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ABSTRACT 

Relations between nations grow on regional perspectives based on endogenous 

characteristics, molded by a plethora of factors that remain sensitive and alter with the swift 

changing regional and international geo-strategic changes. The intricate linkages between 

actors that get established are based on facts, assumptions, perceptions and understandings, 

history, fear and strengthening of national interest, each other’s strength and weaknesses, 

leadership and governance patterns, and other innumerable factors that has been discussed in 

length in many studies. This study aims to understand one of the perennial conflicts between 

two nuclear weapon states, India and Pakistan, and the manner in which international actors, 

like United States, has influenced the relations with changing international and global 

perspectives. 

Relation between India and Pakistan has remained chequered throughout the last seven 

decades, and the future can be predicted to be rocky as well. There still remains deep seeded 

rivalry, misunderstanding and suspicion in between the two leaderships, armed forces and 

intelligence organizations that has crystallized the enmity that has grown through these years. 

Powerful nations like United States have remained to be a significant factor for the nations in 

the third world countries in the cold war and the post-cold war era. For the sake of their 

global and strategic policy of the world the United States sought to have an equal stake in the 

Asian and south Asian subcontinent. India and Pakistan too had been significantly influenced 

by this United States global policy. If observed carefully one can find distinct phases in the 

relationship between India and Pakistan with the United States controlling the levers and 

influencing the policies in the Indian Sub-Continent. Before the 9/11 all the terrorist attacks 

in India, which were sometimes overtly and sometimes covertly supported and sponsored by 

Pakistan were simply leveled as problems of law enforcement, internal disturbances and 

insurgencies by almost all the International Organizations and Western Powers , United 

States in particular. But the whole scenario changed after the ‘9/11’ incident when the 

western powers and America in particular took the problem of terrorism as a global threat and 

lodged a major ‘War on Terror’ (WoT). In its mission on War on Terror (WoT) United States 

had to keep Pakistan in its side with all possible aids and assistance. This indeed has had a 

negative impact on the bilateral Indo-Pak relations. In fine, despite tremendous potentiality of 

mutual benefit for India and the United States that strengthened more as a result of India 

opting for capitalist path, joining the WTO, substantial support to the United States in the 
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Gulf War, civil nuclear deals and India’s unconditional support for the United States War on 

Terror, circumstance do not allow United States leave Pakistan and embrace India as its 

partner. Rather it seems that the United States has been playing with these two countries as 

pawns. Today, with the change of strategic equations, the role of the West Asian nations, 

China, Russia along with United States 

While taking recourse to some prevalent international theories, to understand the web of 

events that has molded the relations between these three nations with each other, there has 

been an attempt to assess the manner in which global politics has underlined regional political 

development. Events like the creation of Bangladesh, rise of China in the international 

sphere, changing global economic dimensions, all has made significant impact on bilateral 

and multilateral relations between nations. China while strengthening its routes toward warm 

water of the gulf is well as strengthening its roots as strategic decision making in the region 

has developed the idea of the CPEC in Pakistan. Though such a dream project, if completed, 

would surely be an opportunity for Pakistan to counter the severe energy crisis it faces every 

year as well as bring economic development in the provinces within the country which can be 

personified as economically deprived and underdeveloped. However the track record of such 

major infrastructural projects followed by such huge investment by the Chinese is not 

positive. 

The study has tried to encapsulate a vast period, which has witnessed many conflicts not only 

in between India and Pakistan, but in which United States has played either a direct role or 

has been integral part of such conflict. It will be a difficult task to justify each action of the 

nations, in a single study, but the attempt is to understand how these three nations, has 

reacted to such events while catering to the myriad conflicts that has grown within 

themselves, attempts of rapprochement, positive periods of closeness and periods of 

misunderstandings and suspicions. Today’s society is always the product of its past history 

and decides its future destiny. India and Pakistan both are the outcome of such intense 

rivalries, several forces like socio-political and religious which have history of unique 

relations in the international politics when slavery rule of British raj came to an end and India 

got its independence in 1947. It has been clear to all decision-makers in the region, as well as 

beyond, that till the time India and Pakistan rivalry is not resolved, South Asian growth in all 

its dimensions will remain to be a challenging task. There have been suggestions that when 

there are hurdles in creating understanding between the nations strategically, they should 

make attempts of building in ways through other avenues of confidence building like trade 
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and people to people contact. While trade can be separated from politics, they are never 

completely divorced. That is the reason why, even the SAARC platform has failed many a 

times to nurture with summits failing to happen due to constant misunderstanding and leaders 

failing to attend the summits or failing to achieve targets that had been decided in the 

Summits. Though having a final statement in international politics is farcical an attempt, the 

study has tried to assess, through subjective and objective assessment of events, why the 

relations grew, predicting the future trajectories of relations and conflicts that is forthcoming. 

Thus in this present state of affair and the geo-political doldrums, with the strengthening of 

rightist groups throughout the world, that has been working in among these four major 

players of the world order India and Pakistan relations stands uniquely unsolved and 

mysterious. Ironically even as the two countries grapple with their internal issues of sectarian 

conflict, secessionist movements and high levels of governmental corruption, they continue 

to spend a very high proportion of their assets in maintaining a huge security infrastructure 

which pits one against the other. But both the countries know that even a conventional war is 

something that the region cannot afford in view of its immediate impact on the lives of the 

poorest of the poor. Such a war is just not an option since it would only harden the attitudes 

towards each other, further feeding the cycle of hatred. After the end of the Cold War and 

particularly in the post 9/11 era, many friends have turned as foes and vis-a-vis. 

The study has six sections, including the introduction and the conclusion, catering to the 

historical growth of relations between India and Pakistan, the nature and manner Pakistan and 

United States grew relations in between themselves, which made a significant impact in 

South Asia, the negative and positive relations in between India and United States, which 

initially was based on idealist politics later shifting to realist politics, and the manner in 

which China has played an integral role muddying the already strategic relation that was 

based on factors, that was building on its own push and pull factors. 

It will certainly assist any scholar who is making an attempt to understand India Pakistan 

relations, as well as the role of United States in the bilateral relations in two conflict ridden 

nations, but the role of regional actors, who have made its mark felt in the development of 

South Asian politics. 
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PREFACE 

Even after seven decades of independence, India and Pakistan remain at odds. Given both 

countries' de facto nuclear capabilities, their continued rivalry flirts with disaster. Yet to date 

Indo-Pakistani nuclear competition has remained within limits, direct war has been avoided 

for a generation (as Kargil was not a full war), and both countries have adapted policies that 

could pave the path for significant economic growth. U.S. interests in South Asia, although 

not vital, its importance altering time to time, have slowly gained much more prominence in 

the last one and half decades. These interests include preventing major war and further 

nuclear proliferation; expanding economic growth, trade, and investment; promoting robust 

democratic institutions; and cooperating on issues ranging from enhancing stability across 

Asia to combating terrorism and drug trafficking. 

The relationship between India and Pakistan can be characterised by periodical ups and 

downs, hot and cold diplomacy and intermittent breakdown, had thrice brought them into full 

fledged wars- 1948, 1965, and 1971, besides once a mini-war- 1965 (Rann of Kutch); once in 

a major military skirmish 1999 (Kargil) and once a near war (January, 2002). The present 

condition that prevails, after India went ahead with a surgical strike, eliminating terrorist 

launch pads in Pakistan occupied Kashmir, after intermittent terrorist attacks in Pathankot, 

Gurdaspur and Uri, the relations between India and Pakistan faces severe new challenges. 

The United States has been a significant factor for the nations in the third world countries in 

the cold war and the post cold war era. For the sake of their global and strategic policy of the 

world the United States sought to have an equal stake in the Asian and south Asian 

subcontinent. India and Pakistan too had been significantly influenced by this United States 

global policy. If observed carefully one can find distinct phases in the relationship between 

India and Pakistan with the United States controlling the levers and influencing the policies in 

the Indian Sub-Continent. To contain communism from Soviet Union, keep a close watch on 

nations building relations with Soviet Union, actively participating in controlling wars while 

making diplomatic and strategic moves to keep disputes alive and later the Afghanistan 

imbroglio, kept South Asia important for the US. 

In the post-Cold War era, though war was not eliminated, the number of actors multiplied, 

bringing many non-state actors in the scenario. US left South Asia and became more 

engrossed in changing the equation in the Gulf and Eastern Europe, when Pakistan, started 

getting finesse over its strategic tool of terrorism, which they had previously used in Indian 
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Punjab in the 80s. Declaring a proxy war on India, Pakistan started sponsoring terrorists not 

only in Jammu and Kashmir, but also in the Northeastern states of India, creating a large 

network of terrorist institutions functioning in Nepal, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and 

Afghanistan. This phase also saw the growth of China, which kept itself isolated during the 

Cold War period, making rapid economic and infrastructural growth within itself, as well as 

aggressively but ‘peacefully’ expanding economically in most of the nations in Asia. The 

phase ended with the nuclearisation of India and Pakistan, which changed the level of conflict 

that existed in South Asia. 

International political scenario took a major shift after the World Trade tower terrorist attacks 

in New York in September 2001. Terrorism which was also a strategic tool for US many a 

times boomeranged on them, forcing them to declare a ‘war on terror’. As Afghanistan again 

became the theatre of conflict, United States had to force Pakistan join the war, though 

knowing fully well the role that Pakistan played in the past and the manner in which it still 

supported and sponsored terrorism. This indeed has had a negative impact on the bilateral 

Indo-Pak relations. However, relations between India and United States have improved 

significantly, as Pakistan today is more of a necessary evil, than a long standing ally. The role 

of United States have increased with the growing bon homie between China and Pakistan, 

and the fast changing role of China in the Asia Pacific, Africa as well as Europe. 

Given the above background, the proposed study seeks to describe the intricacies of the 

India-Pakistan Relations with particular reference to the post-Cold War relationship and 

explore and diagnose the role of the United States in straining and strengthening the strained 

relationship between the two countries. As have been observed in the preceding section that 

United States had justification for promoting the cause of Pakistan in the Cold War period as 

part of its global strategy of containing the further spread of Communism and after the Cuban 

Missile Crises, of ensuring the roll-back of communism; but in the post-cold war period 

substantial change in the international scenario characterised by the rising role of United 

States while increasing its sphere of influence on the one hand and substantial change in 

India’s Foreign Policy pattern, rising role of new state and non-state actors, challenging peace 

and stability of regions as well as in international politics.  

The study has adapted various research questions while carrying out the research. Trying to 

understand the factors – subjective and objective – that strained the relationship between 

India and Pakistan, there has been an attempt to understand the factors behind the closeness 

between Pakistan and United States, the reasons and manner in which agreements were made 
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between India and Pakistan, while having intermittent frictions between the two nations, the 

reason why United States cannot fully alienate Pakistan, and keeps it close fully knowing the 

various flaws that the Pakistani state continuing to nurture, the manner in which and the 

various institutions within US that maintains relations between the two nations. While 

analyzing the role of China, the study also made an attempt to analyse the future trajectory of 

relations between the nations.  

The comprehensive review of literature outlined above, though confined mainly to the 

literature appeared in the post-cold war period, shows that though there have been plethora of 

scholarly writings based on research of the subject concerning a wide spectrum of areas – 

historical - analytical survey of Indo-Pakistan Relations, the involvement of big powers in the 

affairs of the sub-continent and its fall out on the state of affairs in the Asian Continent and in 

particular the stake of the United States in the Asian Continent in general and the 

subcontinent in particular but there is found a very little research on the specific role of 

United States on the sustenance of strained Indo –Pakistan relations. Even if some are found 

those are small and piecemeal   discussions as part of broader perspectives of the researcher’s 

objective. Thus there still exists a research gap in relation to the specific role of the United 

States in the Indo-Pak relations and the proposed research seeks to fill the gap. Herein lies the 

justifications and significance of the proposed research. Given this research gap, the study 

seeks to unearth some hidden agenda of America’s policy towards Pakistan despite changes 

in the international environment in general and change in the India’s policy toward United 

States in particular. 

This study will try to bring in fresh dimensions in the contemporary international politics. 

Similarly the study, within the broad theoretical frameworks of political realism – Classical 

and Neo, will probe the explanatory feasibility of Game Theory, in line with Herbert Simon’s 

Behavior Alternative Model of ‘satisficing decisions’, the Decision Making model and the 

Bureaucratic Politics Model in explaining the policy choices of the three countries- India 

Pakistan and the United States. 

