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Pok.U.S+ ralationa have been one of the most important
determgnmnts of Indian foreign policy. Vhen during the
height of the cold war Pakistsn was inducted into Americen
alliance, Indian leaders had warned sbout the dangers of
bringing ths Super Pover rivalry into an otharwise unaffected
rogion. '

From the very beginning of the alliance itsclf, India
haa been wary 'of the fall out, this security relgtion could
producs on the subeontinent: True to its fears, the Pek.U.Se
security relations hod a very decisive role ta'play in the |
erboldening of Pakistan foreign policy and & prominent share
in the enheneament of its defense capabilities that resmited
in two major wers in South Asia. Hence FPak.U.5, strategic
links have decnh a metter of intense interest to India.

In the 1950's Pak.U.S. relations were fortified by
three different socurity links. Pokistan was then considered
to be an importent "1ink® in U.S. encirclement strategies.
But with the dawning of the 1960's Fakistan's importance for
the United Stotes doclined. It continued to further decline
for the next two decades until the late 1970's whem the
United States “"perceived” that its virtusl dominance in the
oil.rich region of the Peragisn Gulf was being threatened by

8 growing Soviet influence.



The present study ecovere the years 1971.1979, a period
of fluctuating Americen perception of Pakistan. puring the
early 1970's the Mnited States had apparently envisaged no
strategic role for Pakistan although Washington worked to
preserve its security ties with its 2lly in South Asia. For .,
the United States congidered Pakistan to be a pation of
potential usefulness, The feeling that the time has come
to yeneow Mmerican strategic links with Pakisten emerged after
1975 when the Soviet Union began to further its fareiqn policy
chjectives with Wrmﬁmteﬂ "halénese. Bowever, Carter who
was elected to the White ﬂnnae in 1976 am not atmra this
growing opinion about Pakistan's usefulness and umti) almost
the last yesr of his incumbency, Pak.U.S. rolations were
bedevilled primorily by the issue of nuclear non.proliferation,
Nevertheless, cutside the n@nmwmt&m: Pgkistant*s usefulness
for the zmn:ea States was being hichlighted. |

It £inally led to the second phase in U.S..Pak strate.
gic co.operation which most sterkly begen sfter the 27 nacmber
1979 Soviet military Metvmﬁq;i in afghanistan. This
crisis only precipitated the emerging trend and lent credi.
bility to the woices thet widerlined the need to enlist
Pakistani cooperation in any future American strategy towerds
West Asia. The longer range implicstions of the formation
of the Organization of Oil Exporting Countries { OPEC) end
the intensification of opposition to the Shah in Iran as
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also the increasing naval capabilities of.the Soviet Union
had triggered a revival of interest in Washington in new
modalities for regponding to & variety of possidle threats.

The present study, hovever, ends with this development
that has had and might continue to have far-reaching conse.
gquentes on South Asian nationgs Therafore, this work deals
primerily with the low end transitory phases of American
perception of Pakistan. Becanse of the period of the study,
one of the difficulties faced during the course of the present
work was the searcity of primary source mgterial. Egpecially
vhen 8 work deals with strategic aspects end more so when
the perception is low W'shifhinq; detaila ore not easily

' fozthcmi.ng- Most ¢of the beh;aﬁ_thegséeﬁaa goings on are

fclagsified" and hence access is virtually nil et this time.
The bits and piecos that emerged in various statements and
documents had to be sewed togethers Therefore this work
will inevitebly suffer £rom thet inadequacys It should
also bo mentioned that the present %u@ deals primorily
with americen strategic interests of Pokistan, Its fnpact
on Indip, except in tho last part of the conclusion, 48
dealt with only inasmuch as it is necessary to understand

the Pak.U.8. strategic relationsg.

Before comcluding my preface, T would like to aveil
of this opportunity to acknowledge thet it was a matter of
pPrivilege to have worked under Professor ﬁis. Venkataramang .
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Chapter I

PRCISTAN IN THE UNITED STATRS!
ALLIANCE BYSI'EM

It waa the morning of § August 1945 in Hiroshima Japan.
At B4« 15 plus 17 seconds an Amorican air force bomber, Enola
Gay, performed a; very unique mission; the dazed co-pilot of
the bomber, Captoin A. Lewis, exclaimed: "My God, what have
we aone."l It was his reaction to the flash of the firet
atonic bord to be 6ropped over any nation. The taeming indus.
trial city of Nagasaki was the second target of the attack.
A war-veary world initially viewed with relief the swift end
©f a horrendous and prolonged war. But the onset of the age
of the atom bonb was soon to have gombre fmplicetions. Out
of the debris of the Sama World Way scon emergéd a new war,
the cold war, The allied povers who fought to destroy a
comnon enemy found themselves beset by growing rivalry and
animogity. The war.time honeymoon was shattered and the
Soviet Union and the United Ststes began viewing each other
as adversaries. The two huge and mighty nations geared
themselves for a dotermined effort to preserve and pramote
the gaing of the war to extend their influence wherever
possible in the deadly game of racing towards hegemony. In

1.  Fletchor Rnebel and Charles W. Bailey IX, "The Ultimate
Weapon®, 4in Reoaders Digest: L)lustrat y_of World
HYar Il (New York, 1969}, pe. 513




the very esrly phsse the erstwhile allies snarled at each
other as they sought o maintain assured control of the areas
in Earope and the .Ear Bast that ocach had occoupied. Dutiné
this phase, other areas iike the Indian atﬂacominenﬁ which

‘haa not figured as acﬁ!.va combat theatres during the war did
not figure as igsues of conflict and rivalry between the two
antgécm.sta who were later to become known as ihe Buper Powers.

Even before the war had concluded tensions had developed
between ‘the United States and the Soviet Union on a variety of
issues, Aong Amorican policy makers thare vu'taa growing opiniocn
that the era of ﬂmperatiqi with the Soviet Union could not
last for iong and wae likely to be followed by an era of oon-
‘frontation, It was recogniced that an sntagenistic Soviet
Union, given 1ts geographical location, size, population ond
regources would be a more formidable sdversary than had ‘been
confronted by the United States in all its hMstory. In view
of its own geographical location, the United states felt it
necessary to lsunch a strong effort, firstly for cloosy aaém
cigtion with the countries of Wegtern Burcpe and subsequently
with as many othey countriecs as possible elsewhere, especinlly
those close to the borders of the Soviet Union., Against the
ideology of what americen leaders depicted as “international
communism” they introduced the concept of the “free world®
with themselves as the leaders thereof,



The United States leading the “free world® shed its
historical :egeatien of alliances. In this new found role in
real politik, the U,S. in successive phases evolved the
allsance system which led to a phase of bipolarization in
world politics. Out of the American perception of Soviet
military potential, of the Communist ideology and of Stalin
as a “kind of Byzantine Hitler pursuilng hegemony with more
cireunspection but no less determination than the Nazia®?
there emerged an American policy ostensibly directed at
atemﬁié the "Intemational Commmist Conspiracy” directed
£rom Moscow and also at the same time, aafeguatamg the posi.
eim of military and edonomic pre.eminence that ‘the United
States had sttained at the end of the var, Increasing roali.
sation that the Chinese under the lesdership of Meo Zedong
were likely to emerge wvictoriocus in the civil war in that
country agoravated american snxieties. The geopolitieal
inmplications of a sSoviet dominated communist empire stretching -

e from the Baltic t0 the Pacific Oocean and the Arctic Sea to
the Himalayas was viewed as serious enough to call for ene:-
getic measures that came to be chgracterized as the “contain.
ment* policy. Enguring the security of Westem Burope and
of Japen and safeguarding acceas to the vital oil resourxces
of West Asia wore regarded as the hs.ghas:?& priority objectives
of mﬂc&n plarmerss In view of the decisive edge the Uhited

_2* Robere B, Osgﬁﬁa
(Marylond, 1967), ps 34,

>



States had in nm:l end airpower and more especially in view
of monopolistic possession of the atomic bowb, Amerdcen plenners
. in the carly post.war period were confident that the Soviet
thion was fmlike‘z.y o involve itself in direct military cone
frontation, Tho backing down of the Soviet Union in the face
of American demands conceming the continued prosence of Soviet
troops in Iran and Soviet claims on Turkey conceming the
' Dardenelles illustrated the disparity on overall military power
between the two adversorics Guring that period, However, the
recognition that the Soviet tnicm was bound to acquize a
nuclear capability of its own in time prompted the United
States i:a initiate a rapid programme of reconstruction of
Europe under the Morshall Plan and the administration of a
clear warning o the Soviet Union n the form of the eo called

The Truman Doctrine's immediste emphasis was on Greece
end Turkey. Through an infusion of econemic and militery aid
mder the supervision of Ameriean civilions and military
advisers the United States responded ¢to the crises in these
1o nations a;:& indicated american willingneas to assist other
*£reo peoples™ vho might face a threat of Soviet aggression

- or Commumnist-inspired “internal subversicn®,

| it was not Greece’ or Turkey but the erstuwhile major.
powers of Westarn Burope that the imited Btateé deomed to be
_©f critical importance in its confrentation with the USSR,



The prevention of Soviet expansion in West Surope, that is,
the maintenence of a predominent U,S. influence in the vital
yegion wis a task of higheat priority.

Though Burcpe was dovestated, 1t still was the asecond
most poworful industrial bastion in the world and e repository
__ef trained personnel and &W@Bg With Westem Europe as
- its asseciagte; the United states would have an even greater
edge over the Soviet Union, Military strategists underlined
the indispensability of. éxxmpe for the socurity of tho United
's@a‘téa as thax viewed. that the aream could be used for "forwerd
 defence” snd for the exploitation of its superiority in air.

atomie powers |

In rebruary 1948 a Comumist ecoup took Prague straight
m;w the Soviet orbit, 2and within four months of the cowp in

_ Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union blockaded Berlin in an attempt
5 wrest the control af.mt é!.ty from the Western natims.

To the mw States these developments were enough pmbf

that emnmzic ‘raconstryction alone wam.a not suffice to Lmu.

- nise the war-torn nations of Europe from the Soviet Union.

X£ Suropean nations vere to econamically recover as viable
entitios, then firvstly security had to be guaranteeds The
polution cams in the form of a collentive security arémtsation
naned the North Atlentic Troaty Orgenisation (RATO) in 1949.
Although this was not the first U.S.gponscored security tresty



to be concluded after the Seeond World w:a.é; it was the first
to he'mﬁeefa& strictly in the contert of the rivalry
'batmesi the two most powerful natims with ‘the gprecific
objective of deterring the other.? Deomuse of the perceived
Soviet threat in Westem Burope, deterrent alliances "lost
their stigma in mw.lm ayes and gained the auvra of en inetru.
ment of gnternatichal order®,®

Western Burvpe was cbviously United sStates' nunber one
priority area end with the conclusion of NATO in 1949, =
strategy mhining both economic and military preseriptions
was well wmder ways In comparison there was no similar
strategy evolved oh an urgent basis to protect perceived
Muerican interests in other avreas. Nevortheless, the United
States considered it fmportamt to guard Jepan and the nations
of West Asla egodnst Soviet Influence.

, On the other hand, South Asia was perceived to be one
of the least Smportant areas for the United States, while
Africa was even lover in the om}et of prioritiess Nelther

4 vas there any Camunist threst nor eny predonfnant American
econonic or militaxy intoerests in the south Asian region.
it wes mnsiﬁa‘eﬂftg be gafely tuchked away from the areas of

3+ 7The Rioc Pact and the Bogota Chartexr of the OAS concluded
in 1947 were the first two treatieg signed by the U.5,
after the Scoond YWorld War. '

&e Osgood, Ne 2 Po 34,



contention between the Soviet tnion end the tnited States.
although just about the smne time Chiang.Rai.schek faced
imminent defomt in the meighbourhood of South Asiam, UaS,
Planners felt thet they could cope with the situation.

