from 
a poorly endowed polity to a middle-range power armed with nuclear 
weapons-its vulnerability to pressure from its powerful donors 



compromised its sovtttignty in very many different ways. Tha-e is no 
doubt that the movement towards an Islamic state was largely il:iternal• 
driven, but foreign economic and mililu-y aid played a very ,ipficant 

1 role in its growth and consolidation. Con,equenlly, abjtct povaty and 
.,,,-_• illiteracy conlinued to afflict large sections of its population. ,"' 7< Thtstate seems to havt lost control in the intemall!lomainasfanatia 

1 have bttn able to hit targets alniost at will. PakistanTs ~~-ooas the 

! ~~-aT~f~Sffl3iia::~.-.~.~-!!.f~J~~ 
some time-:-xnother major tel'TOrist attack outside Pakistan caa aeate 
&dangerous situationfor~i«~ffty an:-crexistffl~c __ ~_!Utm.11 is. 
th~~e.7mpiiiUVCihat t~e-stakchol_dj~ :~.Jhe -~~~~ -P,2.'!tr 
~~--~~y th·e militaJ")'.-:-~~-ou~-~-l~ng-term polic:y ~ 
strategy ffiat can create sta~, peace, ~.!!!l.-~stan 
irwelluliirp nonnaliu"rJatforiSwiiliTis neighbol;!n-prm:i_dtd they, 
•~-~~~~~-aspiratlons.' ~- ~---- - --
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