Given the broad objective of the study and the research questions sought to be addressed, the 

proposed study is going to be a combination of descriptive, exploratory and diagnostic type 

of historical analytical research. First, the study will accurately portray and describe the 

ongoing state of ups and downs in the India-Pakistan relations besides describing the 

involvement of the great powers in general and the United States in particular in this 

relations. For the purpose, information will be collected from documents, reports, books and 
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articles from journals. Indeed, these information will be scanned and analysed to present the 

accurate and objective assessment of the strained relations between India and Pakistan. 

Besides, since the study purports to explore and diagnose the undesired (from Indian 

perspective) involvement of United States in sustaining the strained relations between India 

and Pakistan, the design of exploratory and diagnostic research will be followed. As such, in 

addition to reviewing the existing literatures, experience survey of the persons engaged in the 

process will be undertaken. Similarly, efforts will be made to identify relevant insight 

stimulating cases which will contribute and substantiate the information collected following 

the historical-analytical design. Finally the insightful observation of the researcher will be of 

great help in exploring, describing and diagnosing the problems of research with utmost care 

of maintaining objectivity of the findings. 

The study has been divided into six broad sections. The present section has made an attempt 

of bringing out a theoretical perspective of disputes between nations which has taken birth 

with the end of the colonial era. It is tried to understand how history and behavior of 

leaderships have been a basic impediment in coming to a process of mediation. It has also 

accessed the disputable role of a mediator who has complicated the dispute more than 

resolving it an example of which is Palestine and Israel. It has also provided a basic literature 

review that is present and the study has taken assistance of. 

The second section will be a historical retrospect of the long seven decades of relationship 

between India and Pakistan. The chapter will make an attempt of dealing with the genesis of 

India-Pakistan which was mainly shared with lack of trust and misunderstanding. The chapter 

will make an attempt to delve into the historical facets of India Pakistan relations, which has 

molded the animosity between the two nations. 

The third section of the study will try to analyze the perceived compulsions and realities that 

centers around with regards to the birth of the US- Pakistan Relationship. United States and 

Pakistan has survived a chequered relation, which had its own ups and downs. The chapter 

will try to analyse how the relations developed, deteriorated and the manner in which it has 

impacted India Pakistan relations. The chapter will also examine the present phase of 

relations, and will try making an assessment of the present status of Pakistan US relations. 

The fourth section of the study will make an attempt to examine the perception and realities 

that led the birth of the India and United States relationship. How during the initial years 

Washington evolved its interest in the South Asian region, the manner in which India US 
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relation went through decades long stagnancy and how the present decade has brought in a 

dynamism in Indo US relations. The fifth chapter of the study centers on the place of China 

and its role in the India, Pakistan and US policy making. The manner in which China has 

expanded its role in global politics along with its sphere of influence in South Asian politics 

will be dealt in detail in this section. 

The study will have a concluding section making an assessment of the study, explaining the 

findings that it will unfurl while assessing the various periods and equations between the 

nations, and will try to make some prescriptive suggestions for an amicable solution if any. 

Though there have been various theoretical pretexts that have studied India Pakistan 

relations, one of the most studied topics in the South Asian region, trying to assess the role of 

a super power in the bilateral relations of these two countries in dispute will be a challenging 

task. 

The recent dimensions in international politics, along with the manner in which India and 

Pakistan has failed in coming to a point of mutual understanding and trust, the Pakistani way 

of state politics, and the role of United States has made South Asian politics more 

complicated than before. Assessing and understanding the changing dimensions and politics 

of the region, and the manner in which United States has played in moulding and re-moulding 

relations between India and Pakistan, in tandem with the role of nations in the neighbourhood 

as well as in the extended neighbourhood provides more importance to the study. 

If it achieves to make a better understanding of how future South Asian politics is headed to 

along with the role of the larger powers in play, the purpose of the study will be achieved. 
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Chapter-1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
State interacts with a set of long-established rules of games governing what is considered a 

state and how a state treats each other. Together these rules shape the international system.1 

International Politics concerns people and culture throughout the world. The scope and 

complexity of the interactions among these groups makes International Politics a challenging 

subject to the master. Narrowly defined the scope of the subject is concerned with the 

relationship among the world governments. But these relations cannot be understood in 

isolation. They are closely connected with each other actors (such as nation-states, 

international organizations and individuals); with each social structures (including 

economics, culture and domestic politics). The field of IR reflects the world’s complexity, 

and IR scholars use many theories, concepts and buzz words in trying to explain and describe 

it. Underneath thus complexity however, lays a few basic principles that shape the field. 

Basically the subject matter revolves around one key problem: How can groups such as two 

or more nations- serves its collective interests and while doing so how they forgo their 

individual interest. Three basic principles –which we call dominance, reciprocity and 

identity-offers possible solution to this core problem of getting nations or individual to 

cooperate for common or relative truth without a central authority to make them do so.2  

During Cold War, International Politics was groomed by politics of ideology, the end of the 

cold war dawn a new era of realist politics to the study of  IR, which not only helped us to 

understand the study of international politics but also the politics among the nations. With the 

end of the Cold War, international politics witnessed uni-polar world transforming into multi-

polar world, rise of religious extremism and fanaticism, secessionist and insurgent 

movements throughout Europe and the Middle East, civil war on the basis of natural 

resources leading to the loss of millions of life and properties throughout the nations of Asia 

and Africa, and ironically all events were overlapped by the attempts of establishing US 

hegemony in global international as well as regional politics and economy.  

                                                        
1Dehio, Ludwig; The Precarious Balance: Four Centuries of the European Power Struggle;  
Translated by Charles Fullman; (Vintage Books, 1962);pp56 
 
2 Olson, Mancur; The Logic of Collective Action; (Harvard, 1971) pp 44 
 



 

Page | 2  
 

Ominously titled "The Clash of Civilizations," in 1993 Samuel Huntington contributed a 

boldly simplistic paradigm to the ever-growing debate about security in the post-Cold War 

world; he argued that after the cold war the international system would no longer be divided 

into two camps based on ideology or politics. Instead, it would be fractured along 

civilizational lines. "The fundamental source of conflict in the new world," he predicted, "will 

be cultural." Five years later, in 1998 as India and Pakistan's reckless forays into the nuclear 

realm; and seven year later, in 2001  when the ugliest face of Islamic terrorism came up 

against the capitalist western world as ‘9/11’ it seemed as if Huntington’s dire predictions 

coming to be true.  Prior to the 9/11, the world was rapidly becoming US centric, but in the 

post 2001 scenario the study of global politics went through significant transformations, 

basically after the 9/11 incident, things changed completely when non-state actors directly 

challenged the military, economic and technological dominance of the US as an invulnerable 

world hyper-superpower. The rational–choice model remained no longer germaine to the 

analyses of the foreign behavior and security policies of ruling elites. The globalists are now 

faced with the problem of evolving and articulating a new paradigm in order to explain the 

present complex nature of the interconnected and independent world order. A mix of geo-

economics and geo strategic factors, propelled by increasing global cooperation, is likely to 

force the decision makers to refashion and reframe their countries policies as well as to work 

out new strategies in accordance with the ongoing trend. This new wave of world order also 

had its impact on the countries of the South Asian region. The new South Asia apparently 

differs from the old South Asia of the cold war era both from domestic and external point of 

view ; monarchy in Nepal is replaced by a republican state, Bhutan has turned into 

parliamentary democracy, Maldives witnessed a peaceful transformation of the older power 

structure with ‘significant and historic’ democratic elections in 2008, with the end of more 

than two decade of ethnic conflict in may 2009 Sri Lanka heralded a new era, This new order 

also had its impact in remolding the relationship between the two neighboring South Asian 

nation states – India and Pakistan. 

However this relationship between them was not a new thing rather it was something which 

had its legacy in past, related to the independence movement which began in earnest from the 

last half of the 19th Century, and gained its strength as nationalism swept in nations of Asia 

and Africa. But much like the building of the Berlin Wall, the partitioning of India created as 

many problems as it solved. Having a traditional mythological base, India, however, was not 

just one country full of like-minded people when it came to worship and religion. Two 
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fundamentally different religious groups dominated the soulful landscape of the world's 

second most populous country. It was the tension between followers of those two faiths, 

which transcended the partition of from Colonial India into the creation of two sovereign 

states of the Dominion of Pakistan (later the Islamic Republic of Pakistan) and the Union of 

India (later Republic of India) in 1947, on 14 and 15 August, respectively in accordance to 

the “Indian Independence Act 1947”, with the Radcliffe Line announced on 17 August 1947 

as a boundary demarcation line between India and Pakistan. But unfortunately this historic 

incident which was supposed to pacify the problems within the South Asian region proved to 

be a curse in the history of relationships between these two nations and the creation of 

Pakistan left unspeakable violence in its trail. 

India and Pakistan tested their nuclear devices in the year 1998 which brought forth stringent 

economic sanctions on both the countries (though India tested its first nuclear device in 1974 

and it was its second test). From 2001 onwards India and Pakistan have gone through severe 

ups and down which includes Operation Parakram and even had multiple summits to 

normalize the already strife ridden bilateral relations. One the one hand, these developments 

have contributed to enhancing Pakistan’s geostrategic importance to the United States, which 

is fighting a global war on terror against the al-Qaeda and Taliban elements with Pakistan’s 

military and logistic support. On the other hand, India’s loss of strategic preeminence with 

Pakistan’s attainment of nuclear parity has complicated New Delhi’s relationship with 

Islamabad on the interconnected issue of Kashmir and cross-border terrorism, which might 

trigger off a nuclear exchange between them. The study will try to identify the role US played 

in such a political milieu where the leadership of both the countries had to decide on 

terrorism, nuclear deterrence, Kashmir, role of the intelligence organization of both the 

countries, the misunderstanding , the ceasefires and the role of US in such decision making 

process. 

(1.1) Statement of the Problem: 

Though born out of the same continent, and sharing a lot of commonalities, there are hardly 

very few countries which shares such a relationship of misunderstanding and lack of trust as 

shared by the two neighboring South-Asian nations: India and Pakistan. This relationship 

between India and Pakistan characterized by periodical ups and down, hot and cold 

diplomacy and intermittent breakdown had thrice brought these two nations into full fledge 

wars 1948, 1965, &1971 once a mini-wars, 1965(Raan of Kutch) and once in major military 

skirmish 1999 (Kargil) and twice 2 near wars (January and June, 2002). Various subjective 
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and objective factors are regarded responsible for the development of such a strange 

relationship of bitterness between these two South-Asian nation states, for some it’s the 

Kashmir issue, the cross-border terrorism factor, insurgencies which is regarded as the main 

reason of rivalry between these two nations, whereas on the other hand there are also some 

who justifies that subjective factors like fear psychosis, India’s secular stand which has 

strained the relationship between them. However apart from these two major areas one might 

also can’t undermine the role which the Western Powers especially the United States of 

America, played in molding the relation between these two important South Asian Nations. 

The United States has been a significant factor for the nations in the 3rd world countries in the 

pre and the post cold war era. For the sake of their global and strategic policy of the world 

and the United States seems to have had an equal stake in the Asian and south Asian 

subcontinents. India and Pakistan too have been significantly influenced by this US global 

policy. If observed carefully one can find a distinct paradigmatic shift in the relationship 

between these three nations. Viz., Cold-War period, Post-Cold War period, Post 9/11 period. 

Cold War Period: 

When we find that US was in search of a strong partner ally in the South Asian region for the 

containment of communism and similarly Pakistan also for the sake of its survival was in 

search of a search of a strong western power. Thus both the two nations came very close to 

each other in this period of time. Though being a relationship of necessity, gradually Pakistan 

came to occupy a very strong strategic position in the US foreign policy this tie strengthened 

more due to the close tie between India and USSR. 