Both Indfe and Pakisten, the two largest natices of
South Asja, after their independence from Britsin, adopted
democratic forms of goverments wnder the broad framework of
the British Commonwealth. The two natiems of South Asis were
totally dependent on Britain for matters of defonce and economic
supports More agsuring was the fact that British legacy in
South Asia sppesred to have provided en inbuilt resistence
against the sproad of Communism in these naticms. For instance,
the first Indian Home Minister was considered to be an avowed
"anti.Commmist®s Moreover, India's economy was integrated
into the -80:13::}&114;3 bloc. British influence was the most gler.
ing in cape of the eiiwa of south Agia. This class prafarred
*Britich achooling for its children, end English for its
dirmer conversation®.®

2Znother factor reaponsible for Washington's aasionment.
to South Asia & low dmportance was the Soviet perception of the
rogion. The Soviet Unfon deemed that thely influence in this
area mattered little in its confrontation with the U.s. nd
hence \r«aa‘ mxehy of much attention. Thus, Washington already
burdened by &ta commitments in Europa and faced with the

R

5;@; Wayna wumx. "ameriosn mucy Townpda South Agiev,
Agien Affadrs (fondon), wol, 60, no. 2, June 1973,




necossity of ve.oriemnting its policy in China, neither found
any 1mediaﬁé urgency to evolve a gtrategy nor any need to
‘dncrease its influence in the arca. It regarded the area as
falling under the yespomsibility of Great Britain..the reliasble
Junior partner of the United States on the world scenes

Beginning in 1949, this low American perception of South
agia changed alongside a change in the genoral perception of
Asias The victory of the revolutionary Communist forces led
by Mao Zedong in China fn 1949, Communist China‘'s proclaimed
a‘iigfnmnt with Moscow, the North Korean invasion of South
Korea and the gubsequent anwlvai\ent of China 4in the conflict
became important developments that were to influence change
in the Americen thinking. The fall of Chisng-Xeishek in
China gave birth to a new Comunist nation in Asia, As a
msult, the U.5. reclised that it would have to now checkmate
the strength of China in Asia and the Soviet Union in Buropes
china adding to the Soviet strength, fts enormous size, the
backing of fts mammoth pmatmn, resources, and above all
~ the influence that a yevolutionary regime inebriated by

victory could bring to bear upen Soviet foreign policy.

The mited States had unflinchingly supported ehiang..
Kai-shek ehmti@h the course of the civil war making Mao Zedong,
the fathor of the yovolution, a more militant anti.U,. S



lender.® Despite the common ideological outlook existing
between China and the Soviet Union, the tnited states enter.
tained the hope that tho two giants might not chalienge the
United States as cne force. Conflicting mational interests
and territorial issues, some sentor American planners contended,
wonld ultimsrely lead to a clash between the Commmist nations.
Secretary of State, Desn Acheson, “predicted that Russiats
appetite for a sphere of influence in northern China would
alicnate Chinese nationelisn™ and make Mao a "potontial

Tito".8 Dreparations were even afoot in Washington to review
 the American suppm for Chiang.Ket.shekts forves which had
fled to Formosa anﬂ to recognise the Peoplets Republic of
China, BSuch steps were considered necessary if the tnited
Etates had to avoid a further hardening of Mao's anti-American
posturas The Unitod States bolieved that 4f 4t toned dowm

its support for "ﬁaq'a encmjes, the United States would be
sucessaful in diverting the expected swakening of Chinese
nationalism to Méﬁcﬁc memoies of msg of territory to Russia.
1f the United States did not stop Mso's forces £rom pursuing
Chiang's forces into Formosa {which it was sure to & unless stopped
by the U.5.) and mdeywrite Formosats security then it vas
deomed t:'hat the'u,s. gtood good chances of smproving ies

’50 a"m spanﬂ.em ,w, San Eore
: {Bew York, 1965), pP. 85

Ve The U.Ss porecived that Soviet Union was inclined o
detach areas from the northern province of China and
attach it ¢o Soviet Unim. Outer Mongolis was already
in Soviet hands. Secretary of State Achoson, specinlly,
beliguvad that 3oviet Union had such intentions in Manchu..
ti.aé zmag‘amgana and sinkiang as well., Spanier,

Bia Oy Po - , .

8. Ibide, Ps 85,
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relations with the People's Republie of China. As a conse.
quence, though the mma of the People's Republic of China
increpsed American anxiety abroad and further hardened the
american anti.Commmist posture, it did not, however, bring
about any dramatic change in the nature of the containment
policy or the re.arrangement of priorities, much less the |
designation of other regions like South Asia as priority
[roase

Similorly, with the hope that Weshington could establish
good yelations with People's Republic of China the U.S5.
strongly resisted British, Austrelisn and ¢he Nationolist
Chinese attampts to enlist Americsn support and backing for
. bilatersl trepties in South East Asia sgminst Mso's forces,®

But the Korean War was the last neil in the eoffin -of
such agsurptions, 2all hopes of recomeiling its reloations
with the People's Republic of China were shattered, China
in the American eyes became a nation more dapgerous than
Soviet Union when Ching sent its *voluntesrs' to fight along.
side North Korean troops, The nev .ﬁxmt was Sech as a
powerful aggressive communist nation in Asia,

The withdrawal of American troops fron Rores after the
Second World War under the belief that the Soviet Union

Ge Oagood, n. 2, Pe 764
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‘threatened Korea or any other nation in Asia, then the superior
American Alr Porce and Kavy would be tbé sngwer was noy seen

as a cardinal mistake. To the military strategicts especially,
" this war was mainly sttributable to the omission of Korea from

the officially declared perimater running £rom Jepen through
the Philippines to Australis and other vital intorosts such
as -t:he HATO srea and Letin America, ¥For the United States
this war

ined in Asia
And as & logical extension
of thias tkmught, the Korean War underscored for the UdSs,
the necessity of meking known the american resolve to stop
"eommunist expansionisn® vhether in Asia or in Mmea 'or in
any other part of the !:mflﬁa _ wwther pushed by Soviet Union
or by China. After the Korean War, a collective security
organization similer in lines to the one concluded in Burope
was goen 8s the best solution, The underlying objective was
to mske known to eny potential agressor in “advence thet,

££f he does not emexcise sam-contma.; o o may face a hard
fight, perhaps s losing £1ght,+10 Thus, bhe sbject of
maiate priority for the U,5. aft oron
the conclusion of 8 series of defence agrecments in Asja,
bringing the cold war hitherto conside

10, Dulles quoted in Ibid., Ps 76.

!
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By the time the Roromn War ended, the ameriean publie
showed signe of war weariness. Public opinion indicated that
public backing would be hard ¢o enlist if the United States
went about £ighting local vars, A way had to be found to use
american troops only ms the last resort, If the Commnist
nations could be doterred them it was thought that the quostion
of using Americen forces would never arise. alliances, the
UsSe conceived, would croate “"local situations of astrength”,
But this alone was congidered inadequate to prevent the
Cormmumni st mra from starting wars, The answer thay sought:

- was located in the potential use of U.8. nuclear weapms m
wars both big and small. Thus the Bisenhower-Dulles Adminis.

| tration which was then in power, amnowced as an sdjunct. to. the

formation of ailianﬁas, the adoption of the nudlear Btz‘ategy

of "Massive mmimum“ .:13 Taken together, the alliance

system gnd the strategy of massive retalliation ware designed

to serve as a measure to foreclose another amoarican inter.

'venﬁm in hAsias

Coming shortly after the Kopssen War, tha French defeat
injected a pense of urgency to the American gearch for a new
anti-Communist stxategy in Asio. The United States hed done

1. syaaks.ng bafare the Coumeil on Foreign Affalrs in Bew
York on 12 January 1954, Dulles enunciated the doctrine
of Mageive Retal)lation, This strategic doctrine was
meant o act as a deterrent by implying that the U.S.
would counter Communist emanaim by unleashing its
nucleayr might. ‘
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everything short of irect intervention to save the French
from defeat in Vietnam. The United States had in the last
days of the French defeat in Vietnam, absorbed seventy five
per cont of the cost of the wer, sent military transport -
planes to £ly men end supplies to the embattied French
garrisons and evon went to the Mmt of warning China through
thinly woiled threats that the United States would not i&ly |
stand by while the Fronch were being defcated., Now that the
Rorean War was over, chine ignored the Americon warnings and
continued to swpport the Vietminh forces with military supplies.
The result was thot Frence faced an igséaixﬁzmtxg defeat and
staged a hesty withdrawal f£rom Indo.China f£ollowing the ,
Geneva Conference which brought the colonial - war to an end.
Faced with this new reality, V.8, initiative, tocking and
support in the arca was considered €0 be the only feesible
mesns of preventing *Commmist fa:eea" from baving a free
hand in the perceived wvacuum cmatea by the French withdrawval.

Unlike in ﬂuﬁopa where the emphasis on securtéy was
only in as much as it was necessary to £acilitate a peaceful
economic reconstruction of European netions, in Asia, the
enphasis on gecurity was aa intense thet oconomic development
was relegoted to secondery iuwportance, The focus was on the
creation of “local defence forces s« with 9.5, forces held
in reserve,*12

12, Willim J’s Bamda, tndin, Pakista
(Londan, 1972), pp. 89.90.
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Alongside the changing American perception of Asia,
India and Pakistan which had been considered as safe aas they
 were unimportant, verc now being khougr;t of as nations which
could aid the UuS. dn this new acheme, The modest emphasis
on economic and humenitarien sid which had characterised
the Bmerican concem for South Acka after the Second Woxld
War now appeared to be inadequate. An inorcased economie and
military as;a with a protective "nuclear umbrella® waé off eved
to India and Pakistan.l? In brief, the Koresn Wer and the

dofent of the French in Indo.China hed the effect of the
hardening of American attitude into "undifferentiated and
militaristic snti.cormunism, ¢

Bi-fatcsﬁéany, Pakiston pppeared o be pursuing a policy
of benion aloofness 1,;{ the growing distrust and animosity
between the two Super Powers Guring the initial ?eara- of the
cold wers However, in @ forthcoming work'Sn *The Amerieon
Role in Pakistan®, Professor M.5. Venkatorameni of the
Jewcharial Nehxy University, roveals on the baeis of his
eminatimleaf top level internal documents of the various

13; Wayneg fis 5; Pe 128,

14, - Robort G. Wosson, Fozeion Policy for g New
‘Bﬁﬂﬁaﬂt 1977) s Po

15,
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government agencieg of the United States, that the founder
of Pakistan, Quaidei.Azam Huhammad Ali Jinneh, even before
the creation of that nstion had initiated moves designed to
obtain large quan&tiea of military end mmtc ald once
Ppkistan was created,

In this ef fore, 'a"hmah, £wo weeks .ai’te!: tﬁha ﬁteat‘i}m
of Pakistan, made secyet contacts through his cmissaries with
‘the Trumen Adminietretion. It $8 also revealed in the same
- work, thet Jinnah was prepared to convert Pakistan into
virtually @ vosoel gtate i€ the United States acceded o
Pakistan's aid requests, Pakigtan made its willingmess
knowm that 4t was ready to make gacrifices in the americon
Fforts to catain *Communigm®, At this juncture, however,
the Pakistani efforts met with s hunilnting negetive rosponse
from the U.S. Washington had a low perception of Pakistan
o4 4t deomed that the new naticon would not be of any use
in its global containment strategies. The United States
under these circumatences evaluated. that it would serve
no purpose to undertake arms and economic aid to Pakistan
end in that process slienate India. |

Having failed in the efforts to enlist Awericsn help,
Pakistan conceived that a new and econamically weak netion
in an area of unimportance for both the great povers would
not be viered ns being one of any tmportance for either of
the Super Povers and therefore 44@ not stand to gain from the
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confrontaticn, Apart from its evaluation of the outcome

of the gz-eat power rivalry, it had neither any special affi.
nity, historical or otherwise; nor any disdain for either

Of the groat powers. Pakistan's foreign policy determinants
wore clearly foumd in its historical and geographical 'momqa,
both of which primerily contributed to Pakistan's dreed of
Inddas Thus, vhen the conmmist forces mzthm Chisng.Rai.
~ ghek, pakwm‘@mm it espedient to quickly recognise

. ¥Mao's regime, lest it should ::mﬁ.y any Pakistmni disapproval
of the new regime in its nelghbourhood. By the same token
it refused to brand china as an aggzéasar m the Roresn War
although 4t had dnitially lent its support to the resolution
in the United Naticns bronding Rorth Korea so.

Since the United States was unwilling to extend
Pakistan any large scale aid, the new Muslim nation outwardly
éhowed that it had no intenticns of taking stdes in the
Super Power rivalzy. Congequently, Pakisten made it appear
that it vas adopting a foreign policy posture that wae almost
akin to India‘s nn.alignment. 3t was only Pakiotan's
- eriticism of the Western scheme of the division ¢f Falestine
that was mere critical than India‘s.}6 such sppeared to be
the Pokistani stence, But India was given more attention
than Pakisten by the U.S. press. Its slightly more moralistic

16. Bamds, n, 12, pe 91s
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and outapoken coriticisn yecelved more coverage in the U.S.
This besides cliciting the American ire had the branch offect
of attracting syport for Pakisten in the U.S,

Initially, the United States viewed India as a potential
ally in the region. India's éﬁ.ze; natural resources end its
population were all considered to be the best available
consortium of strength-inperting factors that could be
mapshalled againat éhﬁna in the East, rrom the appointiment
of amsys"? tﬁ the em:mazlm of mvitmtzmm %o honds of
governmentsa, the U initially accorded Indda signi ficently
more importsnte than Pakistan, India's lendership found
gpeciol favour in the United Stetes, The American agnirotion
for Jowaherlal Nehry vas clearly demonstrated during his
visit to the United states in Octodber 1942. The Indien leader
was lirened to Americat's George Washington and the Masghington
-~ Bagt called Nehru "the world's most popular individuai.l?
on the whole, the trestment meted out to him was the kind
that wes nommally reserved for stotesman £rom close allies
17. While charle W, Lewis the Congul General in Rarachi was

rolised to the status of Consul and Charge 4 Affairs ad

interim pending the appointment of an Arbassador, a

senior diplomat, Henry F. Grady was sppointed ag U.S
arbessador to India. *

18, _The Indion Prime Mindster, Jawaharial Nehpu, was the
firse head of government £rom South aAsia @ be invited
to the United statea- The Prime Minister of Pzkistan,
Liaguat All Khan, on the other hand, was only extended
an invitetion after Moacw had already invited him.

19
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of the U.8. 2nd as for India it wvas "visuslised ... 88 the
counterpart of America in the Bast,"20

Thege American overtures to_zna:la came at a time vhen
Pakisten was degperately attempting to formulate a policy
which could best secufe if not assure a continuous supply of
weapons to safeguard its security. and for her security
mepnt and 8till means its nilitery might vis.e.vis India.
Pakistan fully believed that India had not reconciled itself
to the partition that crented it and thet Indie*s aim was to
either absord or convert it into a satellite state. There
is no doubt that certain remerks?! of some Indian leaders
had further fuclled the Pakistani suspicion that had initially
anerged becouse of Indisn leaders’ earlier cpposition to the
creation of Pekistan. But Pakistan was never preparcd to
accept the Indian government's stand that India had no '
territorial arbitions in Pekisten. Therefore its security
conterns became a matter of psychosis with .Pakiam"a leaders,

20, 1Ibid.

21. m instance, mhaz'ya Kriplani who was the President
of the Indian Natima) Congress, declared in 1947
that pneither the Congress nor the nation has given
:%g %39 a%a%ﬁgf gtgvfgﬂ xnaia"ﬁ Ay&:git Bazar Patrika,
m Moharma Khan, Friends

Magters {london, 1967), ps 118 Similarly, India‘s
-uat Home Minister, Sardar V.B. Patdl, is roported
¢o have pald “sooner then later, we shall be united

in common anag&mae to our comtry*, cited in Ibid,,
PPe 115.6,
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Initially, Pokistan esought security within the Comon.
wealth hoping that a Republicen India would not qualify for
Commonwealth merbership and hence 4t would stand a good chance
of obtaining cnough arms snd equipment from Britains Ancther
strategy adopted by Pakicten was designed to gain the ronfi.

‘dence and support of the Muslim nations and the erstwhile

wlonjes, Pakistan's mammaﬂai of the ﬁseaem scheme for
the creation of Israel ghould be geen in ﬁhw 1ight. But
this policy of Pakistan did not meke much hesdway as the
Areb nations were quite distrustful of Pakistan's true -
motives,?? Compounding the problem of its security was the
Pushtunistan dispute and a belligerent Afghanistan. tnder

thege circumstances Pokistan pereécived that its security

would hgve 0 be ansured with outaide suppm, For this it
wis prepared to pay a pri.ees

Given the Pokistani obseasion with security, the
American sttonpt to woo India was the cause of congiderable
consternstion m Eakﬂ.am, she feared that sny Americen
effort to strengthem India would be a grave threat to its
security. Receiving no concrete assurences from the Arabs

mad aisappointed by Indiats mzr&:er&ip in the Comonwvealth,

Pakiston viewed India's spuming of the ms‘ overturéss aeeking
a gpecisl relatimah&p with xnaia, as m ommuy too good

22+ Barnds, v-na’ 12, Ps. 77+
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to be jgnoped. Pokistan realised that if 1t could have itself
inducted into Micrican slliences, it would benefit from large
scale arms and cconamic aid as other nations sligned with

the U.5. were the beneficiarics thereof, ﬁom&i the pros.
pectn of being the ;form‘a most powerful nation's ally was
considered & factor that culd be of great importance for
Pakistan's virtually non.existent internationsl status,

With this cbjective in view, Pakistend leadors tailored
their cfficial statements alluding to the alleged global
Communist thrent to establish fdentity of views vith the
Westem‘ powers on this comt. Simultaneously, Pskistan also
gtarted extending its support for the various moves that were
being taken by the U.S. to subvert the alleged Communist
intentions. On the other hand, the Indisn lesdors, cspecially
Wrxﬂ. Rehru through hia pronomcements angered many
Americens, According to Justice Douglas, President Truman
himself laboured wnder the notion that Jawsharlsl Nehru was
& *Commmist®,23 The zndian lesder condermed the bipoleri..
sation of the world and the creation of militery bloes mmd
declared that the greatest threat ¢o the third world nations

- qome £rom "imperfialism®,

Nevertholess, India’s initial support in joining the
West in declaring that North Korea was the aggressor generated

23, Parade Magazine, St. Paul Sunday Pioneer Pyress, 6
“August 1967. Cited in Burke, n. 19, p. 1Si.
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cmaiaemb&a support for India in the tnited States, This

waa. hovever, ghort-lived. India’s refusel to condemn China
for its role in the Korean Wer spread a pall among Indiats

£riends in the United States, While on the othet hand,

although Pakistan 4id not condemn China for 1ts rote in

the Korean War, it nevertheless was the only Astian nation

to hold that the OV troops should not have stopped at the

38%3: Para)lel but crossed over to the northern part as wells
Writing about the m&&m shm:ze the Rew York Zimeg echoed:

One can feel ee!:tain that history will

condems the Nehru policy as well intmtiﬁnea
but timid, chort.sighted and 1tfespmsibie.34

' In the seme vein, the same paper called Jawsharlel Nehru he
“lost leader® and yeferred to Pakistan as America‘s “one
sure friend in South Asia,n45

To the United States it was unimaginable how a demo.
eracy 1ike Indda could be blind to the implications of the
Chinese involvement in the Koreen Wars, The United States
on its part begen to contemplate ways to make Japan secure.
1t quickiy convened a conference in San Francieco to conclude
the Japenese Peace Treaty along with a “sccurity agménent“

24 Nm ?ork Tms. 12 ﬂawbar 1950. Cited in R.C. Cupta,
w8 Pold remards L _ond Pa ,-‘mezm, 1877),
Pa ©

25¢ New York Times, 15 Septenber 3.951.
) Tis 19n<90 ;351__

piss” T T~
327.7305491 '
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with Jspen. While Pakistan attended the Japanese Treaty
cmﬁ erence, Indla‘s refusal to attend it and above all the
criticism of the Western move was the prombial last straw
in the view of the Truman Administration,

The growing disenchantment with the zn‘é_:l&n attivude
toward Commmnist powers and the Indien eriticienm of the
various U.8. moves transformed Indo-Us8« relations. The
 election to the White House of the former Americun General
-~ with a "military mentality®, Dwight David Efsenhower, and
the appointmsnt of Jdhn Foster Dullez as the Secretary of
State, quickened t:he pece of the emerging American perception
of India end Pekistan. For, the Republicsn Administration
came o power with a promise that the For Bast would no more
be ignored. During his inangural address, Eisenhover mede
it clear thet the "proven £riends of Freedom'..meaning nations
which shared with Washington its abhorrence for the Communist
system.would £ind apecial favowr in Washingtom,2

The Secretary of State "saw the struggle agsinst |
Communism as & moxsl crusede”s?’ He appsared to believe that
a nation could edther be pm-Mat oY Pro.U.8. and Indis
because it did not support america’s cold war schemes,
became pro.Communigt in effects As a consequence of this

g _ .
26, Burke, fis 19, Ps 1594
27, Ibid., p. 157.
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sinplistic deduction, Nehru's appreciaticn of the merits of
the Soviet aystem was seen as Indian support for the Soviet
Union, vhen Hehxu himself @14 not favour such a model for
India. The american leaders were go tinted 1n their percep.
tion that they equated the Indien Prime Minister's procliviey
for Socialiam with endorgcnent of the Soviet vagiety. Ironi.
cally, Rehry famﬁeﬂ "Fabion Sadaxim“. an idevlogy which
wasg ﬁha brain child of the Liberals of the United Kingdom,
the cloget ally of the United States. Likewise, India‘s
policy of maintaining good neighbourly !-;Glauma with China
was taken amiss by Washington, The Indian effort mt bettering
relations with china, notwithstanding the Chinese annexation
of Tibet in 1050 and the conclusion in 1954 of the Sino.
Indian treaty was misunderatood in the tnited sStates., The
numerous cultural exchanges and professions of lasting good
zelations betwesn India and China which followed the tresty
further €uelled American suspicions of India’s true intentions.
But the fact was that India refused to be drewn into the
- vortex of m&m containmme policies. This d4id not
however indicate & conflict of interest between the two
mﬁmm but only a diffevence in perception as to the
sources of potentisl threats. But geen through the prism
of the cold war, Indian policies appesred inclined towards
Commmist powers snd antagonist to the U.Ss
In contrast to the Indisn position to vhat U.S.
/ consiGered important for its security, Pakistan's purported
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identity of views with the UeSe and aupport for its wvarious
moves vere too atriking to have no impact in the United States.
Pakistan presentod $tseclf as the only hope in South Asis. It
was not that U.Ss deliberately chose €0 align with Pekistan

./ and tgnored Indim, but India deliberately chose not o align
with the U.S8,. *mie reslity was that "4f India was yelatively

nportant to the American global strategy of the 1950's,

Pakisten was absolutely insignificant unless it wag an ally."?8

By 1961, the U.S5. viewed Pakistan as the only nstiom
in -Seuth Aas.a' thet was willing to join the Westem nations
to challenge the "Communist threst”. The Pakisteni support
for american policies had by now gencrate& considerable
support for Pakistsn among many Congroessmen and officials of
the government of the U,5. The Pentagon in Decerber 1951

/ received approval to negotiate with Peokfstan a limited ami«a
assistencs sgrecment. Beginning then, the U.S. alx Force
- evinced interest in sites for potentisl bases in Pakistan.
The U.8, 4id not, however, intend to crente any allisnces
irmediately. But with the election of the Republican Presi.
dent in early 1953 such a crestion became @ distinct possi.
bility.

o

28, Wayne, n. 5; Pe T4«
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| The coming to power of Mohemmed All of Bogra, the
former Pakistani Awbassador in Washington &nd a staunch
amaté of cloger t&laﬂmﬁ with unites States as the Prime
Minister of Pakistan and the sppointment of John Foster'
Dulles as the Secretary of State in the new Republiten
‘Administration in Washington provided an idesl setting in
the form of the meeting of mindas. Dullea believed that al)
nations which opposed Commmmnism should have @ privileged
© Place in mum policies and Mohammed Ali saw in clossr
relstions with U.3., a short cut to intematicnal prestige
and military power,

The United States cleurly viewed the Koremn War as
an evidence of the Soviet Union and Chinats aggressive
intentions. Therefors, vhen in 1954 the Soviet Union suddenly
exploded a thermonuclesr device breaking the U.S. monopoly,
it sent waves of intemse foar into the minds of the american
, publics Por the first time the U,S., was faced with an
Saggressive” epnemy in posseasion of a wespon of dreadful
potentisl, Fearing that the Soviet Union would not hesitate
to uge this weupon agaiast the West, the U.8, cvolved in
view of this pogsibility, a new strategy to counter the new
Soviet threat. The fact that in case of a Soviet nuclear
attack the U.S. stood to lose?® more than the Soviet Union,

2. The yoason was that 75 per cent of American industry
end 50 por cent of 4its population were concemtrated in
| 190 metropolitan cities. P :



added a sense of urgency to the search for ways to neutralise
the potential of this mighty wespon in the hands of its enemy.
o most merzma the issue at at:ake was nothing less than

pational survival,®30

To counter this new threat, military strategists argued
that the United States should establish a string of bases
around the Soviet Unfon and Chinm. This ner strategy which
¢gme €0 be known as the encirclcament gtrategy, they conceived,
would make it almogt impomsible for the Soviet Union o destroy
the merican retaliatory cepacity by meking it aifficult to
destroy ail the bases simultaneously. To achieve this cepabi.
3ity, the United Ststes emphusised the importance of bases with
close proximity to the Soviet Union and of Pakistan because
. of {ts geographical positioning. Same Americen officials and
particularly certain Ay yorce officers regarded military
bages in Pakistan as both "desirsble and obtainsble". The

’mwan 2ir Forca contended that the U.S. had no sir bades
between Turkey and the Philippines end therefore "bases in
Pokistan {or even the right to land on air strips in wor time)
wonld extend america‘’s power to stri:e st the USSR thoredy
adding to the Soviet air defence problems®. 3} tn the face

e idosdntivmiiitaivs

30, MaSe vgnkatammi and Harish Chandra Arya, “mim's
Military Alliance with Pakistans @he muiuﬁan and
Course of an Uneagy Partnership”, International sSeydies
{ Borbay), vol. 8, nos. .27, #ﬂlYmWM‘ 1 ,ﬁ, 9. 14)-88

31, Barnds, ns 12, p. 101,
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©of theae stroteglic demsnds, the ms;imkeﬁ apprecistively

ot Pakisten which purportedly shared the American fear and
was prepared o nlign with them in thelr effort to counter
f.ha Soviet throat.