Post-Cold War Period: 

The disintegration of Erstwhile Soviet Russia and the transformation of the bi-polar world to 

a uni-polar world with emergence of the US as a single super power completely changed the 

whole scenario of I.R. Pakistan which was blessed by tremendous amount of military and 

financial aid &equipments during the cold war period for the containment of Communism 

was using them for settling its scores with India. And India on the other hand was ravaged by 

the terrorist activities which was sometimes covertly and sometimes overtly supported and 

financed by Pakistan. Despite the fact that India opted for liberal path of development and 

tried to come closer to the United States in its War on Terror (WoT), the result has been what 

shouldn’t have been – with the kind of support and patronage from the United States Pakistan 

all along sincerely kept on trying to settle scores with India.   
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Post 9/11 Period: 

Before the 9/11 all the terrorist attacks which occurred in India, which were sometimes 

covertly and sometimes covertly supported and sponsored by Pakistan were simply leveled as 

a problems of law enforcement and internal disturbances and insurgencies by the almost all 

the International Organizations and Western Powers , U.S in particular. But the whole 

scenario changed after the 9/11 incident when the western powers and America in particular 

took the problem of terrorism as a global threat/ menace and lodged a major ‘War on Terror, 

(WoT)’. To curb the menace of terrorism it shifted its onus to Afghanistan pushing the South 

Asian Nations remold their Foreign Polices as well as bilateral relations as per changing 

regional politics especially India and Pakistan. 

The focus of the research study lies here, to keenly study the reason for the sudden change of 

the US foreign policy toward the South Asian Region, particularly towards India and 

Pakistan, and how the involvement of US has affected the relation between the two nations 

especially focusing on the role which it played covertly and overtly in order to exaggerate the 

same. Various separate incidents have taken place within Pakistan and India which redefine 

the role not only between India and Pakistan but with US between India and Pakistan 

respectively. Separate terrorist incidents, civil nuclear deals, bilateral agreements have also 

brought forth avenues of remolding relations between the trios. The study has examined the 

major elements, which has redefined the relationship between the two nations. It has also 

analyzed how US still play a decisive role in the bilateral relationship between the two 

nations. 

(1.2) A Theoretical Understanding of Conflict 

Enduring rivalries are defined as conflicts between two or more states that last more than two 

decades with several militarized inter-state disputes punctuating the relationship in between. 

An enduring rivalry is characterized by a “persistent, fundamental, and long term 

incompatibility of goals between two states,” which “manifests itself in the basic attitudes of 

the parties toward each other as well as in recurring violent or potentially violent clashes over 

a long period of time”.3  Although there is difference of opinion among analysts on the 

number of disputes and inter-state crises required for calling a rivalry “enduring”, the 

categorization by Paul Diehl and Gary Goertz seems to be more acceptable, who treat an 

                                                        
3ZeevMaoz and Ben Mor, Bound by Struggle: The Strategic Evolution of Enduring 
International Rivalries (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2002), p.5 
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enduring rivalry as one that involves at least six militarized disputes during a twenty-year 

period. This specification, according to them, allows defining the concept along “spatial 

consistency, duration and militarized competition”.4  As such the question is whether the 

animosity between India and Pakistan can be considered as enduring rivalry. As Low 

Intensity Conflict between the two countries  have been a continuous facet in the relations, 

counting the number of cross border fires that takes place can surely categorize the relation as 

such. It can be stated that in an enduring rivalry cannot be associated with a single issue, 

episodic or of limited time span; and rather remain ongoing for a reasonably long period on a 

continuous basis before it can be termed “enduring”. It is for that reason also coined as 

“protracted conflicts”, but the main difference between the two concepts perhaps lies in the 

inter-state dimension of the former.5 A protracted conflict can be internal or intra-state, 

involving state and/or non-state actors, an enduring rivalry specifically refers to inter-state 

conflicts. An enduring rivalry is often characterized by zero-sum perspectives on the part of 

the participants. The conflict can become entrenched and societal as parties view each other 

as highly threatening to their security and physical survival. Enduring rivalries tend to be 

typified by periodic inter-state crises and, in some instances, war, although war is not a 

necessary condition for a rivalry to be categorized as “enduring”.6 John Vasquez argues that 

relative equality in power capabilities is necessary for a rivalry to remain enduring, since in a 

highly unequal power situation the stronger party will in general be able to impose its will on 

the weaker side and put an end to the conflict.7 

                                                        
4 Paul Diehl and Gary Goertz, War and Peace in International Rivalry (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 2001),pp. 44-48; William R. Thompson, "Principal Rivalries," 
Journal of Conflict Resolution 39 (June 1995), pp. 195-223; Frank W. Wayman, "Rivalries: 
Recurrent Disputes and Explaining War," in John Vasquez (ed.), What Do We Know about 
War? (Oxford: Rowman and Littlefield, 2000), pp. 219-34; Scott D. Bennett, "The Dynamics 
of Enduring Rivalries," American Political Science Review 93 (September 1999), pp. 749-50. 
 
5 Edward Azar, Paul Jureidini, and Ronald McLaurin, "Protracted Social Conflict: Theory 
and Practice in the Middle East," Journal of Palestine Studies 29 (1978), pp. 41-60; Michael 
Brecher and Jonathan Wilkenfeld, A Study of Crisis (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Press, 2000), p. 6 
 
6 Patrick James, International Relations and Scientific Progress (Columbus: Ohio State 
University Press, 2002), pp. 57-62 
 
7 John A. Vasquez, "Distinguishing Rivals that Go to War from Those that Do Not: A 
Quantitative Comparative Case Study of the Two Paths to War," International Studies 
Quarterly 40 (December 1996), pp. 531-58 
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Asymmetric conflicts involve states of unequal aggregate power capability, measured in 

terms of material resources, i.e., size, demography, military capability, and economic 

prowess. In international politics, intangible characteristics do not usually impinge on the 

decision making process and that is the reason why will and morale are not included in 

assessing national power capabilities.8With the passage of time, the will of the masses as well 

as the nature of morale and remain decisive till the situation arises where the armed forces act 

as moral police. Weaker parties in asymmetric power dyads often use these intangible means 

to bolster their military and political positions during both war and peace. Within asymmetric 

conflict dyads one may notice wide disparity in power capabilities (as in the US—Cuba or 

China—Taiwan cases) or limited disparity (as in the North Korea—South Korea case).9 The 

India—Pakistan conflict is both enduring and asymmetric, but the power asymmetry is 

truncated and mitigated by many factors. In particular, the weaker party, Pakistan, has been 

successful in reducing the asymmetry through strategy, tactics, alliances with outside powers, 

acquisition of qualitatively superior weapons and nuclear arms since the late 1980s, and, for 

over a decade, low-intensity warfare. The materially stronger power, India, is not 

overwhelmingly preponderant in the theater of conflict — Kashmir — and has been 

vulnerable to asymmetric challenges by the weaker state, Pakistan. Nor is Pakistan too small 

or incapable of mounting a sustained challenge, as it has proved over half a century. Pakistan, 

with a population of over 192 million, is the seventh largest country in the world. Its 

territorial size is larger than most Middle Eastern and Gulf states, except Saudi Arabia and 

Iran, and its elite, particularly the military and bureaucracy has sufficient wherewithal and 

high level of motivation to sustain the conflict even if at a high cost to its society in terms of 

economic and political underdevelopment. The asymmetry is built into the structure of the 

conflict, the power balance, and the goals and objectives that the two parties seek.10 

                                                        
8 T. V. Paul, Asymmetric Conflicts: War Initiation by Weaker Powers (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 20; Andrew Mack, "Why Big Nations Lose Small 
Wars: The Politics of Asymmetric Conflict," World Politics 27 (January 1975), pp.175-200; 
Ivan Arreguin-Toft, "How the Weak Win Wars: A Theory of Asymmetric Conflict," 
International Security 26 (Summer 2001), pp. 93-128. 
 
9 TV Paul, The India-Pakistan Conflict: An Enduring Rivalry (New Delhi: Cambridge, 2006), 
p. 3-6. 
 
10TV Paul, The India-Pakistan Conflict: An Enduring Rivalry (New Delhi: Cambridge, 2006), 
p. 3-6. 
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Coupled with a growing involvement of non-state entities, the disparity between belligerents 

is steadily increasing, and various contemporary armed conflicts appear to be more and more 

asymmetric in structure. Unlike the geostrategic set-up that prevailed throughout the cold war 

period, it is a widely perceived paradox of today’s strategic environment that military 

superiority may actually accentuate the threat of nuclear, biological, chemical and, generally 

speaking, perfidious attack. Indeed, direct attacks against civilians, hostage-taking and the 

use of human shields – practices that have long been outlawed in armed conflicts – have seen 

a revival in recent conflicts in which the far weaker party has often sought to gain a 

comparative advantage over the militarily superior enemy by resorting to such practices as a 

matter of strategy.11Terrorism, although not necessarily conducted within the context of an 

armed conflict triggering the application of international humanitarian law (IHL), is often 

regarded as the epitome of such asymmetry. At the same time militarily superior parties at the 

other end of the spectrum have had recourse to indiscriminate attacks, illegal interrogation 

practices and renditions, as well as legally dubious practices such as targeted killings or 

hardly reviewable covert operations, in order to strike at their frequently amorphous enemy.12 

In this age of information and mass communications, what is of critical importance is not just 

the scale of armed terrorist violence and its direct human and material costs, but also its 

destabilizing effect on national, international, human and public security and its ability to 

affect politics. A series of high-profile, mass-casualty terrorist attacks of the early 21st 

century carried out in various parts of the world demonstrate that it no longer takes hundreds 

of thousands of battle-related deaths to dramatically affect or destabilize international 

security and significantly alter the security agenda of major states and international 

organizations. While the number of deaths caused by the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks 

on the United States (almost 3000 fatalities, most of them civilians) is not comparable to the 

huge military and civilian death tolls of the major post-World War II wars such as those in 

Korea or Vietnam, the political impact of the 2001 attacks and their repercussions for global 

                                                        
11Robin Geib, “Asymmetric conflict structures”, International Review of the Red Cross, vol. 
88, no. 864, December 2006, p. 758 
 
12Toni Pfanner, ‘‘Asymmetrical warfare from the perspective of humanitarian law and 
humanitarian action’’, International Review of the Red Cross, Vol. 87, No. 857, March 2005; 
Colin S. Gray,Another Bloody Century: 
Future Warfare, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London, 2005, p. 223 
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security are comparable.13Similar is the case with US war on terror and its massive fall out 

resulting in the killings of millions of civilian in Iraq and Afghanistan. The case is no 

different for India, as the number of civilian casualties and mortality amongst defense 

personnel in peaceful times through terrorist attacks in the last three decades far surpasses the 

number of lives lost during armed conflicts within Indian defense personnel. 

The relations that India Pakistan had though has seen less wars that it could have witnessed, 

but low scale conflict, cross border firings, terrorism and many other features of conflict has 

been a major element in the relations all through these years. Many have tried to describe this 

new type of warfare and many catchphrases and buzzwords have come and gone: low-

intensity conflict, military operations other than war, asymmetric warfare, fourth-generation 

warfare, irregular warfare and many more. The complex relationship between the state and 

the Islamists in Pakistan makes it difficult for the government to fulfill its promise of 

eliminating terrorism even if it had the will to stop all groups. Pakistan has paid a price for 

not confronting the terrorists in the past. They brought their battles to Pakistan, while holding 

out the promise of helping in Pakistan’s conflict with India.14 But such a state policy has 

boomeranged on Pakistan itself. It does not seem that they have given any thought of 

abandoning such a policy with regard to India. Similarly, Pakistan’s role in the rise of 

proliferation in the region and beyond may have been fast forgotten by the global players, but 

not by Indian decision makers, and they know how short sighted Pakistani decision makers 

are, when they want to achieve short term goals.  

Understanding the concept of asymmetric warfare has always been challenging. During the 

Cold War, the two world superpowers participated in various arms races each side always in 

fear of a gap in their capabilities when compared to the other. Peace was secured through 

mutually assured destruction (MAD). This bipolar order of the world’s military forces relied 

mainly on concepts of symmetry. The 9/11 terrorist attacks, of course, changed many 

concepts. The attacks demonstrated that a military could no longer guarantee its ability to 

serve as a buffer between the enemy and its own government or people. This shock to the 

                                                        
13Ekaterina Stepanova, Terrorism in Asymmetrical Conflict Ideological and Structural 
Aspects, Stockholm, SIPRI Research Report No. 23, 2008, p. 3 
 
14Husain Haqqani, “Pakistan’s Terrorism Dilemma”, in Satu P Limaye, Mohan Malik and 
Robert G Wirsingedts. Religious Radicalism and Security in South Asia, Hawaii: Asia Pacific 
Centre for Security Studies, 2004, p. 353 
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Western psyche spurred much of the discussion that was already transpiring on the concept of 

asymmetric warfare changing perceptions of strategy, tactics, security and threat forever.15 

Realist theory is taken to be one of the most accurate tools for understanding the events in the 

sphere of international relations. Amongst all the existing theories, Realism takes an 

explanatory rather than a normative approach to its study of relations between nations, and 

through its analytical character provides a pragmatic framework for the examination of 

current issues in the international arena. The basic fulcrum of this perspective is the concept 

of ‘statism’, which means that “the state is the pre-eminent actor and all other actors in world 

politics are of lesser significance”.16 Realists consider that states have the highest authority in 

the international system, given the condition of anarchy that prevails as per their 

assessment.17 States form the bodies of other actors, such as International Organizations, thus 

have influence on the actions of the latter. The action of the state depicts its own welfare, 

which remains above the moral duty of humanitarian intervention, and ethics are being 

“interpreted in terms of politics”.18When some action of a state seem to be irrational and not 

in accordance with social ethics, it should be understood on Machiavellian maxims of Realist 

statesmanship, where political responsibility implies the pursuit of self-interest and cannot 

always be in accordance “with the principles of Christian ethics”. 19 Besides economic 

grounds, a state actor’s position can be explained using Morgenthau’s realist concept of 

‘animus dominandi’ 20 , which refers to human, and implicitly states’, drive for power. 

Consequently, it can be asserted that the behaviour of states “can be interpreted in terms of 

                                                        
15David L. Buffaloe, “Defining Asymmetric Warfare”, The Land Warfare Papers, No. 58, 
September 2006, p. 3 
 
16 Dunne, T. and Schmidt, B. C. (2008) ‘Realism’ in Baylis, J., Smith, S. and Owens, P. (eds), 
The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to International Relations, 4th edition, 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 103 
 
17 Steans, J. and Pettiford, L. (2005) Introduction to International Relations: Perspectives and 
Themes, Harlow: Pearson Education Limited, p.49 
 
18Carr, E. H. (2001) The Twenty Years’ Crisis 1919-1939: An introduction to the Study of 
International Relations, London: Palgrave, p. 19 
 
19 Jackson, R. and Sørensen, G. (1999) Introduction to International Relations: Theories and 
Approaches, Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 73 
 
20Jackson, R. and Sørensen, G. (1999) Introduction to International Relations: Theories and 
Approaches, Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 76 
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the pursuit of power”21, as Realists believes. In that way, Realism inquires into the intricate 

reasons behind international actors’ actions, thus it assists in understanding the causes of 

conflict and crucial decisions in world politics. 

For neo realists like Waltz, it is the systematic or structural level of anarchy in the 

international system that dictates state behaviour and he rejects as reductionist, realist, liberal 

and Marxist accounts of international relations because they fail to take into account the 

international system which “comes between the intentions of states and the results of their 

interactions”. For structural realists like Waltz, war and inter-state conflicts occur because of 

the anarchic nature of the international system. Structural realism moved the debate away 

from human nature and focused on the international system. For Waltz war occurs as there is 

nothing to prevent it.22The systematic structure of the international system forces states to act 

the way they do. The absence of any overarching international government to arbitrate 

between them, forces states into the self help system. Thus all states, no matter what their 

endogenous political complexion, share a homogenized foreign policy pattern.23 

The basic understanding of neo-realism will fail to identify states like Pakistan and India, as 

at the reductionist levels the endogenous Muslim state of Pakistan and the endogenous 

secular state of India will remain to be irrelevant. For many neo-realists, India and Pakistan 

have been forced into power politics on account of the anarchic nature of the international 

system and not because of the inherent contradictions that it impacts on each other or the role 

of powers who thought of strengthening their sphere of influence. The anarchic structure of 

the international system breeds suspicion and distrust. The lack of a single sovereign or 

authority makes it a self help system, and it is not necessarily irrational or a sign of paranoia 

to be pre-occupied with real, potential or imagined threats.24 It may not be out of context to 

state that it is the kind of international structure and its complications that have captivated 

                                                        
21 Wight, M. Power Politics, London: (Leicester University Press, 1995), p. 17 
 
22Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1959), p. 23 
 
23Duncan McLeod, ed., India and Pakistan: Friends, Rivals Or Enemies? (Hampshire: 
Ashgate, 2008), p. 9 
 
24Duncan McLeod, ed., India and Pakistan: Friends, Rivals Or Enemies? (Hampshire: 
Ashgate, 2008), p. 9  
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Pakistan to be guided by short term strategies mainly to destabilize India, either through the 

so called low intensity conflict or through the state sponsored terrorism against India. 

Although different in approach, Waltz like Morgenthau shares the same objectives of creating 

a clear systemic theoretical approach or objective laws to the study of international politics 

and both make a claim to have found a theoretical approach that allows for the inclusion of 

relevant and rejection of the irrelevant. For Waltz this requires a systemic approach that will 

demonstrate ‘how the systems level or structure is distinct from the level of interacting 

units’.25 To do this Waltz elaborates on his distinction between systemic and reductionist 

levels and develops three images or levels. The first image is human nature, the second image 

is the state and the third and most important image is the anarchic nature of the international 

system, which he argues is the systemic cause of war. 

Waltz suggests that according to the third image “there is a constant possibility of war in a 

world in which there are two or more states each seeking to promote a set of interests and 

having no agency above them upon which they can rely for protection”.26 In other words the 

first and second image play a part in international politics but the permissive cause of war has 

always been the third image – the anarchic international system.27 Waltz cites the example of 

the European powers becoming more inclined to peace in the inter war period just as Hitler 

was becoming more belligerent, ‘the increased propensity to peace of some participants, in 

international politics may increase, rather than decrease, the likelihood of war. This illustrates 

the role of the permissive cause, the international environment.28 It also demonstrates a clear 

departure from realism, which would argue that war occurred because the European states 

failed to balance power between themselves and Nazi Germany. Individuals such as the 

                                                        
25Hedley Bull, Herbert Butterfield, and Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 
(Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.,1979), p. 44 
 
26Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1959), p. 227 
 
27Duncan McLeod, ed., India and Pakistan: Friends, Rivals Or Enemies? (Hampshire: 
Ashgate, 2008), p. 10 
 
28 Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1959), p. 233 
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British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain instead of defining interests in terms of engaging 

normative appeals to the German regime should have defined interests in terms of power.29 

Neo realism suggests that anarchy is a permissive cause of war in the third image, and the 

first and second images are efficient causes of war. First and second images being variables 

such as types of government, past history, location and interest. The first and second images 

in India-Pakistan relation are unique given that the two states were borne out of the same 

geopolitical territory of the former British Raj and the Princely States and as such have a 

unique cultural history that became separated at Partition by the creation of two new 

independent states.30 

For neo-realism it is the quantitative structure of the third image – the international system 

and the self help system that constitutes and explains state behaviour. Competing with the 

third image for explanatory power are the qualitative first and second images that allow for 

inter-subjectivity impacting on state behaviour. In the Rueschemeyer, Stephens and Stephens 

framework, a qualitative approach allows for an interpretation of ‘soft facts’ as opposed to 

the quantitative reliance on the ‘hard facts’ speaking for themselves and thus doing all the 

constitutive and causal explanatory work.31 Neo realism had a dominant role in international 

relations theory, but it does have its critics. Steve Smith writes, “[t]he state, made by war in 

many cases, is the product of the interaction between internal forces and an external setting. 

This undermines realist and especially neo-realist, claims of the external setting in 

determining state behaviour”. 32  Neo-realism also has difficulty accounting for systemic 

change because of its insistence of the immutability of international anarchy as the causal 

mechanism, leaving it no room to account for change at the unit level. Moreover, liberal 

                                                        
29Duncan McLeod, ed., India and Pakistan: Friends, Rivals Or Enemies? (Hampshire: 
Ashgate, 2008), p. 10 
 
30Duncan McLeod, ed., India and Pakistan: Friends, Rivals Or Enemies? (Hampshire: 
Ashgate, 2008), p. 11 
 
31Dietrich Rueschemeyer, Evelyne Huber Stephens and John D. Stephens, Capitalist 
Development & Democracy, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992) pp 52 
 
32Steve Smith, 'Self-images of a discipline: genealogy of international relations theory', in 
Steve Smith and Ken Booth (eds.), International Relations Theory Today (Cambridge: Polity 
Press, 1995), pp. 1-37. 
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internationalists argue that the trading state has replaced the military state because the rise of 

trans-nationalism and trade, have replaced territorial conquest by empires.33 

There are also various constructs that can be applied to the region and the nation in question 

is the theory of structuralism. An approach, which lay emphasis on the structures that 

motivate human behavior, is structuralism. Fundamental themes of structuralism includes: the 

core elements of the structure remain considerably analogous, but the relationships between 

them alter; concepts that appear ‘natural’ to people, such as masculinity and femininity, are in 

fact social constructs; and that the individuals, too, are the product of relationships. Thus, 

individual’s actions are dictated by the overall circumstances-structures in which they 

operate. These structures are comprised of the rules, conventions, and restraints upon which 

human behavior is based. Decisions taken by leaderships, psyche of nations are based on such 

behavioural patterns that make an impact on national and regional policies. The theory of 

structuralism can be elaborated by the twist given to realist international relations theory by 

Kenneth Waltz. Instability and war were less the result of fraudulent human nature or poorly 

constituted states than of fluctuating distributions of power across states in an anarchical 

international system.34 Earlier realist explanations that had dwelt on the characteristics of 

individual states and their leaders were dismissed as reductionist. Relations can be 

understood on a case to case basis either through historical processes or thematically. In 

doing so, it is important to identify the points of convergence and divergence; subsequently 

explaining them in historical perspective or rationally. A rational approach points to a 

structural explanation of relations. It is the structure that ascertains the schedule of interests 

for states. No state can adhere to policies with regard to another state that are incongruent 

with the logic of the given structure.35 Hence the regional balance of power and regional 

systems must be taken in consideration while formulating relations with other states. The 

character of such systems influences the strategic policy culture of the pursuing state in a 

given system. Observing such influences on national policies and their interaction with other 

state policies develops a structure which determines internal and external factors of foreign 
                                                        
33Richard Rosecrance, The Rise of the Trading State: Commerce and Conquest in the Modern 
World, (New York: Basic Books, 1986), p.15 
 
34Kenneth N. Waltz, “Structural Realism after the Cold War”, International Security, Vol. 25, 
No. 1 (Summer 2000), pp. 5–41 
 
35R Rajgopalan, & V Sani; India and the Great Powers: Strategic Imperatives, Normative 
Necessities, South Asian Survey, 2008; Vol. 15(1), pp. 12-13 
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policy.36 The debate of internal and external factors in foreign policy can be approached a bit 

more directly by incorporating Kenneth Waltz’s views. He contrasts this theory of regional 

politics from foreign policy theories by arguing that they are different in raison d'être.37 A 

structural theory of regional policies explains why different states behave similarly; while 

foreign policy theory reasons out why similar placed states behave differently. One cannot 

refute the fact that every state is primarily concerned about its own physical survival. 

Survival remains the distinctive leitmotif of all states.38 However, states differ on the basis 

strategy selection and the means of survival. Great regional powers maintain its regional 

structure by ensuring stability whereas weaker nations balance the structure by acquiring 

friendship of extra-territorial global nations. Thus a regional structure is intercepted by global 

actors for the physical security of lesser powers. During the Cold War bipolar system, 

Pakistan acquired a strategic regional balance in relation to India, a regional power, by 

drawing the US sponsored anti Communist alliances- South East Asia Treaty organization, 

(SEATO) and Central Treaty organization (CENTO) which has been discussed in detail in 

later sections of the study.39 

Game theory is a discipline of Operational Research which tries to model human interaction 

as a game. The games are analyzed to elicit a deeper understanding of strategic thinking 

among humans. The underlying assumption is that humans are rational actors who try and 

maximize their benefit in any situation. India and Pakistan have fought several wars and have 

lived through the era of cooperation (though limited) and cold peace (since Mumbai, 

Pathankot or for that matter Uri attacks) and the attempt of re-initiating dialogue between the 

two. They have been unable to make a transition to the era of cooperation and durable peace. 