Pekistan in the meanwhile had left no stone wnturned in
the effort to get closer to the V.S, In April 1954, it signed
a treaty of Political Consultation and Cooperation with Turkey.
Although this treaty was not a defence tresty it provided for
mutual defence consultations, and it brought Pakistan closer
to Turkey which was the linchpin of American defenco dn the
MiaSle Bmgt., This in turn hrought Pakisten within the genersl
acheme of security parameters desiomed to teke the containment
policy into the Middle BEagt. Pakistan certainly was not of
prinery importsnee t0 American smﬁgx cajoeulations dn the
uiddle East and Asta, It was her strong battle.hardened army
of over 250,000 men that was conceived by the U.S. o be of
;eeaaz. military velue. Just as Britain hod deponded cm the
gubcontinent for troups for its security interests :ln the
t&&.ﬁﬁle Bast, the U.8. also viewed that the Pakistan
¢ould be used in West Asia and elsewhere » spocielly now
{after the Koyemn war) that the U.S. had become relucteant
to use her troops to £3ght looal warss

1t was furthor viewed that the Pekisteni wrmy would
Vv best atgmgt‘.hen end compensate the poorly trajned gkel etal
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militexy fores dn West Agia. According to Professor M.S5.
Venkateramani, Pakiston's usefulness for these purposes came
to he determined by the Pentagon and the state Departmont in
the context of the nonwavailebility of the vital Suez base
facility following the Egyptisn revolution and the erosion
of the Western position in Iran comsequent on accession to
power of Dr Mogsadeghs It was concluded that achieving a
cooperative attitnde on the part of Pak leaders called for

v offering the Pakistoni army moderns and sophisticoted military
cquipment, In pursumnce of this cbjective, the U,8. signed
with Pakistsn a Mutual ﬂeﬁmcm Agprecment on 19 May 1954 ©
sapply Pokistan with “such equipment, moterial services or
other assistance* as .u: deomed necesssry to strengthen
Pakistan, Morcover the mood in Washington was to gtrengthen
vftm'n vithin the ngtiong in West Ma and the willing nations
of the adjoining arcas, ‘

The thited Stotes shaken by the Rorean war had already
mads an effort in 1951 ¢o conclude in the Middle Bast o
defence orgenisation. Egypt was to be mede the bedrock of
such a scheme, Ita influence and laxge sSuez bzsc undor
Britiash control waad /ea:eg‘ %ie necegsary for the defence of the
arces But the U,.S5. proposal could not have come at & more
inappropriaste time, For, st thaet time, Artb nationslism
was at fever pitch and hod clearly turned sgainst the Weatem
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powers, cpecially Britain, becsuse its role in the aivision
of Palestine for the cremtice of Israel, With Egypt unwilling
to join hands with the Western nations, other comntries of the
Middle East aleo expressed their reluctsnce to go alemg with
the American proposal. Therefors styengthening a willing
netion ike Pekisten appeared to be the best U5 could do

at least for the time being. |

in the meantime, the defcat of the French in Indo-
China came as a big blow for the Western interests in South
Eaet asia, Tho vacuum which was fesyed would £ollow the
irminent Prench withdrawel prompted the military stratsgists
to advocate the rallying of as many nations as possible under
Americun lemderghip. The predominent line of thinking was

the U,5. should take all affirmative and

practical steps, with or without its Buropesn

allies to provide tangible evidence of Western

strength and determination to defeat communiamy

exe 8nd to secure the affirmative sesocietion

of south Bast Asian ststos with these purposes.32
The anxiety of the Western powers vas so dominating that
within months of the rrench defent a collective Gefence
organisation (SEATO) was crested on the eight of Decenber
1954, Not only 4id Pekistan, boxdering on South Bast Asia’

e Lmams ot D ot the wele e e
Pepers (London, 1971), p. 337, - » SheBentacen
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as the umme East sceamed to be a logical member. it was
alao plensible thet Pak&atga ‘g memhezsh&p was eonamerea to
be & potential 1ink betwoen the SEATO and any sdmilar pact
ﬁaﬁhin@tm intended to create in the ru.aas.e Bast just as
Turkey would be the link between the NATO end the Middle

Bast defence organisstion. RBowever, according to Professor
Ramanit's ﬁanﬁlnés,; in the initial stages when Americon
planners enviseged the setiing of & South Pagt Asion wegional -
orgenisation, Fakia&n did not figure at all as a prospective
menber, Within the top echelms of the Pakistsn government
and in the military forces too, there was hardly eny
enthusicgn for mu comtrios inwlvement with the South
Bast acian maumy alliance which was clearly directod
against China. However, there came 2 point where the United
States came around to Fegarding Pakistan's memberchip as
sexving § useful purpose in terms of Asian sypport for the
American venture. With only Thailend and the Philippines
eager to join the organisastion it was believed that “Pakistan
world augment its Asian corponent®,33 Purther, the Indian
decision not to participate in Americsn containment achemes
made Pekistan's merbership essential to the UsS. policy of
encouraging inter.regional cocperation, The National Security
Council issuing a policy statement on the *U,S. Cbjectives
end the Courses of Action with Respect to Scuth Bast aAsia,

33. Barnds, ne 12, p. 96,
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‘held that the U.S. should
| sse COntinue to ancourage closer dooperation among
the countrios of South East Asia, and between
those countries and the uUnited States, Groat

Britain, the Philippines, australia, New Zealand,
South Agia and Japan.34

Since Pakistan was the only South Asion country willing to
join the United States, it became America‘s natural choice.

| After hoving apparently Psecured® the South Zast Asien
rogion throutgh SEATO, the Upited Stotes turned ite sttenticn
to West Agie Lo £411 the gap in the deoterronce between SBATO
and BATOs

. The U.S: was hiwavar, not new o the eren. Sheken by
Soviet sttanpts to create client states in Iranion Azerbaijen
and Rurdiston in 1946, tho United States had concluded bi
lateral arms gales agreanents with s_auﬂi Arebia enf Irans
Ihe U.Se 4n 1949 had elso established a small naval prosence
in the ares end lator a Strategic Alr Commend yecovery baso
at Phahran. |

with the cold war hotting up, the United States
eoncluded that fts token force would be inndequate to
oommtor major Commmist threat in the region. The gravity

34, Statement of policy by the Nationsl Socurity Couneil
made in early 1952, on the “inited Stetes Objisctivea
mﬂ cmmaas a&f mt&m with Respect to South East Asia®,

“ENe eptaoon Papers;  « T 325 Ps 30
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of the American concern was evidenced by the visit of
Secretary Dulles €0 eleven nations of West Asia and South
Asia a" in the first ever visit by an American Secretary of
State, barely six months after his assumption of of fice in
1953. Dulles realised that cooperation of Arab nations
would be hard to obtain, The conclusion of any collective
defence axganisatﬁ.ﬁn saomed as Mﬁctﬂ.t ag it was in 1951
- when Arab ngtions had largely spurned the american move to
conclude such an organisation. The ner Administration in
Washington was, hovever, of the oﬁﬁnim’s that the need for
the establishment of such an organisation was more compelling
now than in 1951,

South East Asia atleast looked secure aftoer the con.
clusion of tho SBATO, Qu@: West Asia gppeared to the UsSs
Plamners as the weakest link in the encirclement chain that
was under implementation. Under these circumstances the
United States falt that it should at 1east. conclude &
defenca 6@&1&@&& canprising of the willing nations
of West Asia. Iraq seemed the best placed nation in this
new security scheme. Although Mossadegh was depoged in 1953,
Iran, was busy trving to reosolve its differencos with the |
West mméd henes did not st this point fawmt joining any
Anericen defence pact. Moreover, Turkey was the most
powerful nation 1:1 the area who waa willing ¢o join Ivaq
in the formation of a defente treuty to protect the Middle
Eapt. Added importance was attached to Turkey because of
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| its wﬁaﬁm membership in the NATO and its 1954 tresty

with Pakistens ﬁteteﬁcray given the militant Arab nationaliam
emd the extant Egyptian opposition, Pakistan's chances of
being included in any Midile East defence scheme brightened.

_ - By 1955 Pakishaﬁ had largely succeeded in improving its
relations with fellow Muslim nations, Pakistan‘'s eagermess
tc join the United States in the establisiment of any defence
orgunisation despite the antiJdiestern fervour propagated by
countries 1ike Egypt came as relief to the U.S. The aim
was to 1ink West Asia to RATO through Turkey end to SEATO
through Pakistan, CGiving expression to this plan, a Turkish.
fraql Pact was signed in February 1955 with an anxious
Britain joining in aApril 1985 to bo followed by Pakistan in
Septavber, Thus was born yet ancther collective "sesurity®

orgamisation @nw the Baghdad Pact (later named CENTO
~ atter Iraq w&th&zm in 1958)

Although the U.3. was not a signatory of the pact,
it wasg wholly an anmerican creation. Nonetheless, anxicus
about its formal non.membership in the treaty, the U.5, Congress
through a resolution in 1958 demonstrated the importance it
attached to the area snd the member nations, Paragraph four
of this resslution authorized the United States governmnt
to enter into seperste agreements with the mevbers of the
CENTO in sccordence with "existing Congressional suthorizstion®,
€or thelr security emd defence, Drawing legitimacy from this
resolution, the tnited States concluded bilateral agreements
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with Iran, Turkey and Pakistan. Theso agreaments bocame
effective in 1059, The cperational clause of the agreement
sioned with Pakdotyn, read:

The goverrment of Pakisten is determined &

resist aggression, In case of aggression

against Pokiagtan, the government of the

United States of america, in acecordance with

the Congtitution of the United Stetes of

america, will take much appropriate action,

including the use of amed forces as may be

mutually asgrecd upon and is envisaged in

the Joint Resoluticn to promote peace and

stability in the Middle East, in order to

assist e%e govermment of Pakistan at its

requesdts 5
However, while naive Pokistanis might have regarded this
agresment as a commitment by the uUnited Ststes to safequard
its territory end integrity by comiting Ameriean troops
for the purpose, they falled to comprehend that “the
existing Congressional authorization® was restricted teo
the uae of U.S. forces only in the event of a "Communist
agaression® and not in a conflict with a non.Commmnist

neighbour, for instances

Dulles was €0 a large extent responsible for assigning
Pakistan the *link® function in the U.S. alliences and thereby
increasing its importance for the United States. He was of
the mtoné_ conviction that overlapping membership would help
cooperation ond congultations among the tremty members while

e

35, cited in Herold A




as

strengthening the very purpose of these alliences. Besides
hexpmg to forge links between “1,35;?3“3 i3, Pakistan wag viewed
as & Haslinm nation well placed to/form a "belt of Muslim
nations as a borrier againgt internationsl communiom and its
Gesign on West Asien 017,36 Further. influencing the
American importande of Pakistan were the writings of -British
stetommand?, cspecislly those of Lord William Barton and

Olaf Caroe, @& former Governor of the North West Frontier
Provinees The fomer gpecificelly underlined the perceived
indispenseble geographical and religious factors that quali.
- fied Pakistan to be the bedrock of any American security

sttategiea !‘:n aafagmra West Asis.

\

By 1950 Pakistan was well ensconced in UeSe containment
Gevices. As Soscribed earlier, there existed in U.S...Pek
ianime & dual percaption, From the very outsct it was
evident that Saks.stan did not shere the U.8. phohta for
cmxmnim and UeSs Pakistan's fearful aistrust of ite big
neighbour, Iaﬁ;m The two becsuse of theiyr obsegsive conoern
for security sought the cooperaztion Of ‘the other not to

36, Venkataromoni and Arya, Ne 29, D 84,

7. Selig S, Barrison, v"India, Pekistsn and the mita!
States: Case History of a Mistake®, Part I New J
{Washington, D.C.), 10 2ugust 1959; e 10176
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achieve a coamon objective, but es a means to £ind a solution
for the different couses of their ingecurity. ¥or U.Be.,
Pakisten's .posztim vis.a.vis Infia was of no concem and

in fact Eisenhower had asgsured India that he would take
irmediate action if Pakisten used U,3. supplied amms in
oggression against Indie. Its only intention #&a to strengthen
Pakisten so thet it comld play an effective role in the
American containment policy. On the other hand, Pakistan
was not concerned where and how the Sovict Union suecoeded
 in frustrating the American encirclement strategy, Thus

the interests of both the nations converged ‘in the desire

to align with each other and then diverged as the objectives
they sought to achieve through the allisnce were not the
sama. In this lack of identity &n their ultimate goals

lay the cause for the £flickerings in the émgth of the
Pak-U.5, alllence, Indeed, the SSCUrity gllisnes eontained
the seeds of its own destructions

It was not that the lmit;ed States was not mvare of the
‘duel perception and Pekistan's motives in aligning with the
UeSe éut where the United sStates £ailed was in its extzggerated
perception of the Péki,ma fear of Commmism and its under.
estimation of Pekistan's itch to take on India st sooe
appropriate time, Americen policy mskers believed that
| although Pekistan was obsessed with the 'pemeivea Indien
threat, it was no less fearful of the Communist powers.
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Ryen Pakistents gtubborn mais;eance:’a to alter the wording
v of the ERATO treaty to moke it applicsble to all aggressions
did not significently alter Zmericon thinkings

Revertheless, the alliance was beneficinl to both U,S.
and Pakieten. Pokistan cbtained large quantities of arms
apnd other fomgs of assistance which would have othervise been
aifficult to come by. according to the do.classified defence
records the United States revealed that it had given Pekisten
aigh,t; times s much arms 8id &5 4t had in the céaa m': Indta,

| mswssﬁa This served Pakistsm well for it was perfectly
willing to exchange base rights, treaty comrdiments, and

her U.ls vote for a reliable flow of wespons and political
support against Indis”.#’ cuce Pakistan becwme the benefs.
ciary Of g continued armg supply, m&m aiplénatze support
also followed as a corollary. »2ny other stand would have
mdennined Pakistan's resclve to play a constructive role

in American security arrangements while threateming the
efficucy, unity and aaljses&m of the U,8. allisnces of which

38. Begause of Pakistan's relentless pressure, the text of
the SEATO treaty was enlerged in scope to include within
its ambit asll aggressions, The U,S., however, ultimately
sucesaded in attaching an undeartaking vhich meant that
only Commmist agoressions would agtormaticslly be
degnod ag a threat to its own security.

39. Asien Recorder (Delhi), vol.l8, June 17.23, 1972, p. 10835
40, Cohen 2, Mhm, .s. Weapons and South Aslas A Policy

Analysis®, Str wt {Delhi), vol. .
HMarch 19?7,, 4 Ys vOL. 7, no. 3,
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it was & meanber, However, Professor Venkatarameni aggues

in his gtudy that such U.8. diplomatic support m moye
impressive in form than in substance in s0 fer as the advence-
ment of Pakistan's objectives were concerned, Bis assessment
15 that there is no evidence to be found in the internal "
records of the Truman and Bisenhower Administrations to
indiente any ms@ intention to support Pakistan in any
adventurist course sgainct India eimed even gt the limited
cbjective of gotting for ftself *Indian.held” Kashmir,
Alﬂwngh fnitially the U,8. posture cn Rashmir was not
distinctly anti.Indiamn, the Soviet support of the Indisn
position in Kachmir slowly hardened their posture in temms

of U votes not because of eny enmity towards Indfa or
because of any belief in the legitimacy of the Pakistani
claim, but becouse of the Sovict support for India end the
noed to demonstrate to Pakistan and other small allies that
the United States would not remsin silent when their opponents
receive gsoviet gupport én the W,

-~ In return for UsS5. Weapms mnd support, Pakistan pro.
vided U.8, with two bases in Peshawar, One was the Pada Ber
Ay Force surveillance base and the other a monitoring bage.
Surveillance of the Soviet Union was considored militarily
importent especielly in vies of the fact that the U8, had
no other effective means to keeD abyeast of Soviet Unicn's
growing military capabilities. This base served as the



staging area for the high £lying U.2 reconalssance aircrafts
vhose photography missions over Soviet tnion and China were
considered strategically indispensable, *The U.2'proved to
be a source of intelligence on Russian inSustrisl and military
developments e& inestimgble value to the tnited states, wil
Further, an espionage and monitoring bage was deemed strategi.
eslly importent to monitor Soviet and Chinese military move-
ments and other military relsted activities. Diplomatically
too, Pakisten yeciprocated the American diplomatic support.
Its pro.westersi gtend during the Suez Crisis of 1956 stood
/ in stark contyest to its earlier stand on the division of
?al.aatina for the creation of Ioraels Even in regard to
¢hina, Pakistan eshibited a sudden chgnge in policys It
reversed its earlier stand in the tUnited Satioms and identified
‘with the U,3., voting for its “two Chinas" resolutions.
Thus the vnited States vas aﬁia o stem the Pakigtani 4rift
towards China, It may be opined that had not iaem for the
American alliance, UeS. muia not have been able ¢ even
tamporarily stop Pakistan £yom moving closer to China and
this couléd have pmmw had far reaching mmaea during
the 1962 sino-Indian war. The U,S. used its leverage in
Karachi to dissunde Pakistan from amassing troops in Kashmir
or o;mnmg a diversionary front during the eonflict. This

41 Lyman Bs Rirkpatrick Jre;, The U.S
ity (New York, 1978}, p. 10,



ironioally meant thst the U.S.-Pak allfznce which was largely
detrimental to India, during the 1962 war, turned to India‘s
benefit.

But the United sStates betause of its alllance with
Pakiston becams glowly involved in a region characterised by
gorimony bedweeon an ally and its larger neighbouy thl; vhom
too the U.S. desired to maintain good relatians. The conge.
quence of this involvenent was thot America’s prestige end
reputation as a dependable ally was tied to a local conflict,
the outcome of which was of 1ittle or no consequence$? to the
UsSe Further the U.S. allisnce with Pakistan, its arms asupply
" and dfplomatic mwport had the inevitable effect of alienating
 Indis, India which had tried in vain to stop the induction
af Pakistan into U.Z. allignces, now alienated, had to look

elaeshere for. diplamatic and military support, prompting it
to seck bettor relations with both U.S.8.Re and China. ¥For
instance, India renounced its wights in Tibet énd’ recognised
the Chinese claim to Tibet in its earnestness to remove any
irritont that could possibly become an impediment in the |
improvement of their bileteral ties. The effect on India of
V.8 support for Pakisten was predictubles The Indians
knowing the purpose of Pakistents re.armsment as Wéu ab

42, 1t is interesting to note that on the eve of President
Ayub Khan'g visit to the United States in December 1965,
Lyndon B. Johnson likened the 1968 Indo.Pak war to the
American civil war, Dgwn (Rarachi), 3 Decenber 1965,
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any one else, could omy view theo Americon mims at: least
misguiéed and at worst maleovolant,?3

The Soviet nion wh&eh hed wnder Stalin refused to
evince mnah'mcraxest in the newly independent nations reversed
its policy under Khrushchev venturing into the arxea %0 break
the ying the U,S. h-s}aé' cast around her. Thus, although the
Tu8s had initially believed that the Indien discontent would
be manageeble, Wachington found that its support for Pakistan

had the effect Of spawning exactly what the West sought _td
preclde — increaced Soviet and Chinese influence in the

_/ egton, India's regpanse to the induction of Pakisten into

UuSe alliznces gave the Soviet's a bigger and stronger ally
in south Astas. The Indian reaction to the Soviet involvement
in Bungary in 1956 holds testimony to this gact, 44 Mogreover,
it brought the region closer to eutra regional developments
making India less receptive & anti.soviet ~pasmreég n |
the other hand, the aAmericon course mmeé a distrust for
the United sStates in India, which to many critics of the

Us5¢ policies, was the vesult of what they called the coptliest
zmerscan blunder in the regions In Pakistan too, discontent

43, Stephen, ne 40, ps 19,

44+ India was the anly nm..elzmed nation to vote against
the resolution calling for the withdrawal of Soviet
trocps end the holding of clection thers under the
aegis of i:he R
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grew with the reaiisation thzt nenrbership of the Pacts
was unlikely to ensure carly solution of the Resimir and
the Pokhtuniatan fssues on the lines fervently desired by
Pakiatan, I



Chapter II

SUIFTING U.8. PRIORITIES IN ASIA

The 1960z on the whole can be amsmemg a wﬁerahea
in international relstions. This docade witnessed the abate-
ment of the brinkmanship policies of the cold war. Although
the 1960s was a period ¢f transition from the politice of
cold war, the 19705 was a decade of "compulsive negotiations®
or detente, NO single factor can be pinpointed as the cause
for this change in thinking, Factors even beyond the control
of both the Super Powers were responaible for the realisation
that the old policies were ill.suited to the changed circum-
stancess _ \

Inevitably, along with the change in the perception of
the Super Powers, a reée-alignment of forces and a review of
the ceat and benefits of the roliance on militery alliances
was only natural. The strstegy of fostering alliances and
militarily strengthening the non.Communist nations in non-
priority areas chiefly for the miiit'ary canﬁ:&butionﬁ they
' could meke, lost credibility, The perceived threat which
acconpanied the eold war thinking became less convineing and
the equally strong conviction that the People's Republic of
China would destabilise every non-Commmist state in Agia
unless :_niiita,tny prevented,; slowly ebbeds
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The decisive factor contributing ﬁa such a perception
on the pert of the United States and its Western sllies was
the increasing evidence of the gplit between the Soviet Union
and China« The growing rupture between the two Communist
giants increasingly made it evident ‘that they wore unlikely
to act togsther in an anti.Amorican venture outside their
borders in Asia and equally wunlikely to act seperatelys
Teking advantage of the situation, the United States set
Mt responding to Soviet approacheg for a relaxation of
tenaions with the objective of bringing about some Soviet
concession in respect of Buropesn issues.

' Kot all the allies were mraea ag of continuing
importance in the changing eontext. The importence of
Mmerica‘’s allies in the critical area of Western Europe
~ yemained largely meffected. On the other hand; allies in
regions of only peripheral interest 1ost their importance

for the United States, Pakistan was one such nation. This
was primarily because the United States hed no significant
eomonic or m&ﬁry interests in Pakistan or in-South Asia
‘for that matter. tm!,taa Statesn? m.aé with Pakistan was
elmest negligible and neither did it have any large economic
investments in this South &3&& nation xéar was Pakisten the
source ef any strotegic minerals. Even during the heighﬁ of
the cold war, South aAsia's importance wos only "derivative*.
Policy makers assessed it in terms of the extent to which

1. For instance, in 1970, U.S,» trade with Pakistan amounted
to only .484& per eant af iea t:ecai mae, or ;uos

mill. im;
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UsSe policies in the region could affect other arens of
groater American interest such as West and South East Asia.
South agia being an area of only nmarginal Amp@rtanae. Pekistan
Was mot important for the United States except for a brief |
interlule vhen it had some preconnaigsance and mmitcring |
bages in Pakistan. }'ﬂ‘ma; when it appeared thaot the Commumist
povers would not be in a position to pursue “axpansionist®
policies, egpecially in Asia, there appoared to be no meaning
in continuing Washington's military stremgthening of these
nations whose importance was. only in as moch as they could
contribute to the encirclement policy. The "tense jockeying
for tactical sdventage arcund the globe" which characterised
the ¢old war days was now yeplaced by subtler stmwgiassz'

The Soviet Union had under Stalin relied heevily on
military power ¢ back up Soviet policies, But after his
death in 1953, Nikita Khrushchevwho succeeded Stelin as the
rirst Secrotary of the Communist Party and later in 195’5
replaced Marshal Bulganin as the Chairman of the Council oé
Ministers, announced a programme of *peaceful competition”
with the West., Because of this shift to neﬁ-e@nfmnt&ﬁmiﬂt
tactics to promote its goals and the miniscule force of
Communist parties in the nationg of South Asia that prevented

2. UsSs Foreian Policy for the 1970s: sShaping a Durable |
Peace, A Report to the Congress by Richard Nixon, Presi..
d&t of the United States, 3 May 1973, 4in mw_ﬁ_t
/ : 4 let, (Waﬂmngtong D.Ca), vole 68, umne
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any iaa,pmz?e Qf power in these comntries, "the declaratory
policy rhemﬁ.e of americsn containmment doctrine became
leas cre&s.bla" as yegards South asia.