India-Pakistan relations have been studied extensively by analysts form the politico-military, 

economic and social points of view. Game-theoretic exercises, applied to India-Pakistan 

                                                        
36Syed Hussain Shaheed Soherwordi, Reena Abbasi& Tabassum Javed, “Structuralism and 
the Indo-Pak Rivalry: Responsible Politico Economic Factors and Policy Analysis”, A 
Research Journal of South Asian Studies, Vol. 30, No.2, July – December 2015, p. 26 
 
37 Kenneth Waltz, (1998, Fall); The Emerging Structure of International Politics. 
International Security, 18(2), pp. 44-97. 
 
38 Ashley J Tellis,(2007). Rising India: Friends and Foes. (P. Nanda, Ed.) New Delhi, India: 
Lancer 
 
39 SH Soherwordi, (2010, Jan/Jun). The U.S Foreign Policy Shift towards Pakistan during 
1960s’. South Asian Studies, 25(1), PP. 21-37 
 



 

situations, can supplement and even strengthen traditional analysis. Game theory can be 

particularly helpful in understanding how the two countries can get out of the low paying 

unhelpful situations. It can also throw light on crisis escalation and crisis stability. It is also 

possible to apply game theory to understand the nuclear thresholds of the two countries. 

Famous game theoretical models include Prisoners’ Dilemma and Chicken. These models can 

be applied to India-Pakistan relations and suitably modified to India-Pakistan situations. 

Prisoner’s dilemma is a game in which two players try to maximize their own benefits. The 

benefits, called pay-offs in game theory parlance, are such that the two players end up in a 

state where they choose not negotiating over an issue (say Siachen glacier). This state of play 

is called NASH Equilibrium, named after mathematician John Nash. Consider the following 

pay off matrix modeling the behaviour of India and Pakistan. Both players have two 

strategies to choose from, either negotiate or not negotiate. The pay-off matrix is at Figure 1. 

Figure 1 Payoff Matrix40 

 
If Pakistan chooses to “negotiate”, India has two choices - either negotiate or not negotiate. If 

it chooses to negotiate, it will get a benefit of 2, but if it chooses not to negotiate it will get a 

benefit of 3. Thus it will choose the strategy of not negotiating. What if Pakistan chooses not 

to negotiate? India’s benefit will be 0 if it chooses to negotiate. Its benefit will be 1 if it 

chooses not to negotiate. Clearly it will choose not to negotiate. Thus, in this special game, 

India has a dominant strategy of not negotiating irrespective of the strategy chosen by 

Pakistan. Likewise the game is structured in such a way that Pakistan also has the dominant 

strategy of not negotiating. Thus, both players have the dominant strategy of not negotiating. 

Therefore they will eventually end up in a situation where both choose not to negotiate and 

get a payoff of (1, 1). It can be noted that if both had chosen (negotiate, negotiate) they would 

have gained a better pay off of (2, 2). Why did they not choose this strategy? Because, either 
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player then had the temptation of moving on to a situation of not negotiating where its pay off 

would be even higher (3) in the hope that the opponent will continue to negotiate. In such a 

situation the one who negotiates gets a pay of only 0 while the one who did not negotiate got 

a payoff of 3.Thus, both players will end up not negotiating and settle for lower pay offs of 

(1, 1) rather than risk being caught in any other situation where their pay offs may be higher 

but the chances of cheating by the other player could not be ruled out.41 However, in this case 

too Waltz structuralism becomes relevant particularly for Pakistan because the structures 

molding Pakistan’s decision making make them adopt a ‘non-negotiating’ strategy even in 

the face of fatal consequence.  

Now another game can be considered where the consequences of following a hard strategy all 

the time are very severe. The game of Chicken (the name was given by Bertrand Russell) 

models brinkmanship. The two players are on a collision course. Who will blink first, swerve 

(i.e. blink, compromise, or give in) and leave the arena? Or will they go for an ultimate clash, 

conflict, or even war? Pay off matrix for an essential Chicken game is shown at Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Game of Chicken with numerical payoffs42 

 
Here, the pay offs are such that there is a very heavy price if both players continue on the 

collision course. One or both must give in to avoid a collision. There is no Nash equilibrium, 

i.e. no dominant strategy, in this game unlike in prisoners’ dilemma. The players will have to 

consider the consequences of a collision course which could even be a war. The Cuban 

missile crisis was an example of the game of Chicken. The US and USSR initially adopted 

tough stances but eventually the USSR had to give in. In 2002, India mobilized its army 

                                                        
41Arvind Gupta, “Game-theoretic Understanding of India-Pakistan Relations”, IDSA 
Comments, August 16, 2011, 
http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/GametheoreticUnderstandingofIndiaPakistanRelations_agu
pta_160811%20 
 
42Prakarsh Singh, “Games parties play: Nash equilibrium of the Nuclear Agreement”, IDSA 
Comments, July 31, 
2008,http://www.idsa.in/idsastrategiccomments/GamespartiesplayNashequilibriumoftheNucl
earAgreement_PSingh_310708 
 

http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/GametheoreticUnderstandingofIndiaPakistanRelations_agu
http://www.idsa.in/idsastrategiccomments/GamespartiesplayNashequilibriumoftheNucl


 

Page | 18  
 

along the India-Pakistan border for ten months in response to a terror attack on the Indian 

parliament. The attack was carried out by a terrorist group based in Pakistan. Both countries 

were in a situation of rising tension and fears of nuclear war raised their head. General 

Musharraf, the President of Pakistan, felt the heat and gave an open statement that Pakistan 

would not allow its territory to be used for supporting terrorism. The Indian government 

which was finding it difficult to sustain a large scale mobilization for such a long time began 

to relax its posture after the assurance was given. The international community also did some 

deft diplomacy to avoid war. Operation Parakram had elements of the game of Chicken in it 

although it is not known whether the two sides actually used Game theory to model their 

responses. But it can be suggested that it was because of Pakistan’s stubborn attitude that 

ultimately made Pakistan the ‘chicken’ in 1965, 1971 and also in 1999. The Operation was 

eventually called off and war averted. Operation Parakram should be thoroughly analyzed for 

understanding the behaviour of the two countries. Did India’s coercive diplomacy succeed? 

Or was it the danger of nuclear escalation that led to India drawing down its military 

mobilisation? Did external actors play a role in ending the crisis? What has been the impact 

of Operation Parakram in the subsequent evolution of India Pakistan relations? Was 

Operation Parakram weighing on the Indian policy makers’ mind after the November 2008 

Mumbai terror attacks? Pakistan was not deterred from sponsoring terrorism. Could Indian 

and Pakistani responses have been played differently? Game theory also throws light on crisis 

stability. When can a crisis be stabilized and when does it spin out of control? The key insight 

here is that whenever a threat or a promise of reward is given, it should be credible. Empty 

threats or rhetoric can lead to crisis escalation. Another insight is that one should be clear 

about the points of no return. The crisis can escalate if repeated threats push the opponent to a 

point where he does not care whether the threat will be implemented or not. Whenever a 

threat is issued, an escape route should also be provided. Game theory shows that sometimes 

threats can bring about stability while in other cases, beyond a threshold, threats can prove to 

be destabilizing. The key is to find that threshold. This will depend upon the pay-off 

structures and probabilities assigned to the likelihood of strategies which an opponent will 

adopt. Thus, perception about how the opponent will react becomes important in deciding 

own strategies. Using game theory for understanding India’s strategic behaviour is uncharted 

territory.43  It has not yet been developed fully and remains in the realm of thinkers and 

strategists. 
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In the 21st century, decisions by one state affect more than just the participating countries. 

Scholars as well as well policy analysts and even the general public, have a greater desire to 

understand foreign policy decisions and what motivates the head of government in his foreign 

policy decision making.  Political decision-making concerns authoritative allocation of public 

values. The essence of responsible political leadership is very often the need for just, 

equitable and deliberate or conscious allocation of common values that are held in trust for 

the commonwealth, by the leadership. This conscious allocation however involves the notion 

of opportunity costs. This implies that the more the government directs its resources towards 

the attainment of particular ends, the less it has the ability to deploy the same resources to 

meet other pressing needs. The decision making framework involves essentially the following 

five elements: the situation that requires taking a decision, the participants in the decision-

making process, the organization they belong to, the process that is adapted to reach a 

decision and the decision outcome. It can be stated as well as that when the question is raised 

why a nation-state behaves as it does, one needs to ask questions such as: Who are the most 

important decision-makers, what are their motivations and perceptions, and what are they 

trying to achieve? What is the type of decision being made? What kind of process is required 

to reach a decision? 

The influence of external powers such as China, Russia and western powers including the 

USA in South Asia region remained a matter of discussion because intense rivalry between 

two big South Asian powers India and Pakistan always attracted the external power to take 

advantages from their rivalry. Therefore, Indo-Pak bitter relations were exploited by external 

powers by many times during the period of cold war politics and even in the new millennia. 

After partition, Pakistan started to counter the suspected Indian threat by engaging herself in 

military strength build up and maintaining relations with great powers which came on screen 

when it concluded a Military Security Pact with the US in 1954 which is considered as a 

dramatic change in the South Asia Geopolitics.44As per the US Army Strategy it is defined as 

“the art and science of developing and employing instruments of national power in a 
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synchronized and integrated fashion to achieve theater, national, and/or multinational 

objectives.”45 The strategy is implemented under various garbs. Sometimes it is in the form of 

democratization, containing Communism, establishing New World Economic Order or 

terrorism. But the basic objectives of decision makers is to enhance one’s sphere of influence 

and gain strategic advantage  over immediate and forthcoming adversaries to the country’s 

economic and political advantages.   

The United States has always been a significant factor in the region, but has become an even 

bigger stakeholder in Southern Asian stability since the terrorist attacks on New York and 

Washington, D.C. on 11 September 2001. During the cold war, the US perceived Pakistan as 

a strategic asset and turned it into an ally against Soviet expansionism. Washington initially 

viewed China as a Soviet ally, but eventually played the China card to hold back the spread 

of Soviet influence in Asia and elsewhere. Non-aligned India was neither with the US nor 

against the US throughout the cold war even after signing the treaty of friendship and 

cooperation with the Soviet Union. However, with the end of the cold war and the passing of 

a decade India’s impressive economic performance, coupled with its stable polity and 

military prowess, brought is a sea change to the US perspective on India, which has given 

birth to an optimistic image of the country among American policymakers. The US decision 

to establish a strategic partnership with India has been influenced by India’s rising 

international weight and strength and partly by new US disquiet over an assertive China.46 

The recent reaction of US in the form of condemnation followed by warning to Pakistan for 

its proved involved in the Uri incident has further brought the two countries closer to each 

other- the state of affair that India had been seeking for long. 

The United States, being a global power, engaged itself in the region on the basis of global 

political and security considerations. The impact of US policy on India and Pakistan was 

intricate, particularly in its bilateral equations with these two countries. During the decades of 

the 1950s and ’60s, India and Pakistan were low-priority countries, although the US roped in 

Pakistan in its cold war alliance system and, by implication, undermined India’s non-

alignment. The decade of the 1990s, seen from certain perspectives, rendered the global 
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balance-of-power concept almost redundant. The US being the only surviving superpower 

had none to balance its capabilities. The American policymakers naturally sought to craft new 

national security strategies to deny or delay the emergence of a rival global power. The global 

systemic transformation was bound to impact the Southern Asian strategic positioning. The 

strategic relevance of Pakistan faded away, China’s earlier strategic weight waned and, more 

significantly, the perception of India as a Soviet ally also vanished. Moreover, India’s 

economic liberalization generated new thinking in the US and gave rise to a novel rationale 

for more intimate Indo-US associations. But economy was not the only determining factor in 

American rethinking on policy towards India.47Unfortunately to settle its scores in West Asia 

American global strategy still needs the support of  Pakistan to counter the rising power of 

China and the present upheavals’ in the Islamic states and therein lies the tragedy for India. 

It is not just the territorial mindedness of the leadership in the two states, but also their deep 

set insecurities that make them stick to traditional paradigms and not look for new initiatives. 