Further, both the sSuper Powers had accumulated enough
nucleay weapona to destroy each other many _txmes overs It
was reckoned that a mélear confrontation would leave no
victors and it dawned on the Super Powers that if the cold
way Qmiciess'mre allowed ¥o continue, direct confrontation
batween them was @ probebility. The Cuban missile crisis of
1962 specially drove home this point.

Alongside these developments, the decade after the

Cubsn crisis, witnessed an unprecedented growth in Soviet
military might vhich eroded the american military superiority.
FPaced with the epproach of parity, the Super Povers recognised
that peace between them would rest on the tenucus concept of
°Rutual Assured Destruction®. As a result, “intense anti.
Commmism in the United States and anti-Capiteiism in the
Soviet Union became identified with total war and hence with
gelf destruction."? tnder such circumstences when the cold

var enmities were sought to be tempered ¥iown and there
| appeared to be no divmch Communist threat; Pakistsn, vhose

3. Wayue Wﬂmx, “american Policy Towards South Asia®,
: Affalrs (London), vol. 60, June 1973, pPs 131.

4n John :e. Cnoper. "hsia and » Bew Intemational System®,
P : i ¥ K w4 ‘TORYQ)! vOols 5, NnO. 3; April 1974,
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utility rested on the contribution it could meke to the
containment policy in an area of rslatﬁe mimportance, was
relegated by Mmericgn plamners to the status of a vestige.
_inothor important faetw\ that farther contribvuted to the
low zmerican perception of Pakistsn waa the fact thet,
especially after the Sino.Indlan war of 1962, SOVAEt.U.S. -
rivalry had become irrelevant as far as South As:ié was N
cerned as both the Super Powers were by then interested in
contatning Chinad

In adgition to the change in the Soviet strategy, the
fact that after the Korean war there was no direct threat
from either china or the soviet Union for over one and a
half decafies, changed the American public opinion which had
hitherto largely supported a hardliine military pols‘.cy;o
Thus, while in 1954 over 75 per cent of the Americsn people
considered the Soviet Union as a "highly unfavourable nation®,
by the year 1973 the percentege of pecple who viewed Moscow
with aistrust was only 30.% 1In the same vein, while the
foar of the Soviet Union and the threat of war was the preo.
deminant concern of the public in the 19503 and esrly 1960s,
by 1973-, ocnly 3 out of ewvery 100 persons considered the sume
threat :e&avanﬁ. ' o

;s; Wilmx; ns 3, ps 132

6: UsSe Sonate, 94th Congress, Ist snd 2nd Sessions,

Comattee on Fara&gn Relat:ions, Hearings, M@é__ﬁg
-the Seventies snd Bightiles {washmqton. DeCo, 1976), P.6.
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The process of detente with the Soviet Union proceeded
despite the prolonged involvement of the United States in the
Vietnam war, It was in the context of Sino.Soviet hostility
that the Remnedy and Johnson Administrations planned end
exeoutsd the Vietnam adventure. The expectation was that
with direct Soviet or Chinase intervention preciuded, the
United States would be able by the application of military
force to "snatoh" victory and thereby reap domestic political
dividends as plgo a strengthened role in Agia. The U.S.
comitted over half a miliion troops, sustained & loss of
over 55,000 dend and fought in Vietnam the longest war 4n
American history and yet could not find a military solution
to the Vietnam problem. This defeat shattered the perceived
invincibility of the u.5., armed forces and spasmed the feel.
ing that “there are 1imits on American ma:"ﬂ The lessons
of the war were c¢lear. The United sStates could no longer
proceed on the assumption thst it could bring ebout the
changes it desired in a distant country merely by the appli.
cation of superior military fire power and economic might, |
even if it confronted no direct challenge in that country
from the soviet tnion or China. The impact on the aAmerican
public of the failure and the humsn cost of the intervention
was profound. Wheroas an early and decisive military victory
might well hove buttresced gupport for interventionist policies

i

T Time {Tokyo), 19 May 1975,



among Ameriesn people, the ignominious faflure of the militery
effort ereated grievous doubts about the wisdom of the policy
makeras This severely eroded the cradibility of these men

and wm major american instituticns among the Americsn people.

Indeed, the Victnamese conflict pﬁydxniagiﬂally devas.
tated the mrman public and gpawned adverse financial snd
social resultss It also becams a “catalyst for a severe
- Gigenchantment with al) aspects of foreign poliey*,® 1t made
the public tired and wary of sacrificing men ond material
in conflicts, whm they felt, they had ne compalling reagons
+0 bo involved in. The widls spread @ppoéiﬁm to the war

hed even purtly traneformed into & militant call £or an
 anti.interventioniet” policy, generating somo support also
for the extrenists who stood for 8 “nec-isolationisn®. As
@& rosult, what appoared to be Communist threats £ar beyond
their frontiers cemsed to begst the kind of suwport that
was easily fortheoming in the heydays of the cold wer,
Evidently, "the bipartiswn consensus that once existed for
a vigm;m Americen intervention Was sss ROW tom apare®.®

The Vietnam war haed algo given rise to wide ranging
debates in the United States whether sny reclly vital interests

8. Mike Mangficid, “mst ?ﬁ:eign Policy in o Changing
Pacific and asia®, P LC )
auly 1974; P 491& ' B

Ve vol. 5, no, &,

gi = 3 Be 2, PPs 719..20.
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involving the long range security inperatives of the United
States were at 21l involved in Vietnam, as leading policy
mekers had claimed £or long. This inevitably raised similar
. questions in regard to other countries like Pakistan with
which the thited States had military agrecments, Strong
~oppesition to commit:ments that might result in future mili.
tary snvolvanent was voiced by important Semgtors in the
course of extensive hearings held in late 1969 and early
16708 by the Subcommittes o the United Ststes Security
Agreenments and Commitments abroad.1® HWone of these develop.
ments could furnish any encouragement to Pakistan, that in
the event of any gerious difficulty with India, Americen
public or Congressicnal support would be forthcoming in the
form of any significant assistance to 4t as =n ally. In the
prevailing mood of the times, even 8 friendly person in the
White House as Richard Nixon would clesrly have confronted
sorious difficulties and criticiam if he were to run against
. the tide.

Alongside the growing disenchontment with U.3. foreign
policy, the Americen public also became more concerned with
domestic problems. Unemployment was incrcasing end the
inflation was threatening the American life style. The United

10. - U+Se Senate, 91st Congress, Iot and 2nd seséims. Sube
. comnittee on United States semity Agreema:ts ana
cmimta Abroad, ﬁeaﬂnga, United sta L&y
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States faced stiffor competition from ite own allies and
parthers and was caught in g web of trade deficits. The
consequence was that the UsS, had to cohcentrste more on
economic problems than it had ma at any point of time

after the second World War. E@nm&e relations ware posing

a "greater chalienge® to the American "diplomatie ingenuity®.ll
Because of the far reaching changes that were being brought

. about in the american foreign policy tectics and the chang.
ing dimensions of international relations, Pakistan was pecled
away from the reckoning ‘of the Amerdcan policy mskers just

as sny superficlal layer is affected in times of chmnge.

On the other hand the "core" allies of the United States
remained largely unaffecteds |

The official recognition end the first important move
to adjust the american foreign pal:l.cy to the new intematio.
nal situation and domestic compulsions come $n the form of
the Nixon Doctrine or the Guam Doctrine announced in 1969,

_ The war in Vietnem end the domestie impact thereof &s
dealt with ecarlier, had engendered a chgnge in U.S. thinking
in vegard to its entanglements in local wars., Bot only was
& change in foreigm policy approach considered a strategic

11, secmtary of st&te wuuam Ps Rogers, cited in
: ¢ £ of 8 Bulletin, wvol. 6‘7. 23 October 1972,
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neeaas&ty; but also a pﬁiiti@l necossity for President Nison
specially boeanse of his desire @ seck election in 1972.

Iin the wake of the wide ranging reactions wrought by the
Vigtnam war, Fixon sought to reassure the troubled American
public that they would not be involved in distant conflicts
where the burden would be borne almost emclusively by the
United states. The declared new emphasis of the Nixon Doc.
-trine was therefore to meet the so cdlled Communist challenge
in Asto without the United States directly partsking in
conflicts, | |

. The Nixon Doctrine d4d not indicate thet the U.S, was
meonditionally abdicating its interest in the greas of
importance. Quite mnt:arii'y; the Doctfine was a device
to protect U.S5s interests throwh & change §n tactic The
Dogtrine was in fact a broad set of _pﬂn&piea avolved to
encourage the important nations in Asia to assume the burden
of their seeurity with eppropriate military and economic
aid £rom the United States. The enphasis was supposedly Im
*gel £.help* aimed at aa{suﬂw the American public that the
Nison Adminigtration was determined to minimise the direct
- role of the United Gtates vhile aafg‘qaar&&;aq its aemrity
interests, But, although the Nimon mctrina'é focus was to
strengthen the nations of Asis through an “elsborate® aid
policy with the United States ready to fulfill ®its commit.
| men‘ta while icoking to friends and allies 0 Play a greater
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role in providing for thoir own defemnce”l2, the United States
had no intentions of extending such agsistance o Pakiatan,

On the other hand, some nations besides being jdentified
ag powers whose Bmﬁy ‘was considered important for the
tUnited Stetes, were also sean as nations wvhich could play
an additional role w safoguarding American ammau. Iren

prime dopng position In this scheme. The United
smtes waa not My prepared o sell Irsn advanced military
hatﬂwa:‘a for soeprity but slagoc for strengthening Tehrasn to
protect American strategic as well as economic interosts.
In this offort tho United States cven sold Irxen some new end
advanced items in the American inventory of which aven the
United States forces had limited quentities.

In stark contrast, the United States did not deem St
axpedient to gell Pakistan wempong necossayy to shoulder its
percoived "secarity burdens®, much less sssion Pakistan eny
rele a8 a mm:an of Americen interests. Given this pers.
pective, Hixon while fdentifying nations that were ¢ be
given the "eiabmaw 8id wnder the Guanm Doctrine, ignored
Pakistan, In contrast, nutiona like South Korea,

124 UeBe Foaewn Polioy for the 1970s: The Emerging Struc.

‘ ture of Peace, A Report to the Congress by Richard
Kixon, Pn‘esiﬁmt of tha ﬂniﬁaa atatesg o Fabrua
1672, in Dap e Shate 4o N Wl@ éﬁ;
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Greece, Republie of China, Iren and Ssudi Arebis among other
naticns, figured prominently.13 Evidently, the United States
was now only willing 14 4o supply Pakistan "non.lethael® arms
and "gpare parts®. The arms embargo s.r_nposeﬁ in 1965 remained
. operative, In fact, the U.S. had begun msitrietinq its arms
sales %. Pakisten even before Rixon was elected to the White
House in 1968, Assistance on gront basis had been terminated
in 1967 end in tho same year, the U.S. Military Swply Mission
and the Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAXNG) in Pakistan
was withdrawn. Iven vhen the anbargo was slightly modified |
“4n 1966, 1t was only to the \ea:tssnt that Pakistan could receive
"gspere parts® for previocusly supplied "nmnleﬁml” equipnent
on strictly cash basis and "non.lathal® équ:lmmt on

a "case-by.case basis® on credit or cash. However, a de-
classified U.5. Defernce Department record revealed on April
20 thet although Pakistan purchased arms worth B 60«1 million
and India # 11.8 million, from 1965 to June 1971, India
roceived £ 1049 million in aid while the smount &n regard to
sam.ém was only 0.6 million. 15 qhe extension of mora aid

13.

£3) 7' i TNa Zn Pae 813i

14. In contrast, vhen the tnited States had aasignea Pakistan
security roles in 4ts schemes of the 19805, Washington
supplied the Pakistani army with modern M.47 and M.48
Patton tanks. The air force was equipped with r.86
Sabre jets, r-104 supersonic fighters (which incidentally
was 8180 the frontline NATO fighter) and B.S57 light
attack jet boambers. Besides these, advanced engineering,

communication and transportetion equs.mmt were liberally
supplied to Pakistan,

15, QAsian Recorder (Delhi), wvol. 18, 17.27 June 1972, p. 10835.
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to Indsa even as the United States foced strong Indisn
criticiem for its role in the Vietngm crisis and during

the £first two and a half years of the pro.Pakistani President,
Rizon's incurbency, indicated the absento of zmy gpesial

need to assign Pakisten more importance than India. Conver-
sely, it aleo revoaled that the U.S. was equating Indis with
Pakistens

.~ The 1965 arms embargo was further slightly modified in
1967, allowing for the purchase on a cash basis of "spare
perts for previously supplied lethal equipment” on & "Case-
by-case basie®.16  Besides the professed aim of contributing
to the "reduction of military expenditures® end to a "resso.
nable military stebility}? in South Asta, the U.5. also
sought to maintatn some leverage onm Pakisten through sales
of spare parts for lothal equipment, and perhaps, through
these snd other such sales to Indin some influence in Delhi
ag wells But Pekisten's yequests for large coile arms deli.
varies were turned down by President Lyndon B. Johnson.

Having £ailed to move the a’almson Administration, Pakistsn
rencwed 1ts efforte aftey Hixon was alected to the White

16, U.5. House of Representativan, 93rd Congresns, Ist
Bession, Subcormittne on the Nesr aast and smxt:h Mna
. c::mmtm m m:.'eign Affaits;_ﬁm + Pnd’ ate
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House in 1968, After intense lobbying the U.S. once again
1ifted the enbargo in 1970 £or a "one.time axception®, This
time perhaps the Pakistani leaders found the Anmerican President
more receptive to their pleas £or more armsg. It appears that
during Nizon's visit to Pakisten in 1969, he had pramised to
"3o something for Pakistan”.18 ynder the "one.tims excsﬁtﬁ.m”.
Pakisten was offcred the cpportunity to purchsse a number of
M.113 armourcd personnel carriers end & limited nunber of |
comdbat aircraft for hard-cash, But the U.S, declined to

enter into negotistions to sell M.48 tanks wm& was one of'
the most souwght ftems by Pekistan. The aircraft allowed

t& be purchased were only interceptors and not the sophisti.
cated F-104's vhich Pakistan had requested, Even at that,

the roplacenents were limited to those lost by attrition and
accident and not in combat.l® By end large, Washington re-
fused to gell Pakistan any offensive weapons. Even this sale
can be attributad to Nixon's desire to send a signal to
China that the U.S. was willing to help a mutual £riend and
‘also 4n epprecistion for the intermediatory role that Fakistan
was playing in Sino.U.S« parleys. The fact that Kixon had
alvays inclined towards Pakisten chould also not be ignoreds

18, Stephm P+ Cohen, south Asia and U.8. Military Policy
, in Lloyd I. Rn&o:.ph, Suscanne Hoeha: Rudolph and Others,
Ale Rer ,i 1 E *‘1- ~+ !1 m piotrataon Of UsSe
‘*.*;7" s G : Al :
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1t was aleo Nixon who as Vice President, after a visit to
Pokiston in 1953 December, underlined the need for the United
»statés to undertake arms aid to Pakistan irrespective of the
zeaeﬁim auth assistence may evoke in India, It hag also
been rovealed that it was Nizon's a,tgumm}té before the
Nationsl Security Council that finelly settled the matter
Of arms sales in fovour of Pakistan.?0 Degpite the fact
that Pakistan found a friendly Republicen Pregident in the
White House, the Niwon Adninistretion 2s soon as the war
broke out betwesn India and Pakistasn in 1971, due ¢o intense
public and Congrsssional criticism of the Yehywe Khen regime
for its military ection in BEast Pakistan, once agein imposed
an embargo on arms supplies to Pakistan.

That Pakisten was no more ﬁf amr a&gnif iﬁani stystegic
‘smportance for the United States ond henge did not qualify
for any preferentisl tregtment, v&a»a#vis Indie, was conti.
nucusl_.y msfestee thrqug!a its aima sales policy. Thus,
even after the defeat of its ally in the 1971 wer, vhen
:éashingtm announced on 14 uaiﬂh 1873 that it would sllow
' ?akistan tc ta!_ce Selivery of spavre ﬁatts. parachutes and
reconditioned ajrcraft engines worth g 1.2 million allowed
~under the “one.time mpﬁm” and 300 armoured personneal
carriers worth & 1.3 xrii_l‘m.m,- india was also given similer

20,  Ralph de Toledeno, §ixon (New York, 1956), p. 163.
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treatment snd allowed €0 purchase some # 91 million worth
of communication gear.Z?

In & further demonstration of the American unwillingness
to supply Pakistan arms, the United States Senate Foreign
Reletions Committee, on initiative of Senator Frank Church
(Domocrat), recommended the barring of all military add,
training assistonce programmes and commercial sales of wespons
to Pakistans ﬁmevér, the Sengte watered dom the original
recommendation and voted 444 to prohibit the extension of
military grants and the american financing of ams sales to
Pakiston and certain other ntates of South Asia.?2?

in view of the widespread opposition to the aming of

South Asian nations in the U.S. offfcial circles, Pakistan's
intense lobbying for arms did not bear any péaits.va result,
Bhutto who undertook e visit to Washington in September 1973
to apparently capitalize on Nixon's special regard for

Pakiatan an& o convince Washington o “replenigh the equip-
ment 1ost during its war with India®, had to be contented
with offera of more flood relief (reins were playing havoc
in Pekisten at that time), instead of miiitary herd ware.23
Although President Nixon sounded theé familiar theme of the

21. F_g%m (New York), vol. 33, 11.17 March 1973,
Pe £V
22«;: Aglan Recorder, 29 July-4 august 1972, p. 109@75

23. Yeow York Times, 20 September 1973,



59

American intercst in Paokistant's territorial mtegiﬂ.ty dec.
laring that it was a "guiding principle* of U.S, foreign
policy, a White House statement issued on 19 Scptember clearly
stated that the arms embargo on Pakisten would econtinue, 24

it was clear by 1973 that Pakistan would not be able
to move tbé United States to aceord it any privileged position
:m south Asia. The only U8 agpistancese that was forthooming
was 4n the form of "hunenitarian* and economic ajd rather
then military grants or atleast substantial sales of wespons
which were of the topmost priority £0r Islambads South
Asia‘'s strategic tmportanca for the U.5.: had evidently dec.

lined and therefore, Washington was conducting its relations
with Pakistan largely through. "silencs and neglect, as if
South Asia hardly metteredr,25

Even before the backlash of the Viectnan war changed
U+Ss policies abroad, Pakistants importonce for the United
States was progrossively decreasing. The dual perception
that characterised Pak-U.S. alliznce came to the fore Suring
the Sino.Indien border war of 1962. It was quite evident
' that Pakistan's membership in American security achemes was

25« RNorman D. Palmer, "The Changing Scene in South Aslas
Internal and Exterral Dimensiona*, Orbis {Philadelphia),
vol. 19, no. 3, Fall 1975, Pe 902, -
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primarily sought to contain the alleged Chinese “expansioniam®.
At the same time it was equally clear that Pakistan's decision
£0 enroll itself in American cold war .as/l‘umms was motivated
aimost totally by its desire to strengthen itself against ifts
big neighm India.

Washington had not been uneware that Pakistan's member.
ship in SEATO and CENTOC had not been prompted by sny resolve
to be fully associcted with anti.Chinese moves that Washington
might sponsor. The logie of circumstances revesled that
Pakistan would try very hard to avoid adding Chinese hostility
toward it.

Therefore, ﬁh@a the United States begais to geek cloger
ties with Pakistan ond Islamgbad. joining American alliances
which were ostensibly aimed against China in particulesr,
Pakistani leaders moved to ally Chinese fears of any Pak.U.S.
collsboration that may be directed against Beijing, In 1955
at Bandung, the Pakistsni Prime Minister, Muhonmad Al of
Bogra, assurad the Chinese Premier Zhou En.lai that Pakistan
would not psrticipate in actions directed against China.?0

Regional factors were of much more importance for
Pakistan than any contribution it could make to the Amexican
containment policy. Pakistan feared that a strong anti.

26, 2Anwar Syed, "Sino-Psk Relstions-An Overview",

or {Rarachi}), wil. 22, no. 2, Second Quatw 1969,
P» 1084
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Chinese policy would gpur its "151&3 neighbour China to seck |
better ties with India. Pskisten speclslly feared that the
1955 Panchsheel Agreement between India end China would open
a chapter of cordial reletions between its two big neighbours.
The official lino of thinking was that Pakistan should not
ignore China because it could be used "as a counterpoise to
India®+27 But before it could forge better relations with
China, it believed that it would be propiticus to indicate
1ts willingness to settle oll outstanding problems. Pakisten
aid mvia:aée that India might have some problems with China -
in yegard to its hor&er problems with India.

Predictably, the Pakisteni moves to better its relations
with chine qain;aa added urgency and momentum with the Sino.
Indian wor of 1962. It was sleai that the United States
would not be able to remain a silent and impassioned cmioeket
when the world's largest democracy battled the power wh;ﬁc‘h’
 for the United states was the more agoressive of tha two
big Communist powers. Washington emeluﬁeé, that 4f it
tume;i down India's desperate c¢all for arms in the face of
military setbacks in its war with China, then India “would
with genuine reluctince approach the Soviet Union, which was
now as snxious as the United States to hold China in check".?8

27@ . Ibi&.; ph 138.

28. Chestor Bowles, Prop -;*:- 0 K
Life (Delhi, 1972), p. ¢
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The United States therefore undertook an emergency assistance
programme during the course of war and agreed to supply India
arms for twelve moumtain divisios and a radar network at an
estimated annual cost of & 75 million for a five year period.??

To Pakistan, the Zmerican assistgnee to India appeared
to be a betrayal of a loyal ally of the United States. Isla-
mabad éaum not overlook, much less countenance the Americen
muiﬁty assistance programme to its mogt feared end hated

encmys Assuronce to Pakistan thst the amma | msppiiea o India
| wvould neot be used aéainﬂt Pakistan did not ally Islemabadls
trepifoations. 7The assistoncCe caused uensmémme constere
nation and proanpted & yeappreisal of its close relationship
with the United States.

 Islamabad believed that the Chinese objective during
the war was only limited and ﬁxérafara. the rushing of americen
arms to Indfa on the scele undertsken "seemed totally wnjusti.
fied by the requirements of the situation” 30 xone of the
agsurances f:am the United States appeared convineing to
Pakistan ;— and 4t eou!.d not ignore vhat it believed was an
attempt to mnam{m styengthen its enemy without giving
adequate conglderation to Pekistan's cwn sesurity needs,

20, Bowles, ns 28, ps 475
30¢ Hohgmmad Ayub Khan,
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.On the other hand, Pakisten had hbpea thet the United
States would use their new found leverage in Delhi to pressu.
rize India into an accommodation with Pakistsn on Kaghmip, 31
The United States did exert some pressure, but it was not
ostensibly willing to compell India to Pakisten's satisfaction.
Ror did Islamabad £ind Washington receoptive to Pakistan's

“appeal for an iron.clad gusrantee to come to Pakisten's
 assistance in cage of an attack from India. Paskistan there-
fore convinced itself that the United States was “most un-
1ikely® to genuinely 8id Pakisten 4n 4ts own problemse?
aigilluaimad with the american military assistgice to
India, Ayub Xhan therefore embarked on a nev policy of
“bilateralism® which he knew would be like “walking on a
trisngular tight rope*.33 apparently, this policy initiative
was directed to the improvement of its relations with all
the big povers and Indis vhile at the same time retaining
its close ties with the United States. Washington was
Pakistsn's major source of arms and Islemebad 614 not desire
the adoption ¢f any policy thgt aaﬁ‘ld dry that sourco.  Bub
obviously, the purpose of the tm'r policy was to ‘:aauqe
Pakisten's exclusive dependence cn the United States. Given

31.