In the circumstances, territorial disputes do not get resolved and bilateral hostility cannot be 

overcome in the backdrop of domestic political imperatives of policymaking. Moreover, their 

adverse perception of each other reinforces belligerence of the two establishments instead of 

building mutual confidence. In the case of Pakistan, the military establishment’s control over 

policymaking, especially the military’s control of politics, seemingly under the blessings of 

US in the past has led to the disregard for non-military options in addressing India-Pakistan 

problems. That is the reason why even during civilian leaderships in Pakistan, the military 

has not shown much interest in breaking the mould to make or show positive overtures to 

their Indian counterpart, even when the civilian leadership has shown much interest to walk 

on new avenues of bonhomie and cordiality.48 

Presently, the fundamental overtone of their relationship is characterized by competition with 

the smaller neighbour, Pakistan; adamant to compete with a bigger India at all levels. The 

national objectives of Pakistan are juxtaposed against India’s ambitions of attaining a global 

power status in a complex manner. It is not these divergent objectives per se that create 

problems, but the underlying perceptions that tend to make the objectives confrontational. To 
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understand India-Pakistan relations it is equally important to comprehend their conflicting 

strategic perceptions, putting them on a confrontational course against each other. Strategic 

perceptions, it must be noted, relate to political objectives, a national vision, and their 

respective perception of themselves and each other. In the case of India and Pakistan, their 

strategic perceptions are also a product of their respective national insecurities.49 The study 

will try to assess these strategic perspectives which dominated decision making of the two 

nations, as well as the relations that they built with larger nations and neighbours. 

The above theories that has been selected is not at random but each theory either tries to 

identify the manner in which nations align themselves. Along with the necessity of power, 

there are questions of survival and growth along with the psyche of the leadership as well as 

the general populace. The manner in which decisions are taken by nations, which varies in 

size and power, where geo-political imperatives are different, but their decisions make a 

significant impact on national, regional as well as international politics can be assessed while 

keeping a base of the above selected theories. Needless to say, the theoretical frameworks 

outlined above seem to have relevance in explaining the relations between India and Pakistan. 

But the basic thrust of the present study, that is, the role of US in the strained relations 

between India and Pakistan cannot be explained by any of the theories. However structural 

realism comes closer to a greater extent to explain the intricacy of the triangle- India, 

Pakistan and the United States. 

(1.3) Literature Review: 

There has been enormous literature on the subject of India-Pakistan relations and also the 

involvement of the United States in the politics of the Asian Continent in general and the 

subcontinent in particular. 

Aftab, Alam’s, in his book US Policy towards South Asia: Special Reference to Indo- 

Pakistan Relations (Delhi: Raj Publications. 1998) tries to show that how the Indo-Pakistan 

relations, have been profoundly influenced by the actions and pronouncements of the external 

powers, especially the United States which does influence to a great deal the bilateral 
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relations of India and Pakistan.50 It attempts to highlight the United States’ policy dynamics 

in South Asia on three important issues via nuclear, military assistance and Kashmir and its 

impact on between India and Pakistan relations. The book explores that how the United 

States by making Pakistan its cold war ally barely helped in improving India-Pakistan 

relations; rather its involvement has further widened the existing gap between the two 

neighbours. It is also surprising that both India and Pakistan hardly rely on each other but 

have spent time and energy to woo the United States to their favour, making the thing even 

more perplexed and prospect of a solution more remote. Had the situation been reversed 

India-Pakistan relations would not have experienced such a bitter state. 

Nagaich, B B; Kumar, Jayant; Nagaich, Rajiv Nagaich, Sharda in their book Six Decades of 

Indo-US-Pak Relations (2009, New Delhi; New Century Publications) recounts the recent 

history of relations between the countries of India, Pakistan, and the United States dealing 

with varying subjects like diversities in India, Pakistan and the United States, cooperation 

between India and United States in economic, agricultural and other sectors, United States 

perspective of India and India’s perspective of United States; nuclear issues and regional 

security; Kashmir imbroglio, international terrorism and strategies of India, Pakistan, United 

States, Russia, and China.51 The course of events discussed starts from early 1940s and ends 

with 2009, covering a wide geographical area and a variety of subjects.  

In The Kashmir Question: Retrospect and Prospect; (New York; Routledge; 2003) Sumit 

Ganguly has written extensively written on India and Pakistan. In one of his books where he 

has specifically dealt with the Kashmir dispute, he along with many other scholars has 

provided a comprehensive assessment of a number of different facets of the on-going dispute 

over ‘Kashmir Issue’ between India and Pakistan, the respective endgames of both states, the 

dangers of nuclear escalation in the region, the state of the insurgency in the Indian-

controlled portion of the disputed state and how these on-going issues and factors have led to 

the evolution of American policy toward the dispute affecting the two nations, whose 
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respective claims to Kashmir are mostly on the basis of statecraft. It unearths the issues that 

how United States has been using ‘Kashmir’ as a veil to enter into this South-Asian region.52 

Abbas Hassan’s book Pakistan’s Drift into Extremism: Allah, the Army and America’s War 

on Terror; (New York; M E Sharpe Inc; 2004) is a narration of the history of governance of 

Pakistan that starts from the early years of governance till Musharraf’s regime.53 It has in 

brief dealt with the governance of all the leaders that has risen to the helm of power in 

Pakistan. The manner in which Pakistani politics has gone through its ups and downs has 

been dealt in this book. It has also elaborated the manner in which recent political 

developments have changed the regional and national scenario of the nation. The author 

being in the Pakistani administration during Benazir Bhutto and later in General Musharraf’s 

governments has been able to give first hand experiences of governments. But it has given 

more of a journalistic version rather than an analytical and theoretical base for his 

explanations. 

Zahid Hussain’s book Frontline Pakistan: The Struggle with Militant Islam; (NewYork; 

Columbia University Press; 2008) provides an, exposure of the rise and continuation of 

Islamic extremism in Pakistan.54 Zahid Hussain tries to show the links between the major 

jihadi groups of Pakistan, Al Qaeda, and the ISI with a degree of detail. It focuses how 

former Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf’s decision to join the United States ‘war on 

terror’ led Pakistan to war with itself as Pakistan had to fight those very forces which it had 

nurtured, since the early eighties,  in a very detailed manner he portrays the origin and nature 

of the jihadi movement in Pakistan and Afghanistan, the long-standing and often denied links 

between militants and Pakistani authorities, the weaknesses of successive elected 

governments, and the challenges to Musharraf's authority posed by politico-religious, 

sectarian, and civil society elements within the country, and how the Pakistani army and 

intelligence services and even madrasas are thoroughly penetrated by jihadis. In his words, 

“Many of the religious parties operating the madrasas turned to militancy courtesy of the US-
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sponsored jihad in Afghanistan” (p.77); The US actively promoted militancy and the culture 

of jihad. Special textbooks were published in Dari and Pashto by the University of Nebraska-

Omaha and funded by USAID with an aim to promote jihadist values and military training. 

Millions of such books were distributed at Afghan refugee camps and Pakistani madrasas. 

(pg.80). The book wonderfully shows that how the Americans relied almost entirely on the 

ISI to allocate weapons to the mujahideen groups during the Afghan, crisis emphasizes how 

General Zia cleverly used Islam to consolidate his power and legitimize his rule through the 

American blessings and how once the Soviet Union collapsed, the United States lost interest 

in this surreptitious game; which again rejuvenated after 9/11 when Pakistan once again 

became important for United States policy makers in their fight against global terrorism. 

Rizwan Hussain, in his book Pakistan And The Emergence Of Islamic Militancy In 

Afghanistan; (Great Britain; Ashgate Pub Ltd.; 2005).explores how the Pakistan Army's 

involvement with the Afghan Islamists became integrated with the Pakistani elites' post-Cold 

War strategic agenda.55 The author takes into account the nature of the Pakistani polity and 

the foremost role of the Pakistani military in the policy formulation and how security 

concerns play a pivotal role in Pakistan's attempt to create a client state in Afghanistan in 

order to enhance Pakistan's wider economic and political influence in the region. 

Artemy Kalinovsky in his edited book The End of the Cold War and The Third World: New 

Perspectives on Regional Conflict (Cold War History); (2001)showed how the end of the 

cold war shaped and molded the internal and external policy of the third world countries like 

India, Pakistan and Latin America.56 This book brings together recent research on the end of 

the Cold War in the Third World and engages with ongoing debates about regional conflicts, 

focuses on the role of great powers in the developing world, and the role of international 

actors in conflict resolution. It tries to depict that how the great transformation of the world in 

the late 1980s affected regional conflicts and client relationships. Who "won" and who "lost" 

in the Third World and why do so many Cold War-era problems remain unresolved and many 

other facets of the implication of Cold War on the ‘developing nations’ has been explained in 
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a systematic way, both from the perspectives of the superpowers and the Third World 

countries. 

Owen Bennett Jones’s book Pakistan: Eye of the Storm; (USA; Yale University Press; 2003) 

also remain to be an excellent master-piece about Pakistan concentrating on the Musharraf 

regime, focuses that how ‘Pakistan’ - with its political instability, vociferous Islamic 

community, pressing economic and social problems, access to nuclear weapons, and 

proximity to Afghanistan - stands at the very centre of global attention.57  The book looks at 

Pakistan’s battle with India over Kashmir and argues that most Pakistanis want to live in a 

free and tolerant state, not a theocracy. He considers the future of former Pakistani President 

General Pervez Musharraf’s attempt to undo the Islamisation; initiated by his predecessor, 

General Mohammed Zia-ul-Haq. Vital issues like the Kashmir, Nationalism, Bangladesh, 

Bomb, Democracy and the Army are analyzed very minutely and in a detailed manner and 

the concise history given is very revealing.  

Stephen Cohen in his book The Idea of Pakistan; (Washington D.C; Brookings Institution 

Press; 2006) grapples with the question that what is Pakistan? Is it a ‘rogue state’, ‘a 

delinquent nation’, ‘Taliban East’ a ‘failing state’ or just ‘misunderstood but an effective 

United States ally’ (pp. 2)? 58  Cohen proceeds with two purposes first, he wants to 

demonstrate why Indian Muslims felt the need for a separate homeland to pursue their 

‘civilizational destiny’ and second, how the state of Pakistan has evolved into a military-

dominated entity that has nuclear capabilities, hostile relations with its neighbours and is 

characterized by weak economic institutions and socio-political strife. Instead of following 

the chronological order to describe the details of developments in Pakistan, Cohen has 

discussed in different chapters, players, factors and issues which in his understanding best 

define Pakistan: Idea of Pakistan, the state of Pakistan, Regionalism and separation, 

demographic, educational and economic prospects, Pakistan's future and American options. 

He concludes his study by outlining five different paths that Pakistan could take in the future 

and how the United States should shape its policy towards Pakistan bearing these plausible 

‘futures’ in mind. Cohen also outlines five other scenarios that are likely to arise in the next 

five to eight years:  the emergence of a moderate, democratic state; the rise of 
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authoritarianism; the rise of an Islamist state; Pakistan’s possible breakup and Pakistan after a 

major war with India (p. 297). 

Ahmed Rashid in his appropriately titled book Descent into Chaos: The United States and the 

Failure of Nation Building in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Central Asia; (USA Penguin 

Groups; Viking Adult; 2008) tries to portray how because of the United States’ interventionist 

policy and policy makers, Pakistan, South and Central Asia had descended into chaos.59 He 

starts exploring how the Clinton administration bears responsibility for where we find 

ourselves today and then focuses his attention to the real target of blistering critique which to 

him is the Bush administration, particularly Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and VP 

Dick Cheney. One of the most valuable contributions of the book is the discussion of 

Kashmir and his explanation of Afghan policy through the prism of India. His conclusions 

are devastating: to him an unstable and nuclear-armed Pakistan, a renewed al’ Qaeda 

profiting from a booming opium trade, and a Taliban resurgence and reconquest may come 

out a serious menace. Though Rashid places the blame for continued instability in Central 

Asia mainly on the United States for failing to address the root cause (Islamic extremism) and 

biggest drivers (Pakistan and other autocratic regimes) but does not really explore why the 

United States made the decisions it made, he just dismisses them as the products of United 

States obsession with Iraq and torture. 

Navnita Chadha Behera’s Demystifying Kashmir; (Washington D.C Brookings Institution 

Press; 2006) mainly deals on a subject on which Indians and Pakistanis can’t shake off their 

nationalist positions- ‘Kashmir Issue’.60 Tracing the history of Kashmir from the pre-partition 

India to the current-day situation the author in her book wonderfully elucidates how Kashmir 

came to be a part of the Indian suzerainty, how Pakistan has been using Kashmir as war-

game, Kashmir’s demand from Azadi to Jihadi and the detrimental role of the western powers 

from erstwhile Soviet Union to United States in solving the dispute .She provides a 

comprehensive analysis of the philosophical underpinnings and the local, bilateral, and 

international dynamics of the key players involved in this flashpoint of conflict, including 

New Delhi, Islamabad, political groups and militant outfits on both sides of the Line of 
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Control, and international powers. This book explains and explores the political and military 

components of India's and Pakistan's Kashmir strategy, the self-determination debate, and the 

insurgent movement that began in 1989. And in the conclusion it focuses on what Behera 

terms the ‘four P's: parameters, players, politics, and prognosis’ of the ongoing peace process 

in Kashmir.  

Victoria Schofield in her book Kashmir in Conflict: India, Pakistan and the Unending War; 

(London; I. B. Tauris; 2003) tries to examine the Kashmir conflict from the period when the 

valley was an independent kingdom right up to the struggles of the present day, when it has 

confirmed its status as a battleground for two of the world’s newest nuclear powers, India and 

Pakistan.61Tracing the origin of the state in the nineteenth century and the controversial ‘sale’ 

by the British of the predominantly Muslim valley to a Hindu Maharaja is dealt in details in 

the book. In her book she explains the serious issues that divides India and Pakistan and 

accesses the military position of both the states as their troop’s masses on both side of the 

border, and also analyses the current crisis starting from partition and ending at the year 

2000. This fairly balanced the author in her book and tries to give the perspectives of the 

Pakistanis, the Indians, and for once, the Kashmiries themselves; on the much disputed 

Kashmir issue.  

George Perkovich’s path-breaking book India's Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global 

Proliferation; (Los-Angeles; University of California Press; 1999) is the definitive, 

comprehensive history of how the world's largest democracy, grappled with the twin desires 

to have and to renounce the bomb.62 Why did India bid for nuclear weapon status at a time 

when 149 nations had signed a ban on nuclear testing? What drove India's new Hindu 

nationalist government to depart from decades of nuclear restraint, a control that no other 

nation with similar capacities had displayed? How has U.S.’s nonproliferation policy affected 

India's decision making are some of the key issues which has been dealt very meticulously 

and thoroughly in this book. He in his book mainly focuses on two major questions: i) why 

did India decide to proceed with a test of what it called a "peaceful nuclear explosion" in 

1974, and ii), why did it then refrain from further testing for twenty-four years? Which 
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Perkovich concludes that India's profound ambivalence toward nuclear weapons, on the one 

hand, it was a leader in calling for world nuclear disarmament, condemning the nuclear 

powers for the arms race and expressing moral revulsion at the existence of nuclear weapons. 

On the other hand, it was committed to throwing off the vestiges of colonialism, 

demonstrating its scientific prowess, and winning recognition as a major power. Moreover, 

Perkovich shows the Indian decision to build the bomb did not respond to external security 

threats but to the domestic Indian need to assert its national identity, break from its colonial 

legacy, and become the great power that it felt it should rightfully be -- a complex mix of 

domestic and psychological factors. However he concludes that the Indian tests "were bold 

statements" (p. 438) that generally failed to accomplish their objectives.  

India, Pakistan, and the Bomb: Debating Nuclear Stability in South Asia; (New York; 

Columbia University Press; 2010)another masterpiece book by Sumit Ganguly’s along with 

S. Paul Kapur focuses that whether nuclearisation has created a barrier to escalation during 

crises between the two nations - the so-called nuclear stability theory, drawn from the United 

States-Soviet Cold War experience - or whether it has instead created a shield for Pakistani 

adventurism and a risk of Indian overreaction, by offering competing theories on the 

transformation of the region and showing what these patterns mean for the world's next 

proliferators. 63  Where on one hand Ganguly emphasizes that, nuclear weapons have 

prevented Indo-Pakistani disputes from blossoming into full-scale war, on the other Kapur 

views that, nuclear weapons have fueled a violent cycle of Pakistani provocation and Indian 

response, giving rise to a number of crises that might easily have spun into chaos. However 

they both agree that the presence of nuclear weapons would make a failure to manage a crisis 

more catastrophic but disagree about whether nuclear arms increase or reduce the likelihood 

of such a failure and as for policy recommendations, think India should refrain from 

developing ballistic missile defenses and that Pakistan should rein in its militant groups. 

Sumit Ganguly in one of his another of his book The Origins of War in South Asia: Indo-

Pakistani Conflicts Since 1947; (West view Press; 1994) studies the causes, consequence and 

implications of the wars between India and Pakistan since 1947.64 He not only provides a 
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comprehensive exploration of the causes and consequences of three clashes but also offers 

some interesting reasons why there may not be a fourth. Ganguly’s book observes that after 

two of the three wars in and on ‘Kashmir’ only a vocal minority now seeks independence 

from India diminishing the force of Pakistani irredentism in this region, not only this but also 

the breakup of Pakistan in 1971 and India's unquestioned military strength had made it 

difficult for any Pakistani regime to contemplate an attack on India. Finally, the acquisition of 

nuclear capabilities by both sides may in fact lead to increased prudence by the two South 

Asian rivals. The uniqueness of the work lies in that it suggests that the India-Pakistan 

conflicts are irredentist in nature — that each country seeks confirmation of its national 

identity through Kashmir. While the Kashmir dispute dominates the subject, the topics of 

nuclearisation of the sub-continent, limited war of Kargil and repercussions of 9/11 terrorist 

strike in the United States have also been subjected to author’s detailed examination. 

Praveen Swami’s India, Pakistan and the Secret Jihad: The Covert War in Kashmir, 1947-

2004; (New York; Routledge; 2006) seeks to explore the history of Jihadist groups in Jammu 

and Kashmir.65 Eight chapters of the book chronologically explore the history of jihadist 

groups in Jammu and Kashmir, documenting the course of their activities and their changing 

character from 1947 to 2004. Swami’s book addresses three key issues I.) The history of 

jihadist violence in Jammu and Kashmir, which is examined as it evolved from 1947-48 

onwards, II.) The impact of the secret jihad on Indian policy-making on Jammu and Kashmir, 

and its influence on political life within the state, III.) Why the jihad in Jammu and Kashmir 

acquired such intensity in 1990. His main research questions are: How jihadist violence was 

not, as is widely assumed, a phenomenon that manifested itself in Indian-administered 

Jammu and Kashmir only after 1988? It further investigates how a welter of jihadist groups 

waged a sustained campaign against Indian rule in Jammu and Kashmir from the outset, after 

the partition of India? The book ends up with an optimistic viewpoint that a resolution of the 

multiple crises and conflicts which together constitute what we call the Kashmir conflict may 

be years or even decades in future. Bringing an end to the long jihad offers the best prospect 

of ensuring that there at least remains a place where a conflict may one day be solved (p217-

18). 
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Harold Gould’s book The South Asia Story: The First Sixty Years of US Relations with India 

and Pakistan; (New Delhi; Sage Publications Pvt. Ltd.; 2010)can be an encyclopedia for 

studying the complex and changing U.S. relations with India and Pakistan in the last sixty 

years since World War II.66 Gould tries to provide a series of brief sketches on how twelve 

US presidents since Franklin Roosevelt to Barrack Obama perceived and dealt with South 

Asia-most particularly, of course, India and Pakistan, from World War II to present day. The 

book highlights how personal whims and preferences of the elected presidents, political 

considerations, individual actions, contexts, foreign policy, their unique personalities, levels 

of awareness, and intellectual gifts had shaped the relations between the trios. Gould’s book 

highlights the facts that events such as World War II, Cold War and most recently, the rise of 

Islamic radicalism and terrorism posed the most sustained challenges which the presidents 

have had to encounter and negotiate with caution as far as their political interaction with 

India and Pakistan was concerned, and also how interestingly, none of these American 

Presidents ever had any meaningful experience with South Asia prior to entering office.  

Former Pakistani President Musharraf’s book In the Line of Fire: A Memoir; (New York; 

Free Press; 2006) is an attempt to show General Musharraf as the saviour who brought out 

Pakistan from the brink of extremism and saved the country for the world. In his book 

Musharraf disclosed his view about 9/11, Afghanistan, Al-Qaida, War on terrorism, relation 

with India, East Pakistan, Pakistan political scenario, Pakistan- United States relations, Islam, 

Nuclear Proliferation and threat made United States for having their site  democracy and 

many more issues. 67  He depicts hastily narrated memoir of the horrifying incident 

of September 11, 2001, the murder of United States’ journalist Daniel Pearl, the ongoing 

efforts to dislodge al-Qaeda from the borders with Afghanistan and the fight against the 

'Talibanisation' threatening Pakistan from the same direction. However the book does give 

insight into the perspective of the Muslim world on the events of 9/11, confusing, too, is 

Musharraf's account of Kargil, the Indo-Pakistan conflict in the mountains of Kashmir that 

led to a breakdown of trust and co-operation between Pakistan's civil and military powers in 

1999 and to the bloodless coup that pushed him to power - and brought two nuclear powers to 

the brink of war. In his book the former. Pakistani President offers a portrait of Mullah Omar, 
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with stories of Pakistan's attempts to negotiate with him, A. Q. Khan and his proliferation 

network, and he reveals fascinating details of Khan's operations and the investigations into 

them. Lastly, he tells the sad story of Pakistan's experience with democracy and what he has 

done to make it workable. 

Dennis Kux in his book The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies; 

(Pennsylvania Avenue; The Johns Hopkins University Press; 2001) provides a biased but 

comprehensive and authoritative study of United States-Pakistan relations from the cold war 

period till the present era, he tries to focus how in the 1950s, the two countries became 

alliance partners against the communists and how in the 1960s, the relationship fell apart and 

Pakistan developed itself as a nuclear weapon and moved toward China, until the terrorist 

attacks on September 11, 2001, which again brought these two partners of necessity together 

and United States-Pakistan bilateral relations improved.68 He had tried to show that United 

States and Pakistani interests have been alternately in accord with and in opposition to each 

other and this fact accounts for the hot and cold relationship between the two nations. 

Traditionally, the future of Kashmir and the perceived Indian threat have been the 

cornerstones of Pakistani foreign and security policy whereas the United States, saw its 

relationship with Pakistan through the lens of the Cold War between 1947 and 1991. This 

book in a very brilliant way tries to highlight that how these two nations of the world has 

been embittered partners of each other from time to time and explains that why and how the 

two nations were close partners during the Eisenhower, Nixon and Reagan years, though 

estranged during the Kennedy, Johnson, Carter, Bush and Clinton years.  

Nicolas Burns’s edited book American Interests in South Asia: Building a Grand Strategy in 

Afghanistan, Pakistan, and India; (Washington D.C; The Aspen Institute; 2011) contains a 

collection of commissioned papers that provide an intensive exploration of the interconnected 

national security challenges posed by the events in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and India.69 This 

book which focuses on the issues like the lessons from history and balance of power in the 

region; highlights the current strategy in Afghanistan, enumerates the effect of American 

foreign assistance and private sector development, and depicts though not on a detailed that 
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how the United States interest has been playing a very dynamic role in the relations between 

India-Pakistan relations. Burn’s book seeks to understand the current issues that the United 

States is being facing in this region and also suggests the American policymakers a way to 

cope with what has become one of America's most pressing security problems.  

J.N. Dixit’s book India-Pakistan in War and Peace; (London; Routledge; 2002) provides an 

account of the history and politics of the two great South Asian rivals- India and Pakistan.70 

Dixit in his book has tried to portray that like the Israel-Palestine struggle, the Indian-

Pakistan rivalry has also its legacy in history. In a very balanced way he has tried to provide 

how both the two countries went to war within months of becoming independent and, how 

over the following half-century, they have fought three wars with each other, and what were 

their implications and consequence, and how both the two nations have been at odds at not 

only in the United Nations but also at other global forums.  