32, Rhan. ne 30, Pe 153,

33s Mohgmad Ayud Khan cited in sS.M. Burke rings
gf.’ix;aza and Pakistani Fotazgn Pal.taie; Tﬁirxn "%ia
9 s Pa
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this objective, in view of Pakistan's already improving
relations with China, the emphasis was laid on the improve-
ment of its ties with the more powerful of its nalqﬁhbaursc'

 Pakistan did mske scome efforts to improve its relaticns
with Moscow too, but in vies of the herdening Sino-soviet
schism, Pakistan's efforts i:tn:aea out to be a difficult-to-
tread "tight rope®. The extra zeal to forge closer ties
with China was understendable; China was its "enemy’s enamy”.
Predictsbly therefore, slongside the dsteriorstion ef Sino-
Indian relations, sSino.Pak :elatﬁme improved "almost :Lu
direct relation to the éeﬁerieratim in Stno.Indien and
- U.8.-Pakistani ts&atiana%“

in March 1963 a border agreement was signed between
Pakistan snd China, ané the former m'm’:e eamestneaa to
improve its relations with India's chemy, ceeded large chunks
of digputed land o it. This border agreement was quickly
followed by an air agresment between ‘ﬁha +wo nations.
Though the air agresment in itself did not signify much, 11:
was politically significent in as huch as Pakisten was the
first nonCommunist nation @ be accorded landing rights
in China,

The close relationchip that was being established
between China and the U.5. could not but gpawn adverse reac.

34. Burkex_.- fie 31, Ps .290»,
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tions in the U.8. After the alr agreement was signed with
China, the U.Ss suspended a promised loan of g 4.3 :;nlim
to Pakismﬁ for tﬁe c“mstmct;‘.lm of an intornational airport
at Dacca amd ﬂmaat.meé furthor action if U.S. supplied
spare parts were used by Paekistan xntématim:al Ariines

at Chinese aigxp(;:fta. 35 Further, tho U.8. Aasistont Secrctary
of Staﬁa_,ri?hﬂms Talbot, expressed dismay at the probable
political &henaﬁ.ts i-hat Chine would reesp as a rasult of the
growing Sino.Pek t&es.% Bhutto wrote that Pakistan’s
increaging cmmts with China even yeésulted in the “cm-
cellation in ap:iz 1965 of an invitation o ayub Rhan to
-vigit the Unitad States, the postponanent in mﬁ.y 1965 of
ma.-waktatan consortium meeting, the Anericon embargo

of arms during the 1965 war” and a mss warning to Chins

on 16 September 1965, . not to hea.p Pokistan in the war.37

- Desgpite the initial smerdcen diszpleacure, Pokistan j.n
keeping with 1ts now policy took “precipitate turn®38 towards
China and steored tho count:y suay from exclusive ties with
Waghington. This was clearly prompted by the thinking in
Pakistan that military relationship with the 0.8, involved
it “in dsngerous commitments serving the ends of other

35a Ibid., pe 312.
36, Ibid.

374« Znlfikar Ald ﬁhﬂt@;
. Pe 49

fLondon, 1980},
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countries than its own “without providing any extra protection
egainst India."?® China also very Geftly calculated that
Pokistan especially after tho American decision to supply
ams t0 India after the Sino.Indian border waz would be

more than willing to improve its relations with Beijing

m a priority bagis. , Evan the announcement of the 1963
border agreament with Pakistan was so timed thet it came
barely ten days prior to the opening of the fourth romnd of
Indo.Pak talks being conducted under anglo.American suspicies,
There is 1ittle doubt that the amnommcement of the agreement
was go timed that it could strengthen Pakistan's bargaining
position. |

The Sino.Pakistan relations were to further in the com.
ing vyearss With the tnited States not making any substantisl
moves to iron out the rather serious differences caused by
the Amoricen amms assistance to India, Pakisten felt no need
to go slow on its relations with China. On the other hand,
Sino.Pak relations bogen to stoadily strengthen in the after.
math of the war. éakmm 1enders now believed thet the days

- of intense Super Power rivalry were over and ag s consequence
Wwaghington would not be reccptive to Pakiastens perceived defence
requirements. The only pragmatie solution that appearea
to the Pekistani |

3%. ﬂam D. Palmer, "South Asia and the Great Powers®,
.,,.-,.‘.“3. {Delhi), vol. 4, nos 7; July 1974,
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leaders to make yp for the lack of suport f£rom the United
States was through Ayub Khan's "bilatersl arrangements®,30

~ Coming soon after the Sino.Indian border wor, the 1965
Indo.Pak war presented itsdlf as the cementing media for
Sino.Pak relations. As soon a§ the war broke out, the United
States imposed an arms émbazga in the region. The lack of
U.8. support for Pekistan and above all the arms embarge that
wes clamped was a “bitter exparience® for Islemabad, Writing
about the American response to the war, the former Pakistani
arbassador to U.S., U.K. and Minister for Industries, M.A.H.
Ispahani, echoed: "The taste in our mouth (Of the 1965 |
experience) vill linger f;m a long time*, 4 n contrast,
China openly supported Pakiston and held India soleoly res.
ponsible for the conflict and sccused Delhi of harbouring
grand designs of "aggressive expansion®,

. China flooded Delhi with protests and accused India of
- erogsing the border; erescting structures, £iring on and
kidnegpping Chinese citizens. Thus, with China openly volc.
ing its support for Pakistan and the United Stetes taking a
neutralist stance, Pakistan moved with added vigour ¢o forge
closer ties with Chinas The ptivaf.a agsurances given by

40. Drew Middleton, America‘s Stake in Asia whnaaemma,
1973); pi 152- ' 7

41 !&qa.na. Xspahani, "Pakistan and New Regional Arrangements®”,
Pakist A » vOl. 32, no. 3, Third Querter 1969,
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Chinese leaders of the willingness to come to Pakistan's
assistance if called won? to & so in the 1965 war, created
a profound impact on the Pakisteni 1aaaetahip even though |
they 4id not have the will to put China's offer to the test
by continuing the ware

On the other hand, the Mericen posture during the 1965
war only coenfipmed the thinking of the Pakistani leaders
regarding Waghingtonts inéﬁ.ffetm&a o Pekistan's security
needs. Angéred by the imposition of arma enbarge when it
was waging a war, Pakistan started moving with inereased
resolve on the road to what it called was.a "tryet with
realisn® .. a eyphemism for improved relations with Beijing.
‘It viewed, and rightly 80, that any exclusive ties with any
of the major powers as being "necessarily circumscribed by
the limits of the endursnce of the remaining two®,43

_ﬁith fayub' Khan gtill at the helm, Pakisten sought ¢o
intengify 4ts policy of "bilaterialism®. While moving closer
te Chinag, Pak.istm also attempted to dilute the Soviet support
for India and 4f ;icss;bze. obtain arms from that nation, With
these intentions Pokistan began courting the sSoviet Union.
After Tashkent agroement, Pakiston even succeeded in securing
a promise for the supply of arms worth £ 30 million from the
Soviet Union. Although nmothing much materialised of this eourt.
ship, vhat 18 significant is that it exposed Pakistan's growing
gsentiment to reduce the risks of dependence on the United
s2.

When .Shﬁtf;ﬂ was the Foraign Miniater of Pakistan in the
Avub Cabinet, he has been cited as saying that China would
be Pakistan‘'s "ally its way with India", Fred Greene,
JaSs, 7‘ O 200 _Security of Acia {(New York, 1968), P»137,
43§ . 5?36: Ne 261 PPe 118.19,
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8tates and mitigating Soviet suspicions against Pakistan.
12t also signalled a strong and domineting desire on the part
of the Pakistani ia@aaera to seck swport from whichever
quarters it was forthcomings

After thoe 1965 war Pokistan pmmgﬁ.ww sought ¢to
differentiato its position from america‘s snti.Commnist
strategies. VWhile not giving up its american eonnection,
Pakistan recognized Chine as ﬁa only dependsble ally. In
the words of Igpsheni, "we had powerful 'me big frimda
sss » In time of m&ﬁﬁ and need, N0 oho, I repeat no one,
axcapt China with vhom we hed no gecurity pact, cane to
our aidge, ¥

At the same ﬁme; there was a paradox in the impli.
cgtiong of the Sino.Pak relatims., Since the U.5. subscquently
began talks with Chinese rapresentatives in Warsaw, snd
given tho overriding American interest in exploiting oppor.

- tunities in promoting a gplit between two Commumist giants,
the strengthening of Sino.Pak relations was probebly not
unvelcame to the top policy makers in Washington, They

- might well havo regarded the evolving Sinc.Pgkigtan contacts
as of potential uamassa

sy RESHONSE O e Danclacas:

ZThe major point that is gought ¢o be made in this part
of the work #s that, dospite all the hullabeloo raised in

.

44, Zapsheni, n. 41, p. 203.
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 flashington during the crisis, the United States was not ‘pPro.

pared, and if prepared, was unsble by circumstances to do Y
anything. aﬂbsmﬁal 0 halp Pakisten during its hour of | 1
trisl, The Americen respanse was 8t best determined by
considerations less o do. with the defence of Pakistan then
with the effect tlie Americen respmae could have on its -
aliies. | |

The Bangladesh crisis came at a time vhen the ma@q
gtates was still preuwcupieﬂ with the task of x?a.-arient_ing
its strategies and extricating itself from the Vietnam quag-
mire. Despite the fact 'thae both Nixon and aiésinq& were
fevourably dispaae&f towards Pakistsn, and distrustful of
Indie, the timing of the civil uprising in Bsst Pakistan,

" the subﬁequ@t Pakistani military crackdown ond the Indo.
Pak which followed it, made Washington unabls to come to the
aid of its one.time linchpin which had proclaimed itself as
the only nation that would “stand by* the United states in
the event of “resl trouble".%% |

The Pakistani ocutrage in its Eastern wing which bogan
late Merch 1971 genergted considersble adverse public opinion
in the United States. It wes felt that the Pakistanis were
crudely a%ft,mpgsng to £ind a military solutionm ¢o an ecsson.

45+ Prosident Mohammad Ayub Khan's adaress €o the U.S.
Congress in 1961, cited in Bhutto, n. 37, Pe 120,
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tially political problem.  On the other hand, the Nixon
Moministration acted nonchalantly to the crackdown. Clearly,
as Henry Kissinger admits, the United states was not pmreﬂ
to criticise or pressurise Pekistan to change ita tactics.6

. However, the public opinion and criticism from the Congressio.
nal members compclled the rather reluctant Administretion

to cancel all licences for the purchase of weapons by
Pokistan and opdexr a *hold® on the delivery of military
hardware allowed under the “one-time exception” of 1970.

in the meantime, tension mounted in the subcontinent
as refugeecs in millions fled East Pakistan to escape the
brutality of the military forces. Apparently, all that the
United States wag prepared o do wag to make half.hearted
and infructuous caolls for restraint on the part of both
In%ia and Pakistan, while tl:sé refugeo problem was proving
to be an excossive burden on India pelitically, economically
_and socially. But there appeared to be no indication that
Pakistan's military leaders would allow & let uwp in their
military crackdown on the "Bengalis®,

When f£inelly the war broke out on 3 Deceamber, President
Nixon accused India of being the "aggressor" and helieved
that the eonflict was the result of a “mthieaa mezélay"
by a nation "aligned” to the Soviet Union despite its officisl

46. Henry Rissinger, 1
1979}, pp. 853-4.




72

declaration of neutralism.4? washington's response was

' nevertheless limited to diplomatic efforts to end the war
while the Indian forces were making steady gains in East
i?akietan.’ In fact, by Kissinger's own adnission, the Hixon
AGministration was sure that India would "liberate® Pakistan's
Eastern wing. He t0ld the Washington Special Action Growp
{Wea), that India would end up winning in. East Pak.tatam“g
Nixon not only acquiesced in Pakistants defeat in its Eastem
wing, but also exorted pressure on lslamabad to expedite

its owm dismemberment by promising complete support to

- Pakistan if it *"no longer” made efforts to "defend East
Pakistan®,49

This was & clear indication that the American Prestident
was hardly concemed about saving £or Pakistan its Bastern wing,
although he himself had assured Yehya Khan, the President of
Pakistan, in 1969, that "nobody has occupied the White House
who is £riendlier to Pakisten®,50

At i:hia juneture, the Nixon Aﬁmﬁniahﬁaﬁim was contented
with the suspension of military sales to India =nd the diplo-
matic efforts it was moking to stop the war despite the faot

47 DA