Christine Fair and Tellise in their book Limited Conflicts Under the Nuclear Umbrella: 

Indian and Pakistani Lessons from the Kargil Crisis (Washington DC: Rand, 2002) examines 

the aftermath views of two nuclear armed states- India and Pakistan on the significance of 

Pakistan's foray into the Kargil-Dras sector that has come to be known as the Kargil conflict 

in their book and unlike other books that specifically which deals with the general causes and 

the consequence only.71  The broad purpose of the study is to understand how India and 

Pakistan viewed the significance of the Kargil conflict, what lessons they drew from this 

conflict, and the implications of those lessons for future stability in South Asia. Tellis tries to 

portray that even the presence of nuclear weapons might not appreciably dampen security 

competition between the region's largest states and, questions that whether or not the Kargil 

war represents a foretaste of future episodes of attempted nuclear coercion if India and 

Pakistan. However, since it was a compilation of reports on the request of the United States 

during the United States’ Presidential election as such not every view pertaining to Kargil is 

recorded and, further, many nuances and variations on the main themes recorded here are 

excluded which were found by the author of no interest to policymakers in the United States. 
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Teresita Shaffer in her monograph India and the United States in the 21st Century: 

Reinventing Partnership (Significant Issues); (Washington D.C; Center for Strategic & 

International Studies; 2009) examines the new strategic partnership between the United 

States and India.72 This book brings together the two countries' success in forging bilateral 

relations and their relatively skimpy record of seeking common ground on global and 

regional issues, highlighting how India's economic growth and thirst for energy create 

important common interests between India and United States. Schaffer’s book has tried to 

show how since the Clinton era India and the United States focused on 4 key issues primarily 

an evolving, bi-lateral relationship that has particularly grown years, their  Economic foreign 

policy, Energy Security of the Indian Ocean,  Global partnership since end of Cold War. It 

focuses four opportunities where these two nations can jointly work on important global 

issues like the International Finance Reform, Trade, Climate Change, and Nuclear 

Proliferation. However Schaffer has also highlighted some of the major Key hurdles that the 

U.S and India have to overcome to be able to build a strategic partnership: United States – 

Burden of History, India’s Concept of Sovereign Autonomy and Ability to create a Strategy. 

At the conclusion Schaffer counsels that a U.S.-Indian partnership holds great promise but 

will require a lot of diplomatic cultivation to pay off. 

Ashok Kapur’s edited book India and the United States in a Changing World; ( New Delhi; 

SAGE Publications Pvt. Ltd; 2002)provides a course of India- United States relations, and 

offers pragmatic policy recommendations.73 In their introduction to this book, the authors 

tries to focus on factors such as distance, cultural apathy and a deep distrust of the outsider 

that did not allow India to acquire a prominent place in American foreign policy until the end 

of the Second World War and how now it’s the end of an extremely transformative period in 

India- United States relations, because of the end of three key obstacles; viz, the Cold War - 

which saw the United States locked in an intense ideological confrontation with the Soviet 

Union thus making the India-led Non-Aligned Movement incompatible with United States 

policy; secondly, India- United States relations that had for long completely lacked economic 

content and had changed with the process of liberalization ; lastly, the nuclear bottleneck in 
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the relationship that has been removed with the help of the India- United States nuclear deal. 

The introductory essay by Malik and Kapur contextualizes the crests and the troughs of India- 

United States relations, where they argue that how when India sought to emerge as the 

dominant regional power, the United States crushed its ambitions by consolidating its 

military alliance with Pakistan, thereby creating a regional balance of power. Tremblay, on 

the Kashmir issue in India- United States relations argues that how the United States attitude 

of mistrust and a paucity of interest in any region outside of the American continent were 

responsible for the United States ambivalence on the resolution of Kashmir issue. Louscher, 

Cook and Barto, describes military relations between the United States and India as 

somewhat unique in international politics, as both countries have often declared their desire 

for intimate military ties but in practice have remained decidedly cold towards each other. 

Whereas Gandhi, in his essay on the financial relations between the two countries, expounds 

that the main reason for India’s low economic visibility is that over the years, the structure of 

the bilateral trade has changed very little. Finally it focuses that there are three major 

questions that are likely to arise now in the India- United States relationship: first, to what 

extent would their future relationship be determined by the unfinished agenda, for instance of 

defense and space cooperation. Second, is there a next big idea to take this relationship to an 

even higher level?  Third, how will the two sides manage issues such as climate change and 

to a lesser degree the Doha round of trade negotiations and arms control regimes such as the 

CTBT. 

David Malone’s book Does the Elephant Dance? Contemporary Indian Foreign Policy; 

(USA; Oxford University Press, 2011) elegantly surveys the key features of contemporary 

Indian foreign policy and provides a broad-ranging but substantive survey of the Indian 

foreign policy horizon. 74  Identifying the relevant aspects of Indian history, the author 

examines with insight and sympathy the role of domestic politics and internal and external 

security challenges, and of domestic and international economic factors, the “Hindu rate of 

growth”, India’s ‘soft power’, the role of migration and India’s aspirations to play a 

significant role on the United Nation Security Council; for crafting of the Indian foreign 

policy are discussed. Separate chapters examine the specifics of India’s policies toward its 

neighbours, and individually with China, the United States, West Asia, East and Southeast 

Asia, Europe and Russia, and multilateral diplomacy.  Malone divides India’s engagement 
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with the world into three periods: idealism under Nehru, hard realism under Indira Gandhi, 

and economically driven pragmatism today. Malone’s approach to his subject is constructed 

around “three major preoccupations and an important partner”. The preoccupations, 

inevitably, are the challenge of managing our relationships with our immediate neighbours; 

handling China; and striving to ensure India’s emergence as a major global player. The 

partner is the United States, with whom India posses “specific shared interests in some areas 

and quid pro quo arrangements in others, all underscored by strong economic inter-

dependence” but with whom we should beware of basing “long-term strategies excessively 

on systematic cooperation”, has been dealt in this book.  

Prem Shankar Jha’s book The Origins of a Dispute: Kashmir 1947; (London; Oxford 

University Press; 2003) is an account of the origins of the Kashmir dispute between India and 

Pakistan.75 Over the decades two entirely opposed versions of Kashmir’s accession to India, 

have come into being, this book examines both versions, and the role of the British 

government. Through documents such as the Mountbatten papers and the Pinnell files, Prem 

Shankar Jha test the rival versions of history and confirms that the dispute has its origin 

neither in the unfinished business of Partition nor in the vacillation of a weak, indolent and 

despotic Maharaja of Kashmir rather it was mere a product of power politics with its seed 

sown by the British policy in the last days before the Transfer of Power as London. Jha 

tackles head-on Alistair Lamb’s claims about the collusion between Mountbatten and the 

Indian government in 1947 to deprive Pakistan of Kashmir and provides plausible alternative 

readings of some of the key issues that Lamb raises, not only this but Jha’s book provides an 

end to the long lasting controversy over Mountbatten’s alleged tampering to India’s 

advantage with Lord Radcliff's partition of the Punjab. 

Stephen Cohen’s The Future of Pakistan; (Washington D.C; Brookings Institution Press; 

2011) presents and evaluates several scenarios for how the country (Pakistan) will develop, 

evolve, and act in the near future, as well as the geopolitical implications of each.76 The book 

focuses on the issues like why Pakistan is been a major foreign policy headache for the 

United States, how Pakistan can get out of what you call the burden of its history and 
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narrative of victimhood how Pakistani military were ineffective in running the country 

effectively, how the influence which Islam and the army continue to exercise on the future of 

Pakistan, How is failure in Afghanistan going to affect Pakistan? What should or can be done 

to immediately bring Pakistan into what you call a ‘normal state category’? Cohen’s book 

helps us understand the current circumstances, the relevant actors and their motivation, the 

critical issues at hand, the different outcomes they might produce, and what it all means for 

Pakistanis, Indians, the United States, and the entire world. Cohen argues that if Pakistan 

pursues policies which are hostile to American interests in Afghanistan and if they support 

terrorism then we might move to a policy of containment and to him the long-term key to 

normalizing Pakistan is India, which if gets normalize then Pakistan can devote its resources 

and energy to becoming a more attractive and respected country. He predicts that Pakistan a 

country  with one of the world’s biggest armies with  nuclear arsenal, sharing its western 

borderlands with such a country which have emerged as the epicenter of international 

terrorism in the last few decades, having its civilian and military establishments have boldly 

instrumentalised Islam for political purposes; will remain, but its identity will 

change.  Moreover United States military raid on Abbottabad last May and the execution of 

Osama bin Laden without the permission of Pakistan, the continuing drone attacks on 

Pakistan’s western borderlands, and last November’s NATO attack on a Pakistani military 

post and Washington’s plans to withdraw from Afghanistan has set the stage for the 

transformation of the regional security complex in the north-western subcontinent, may really 

bring out a big question on the future of Pakistan. 

Riedel’s book Deadly Embrace: Pakistan, America, and the Future of the Global Jihad; 

(Washington D.C; Brookings Institution Press; 2012)explains how the United States, on 

several occasions, actually helped the foes of democracy in Pakistan and aided in the 

development of the very enemies it is now fighting in the region.77 The book seeks to unravel 

this paradox, revealing and interpreting the tortuous path of relations between two very 

different nations, which remain, in many ways, stuck with each other. His conclusion is that a 

"jihadist state" is possible in Pakistan and a proactive United States policy to forestall that 

danger is needed. In the wake of Osama bin Laden’s death at the hands of United States’ 

Special Forces in Pakistan, all eyes are turned to the relations and tensions between the two 

nations which have been locked in a deadly embrace for decades. The book effectively shows 
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that the Pakistanis’ anti-American sentiments and actions are not solely based on irrational 

hatred or zealotry; for the balance of Pakistan’s history, the United States has acted 

remarkably inconsistent toward the country and bears some responsibility for its 

radicalization. Riedel counsels Washington to attempt to resolve some of the most 

complicated and entrenched issues in the region—Kashmir, for one—in order to sever the ties 

between local terrorists and their global counterparts.  Somewhat surprisingly for a self-styled 

realist, Riedel argues that a relationship based on momentary self-interest has not worked for 

either Pakistan or the United States, and both sides must be willing to “agree to disagree” on 

some issues while defining the core purpose of their alliance: defeating terrorism and settling 

the grievances that nurture extremism.  

Teresita C. Schaffer and Howard B. Schaffer’s book India and the United States in the 21st 

Century: Reinventing Partnership (Significant Issues); (Washington D.C; Center for 

Strategic & International Studies; 2009)analyses the themes, techniques, and styles that have 

characterized Pakistani negotiations with American civilian and military officials since 

Pakistan’s independence. 78  It portrays how Pakistan’s distinctive history, geography, and 

political culture have shaped its approach to negotiating with the United States. It then 

describes the asymmetric interactions of the governing institutions that produce Pakistani 

foreign policy, covering the military (including the intelligence service), career diplomats and 

the bureaucracy, politicians, ideological core, geopolitical position, culture, ideological core, 

geopolitical position, and culture, has shaped negotiations with the United States. Pakistan’s 

perception of India as an existential threat warrants a separate chapter on Indian-Pakistani 

negotiations, which highlights the contrasting styles Pakistan uses when negotiating with 

India versus when negotiating with the United States.  

Schaffer’s book records America's views on-and involvement in-the long-standing struggle 

waged between India and Pakistan over Kashmir since their independence in 1947 and 

provides an exemplary account of the United States' efforts over the last 60 years to settle, or 

at least manage, this problem. Schaffer sees three distinct phases in the United States 

involvement — a 15-year period of “deep engagement” from 1948 to 1963; another 15-year 

period of “diplomatic quiescence”; and, a third phase since 1990 during which the focus was 
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on cooling down India-Pakistan tensions.79 The book focuses on several key, aspects of the 

United States involvement, in Jammu & Kashmir. These include the plebiscite issue, the most 

proactive intervention of the American establishment during the era of John F Kennedy in the 

aftermath of the 1962 Sino-Indian war, handling of situation during the Kargil war, the 

balancing act of United States post the 26/11 attacks to fight the global war on terror and also 

mentions reasons as to which the Obama administration should take initiative by playing a 

major role in helping solve the Kashmir dispute. It portrays that how United States Presidents 

like Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy administrations from time to time had sought to 

develop a framework for a Kashmir settlement, the Kargil war proved a turning point, veering 

diplomacy towards. Schaffer analyses issues like why the Swaran Singh-Bhutto talks failed, 

why President Eisenhower’s sympathetic behavior to the non-alignment movement, Menon’s 

six hours speech in the Security Council on the Kashmir Issue in 1956 hardy received six 

inches of space whereas the same by Sir Feroze Noon was given full page treatment, 

plebiscite, partition of valley proposal, election in Kashmir etc and the role which United 

States played in these issues. This book also looks that how the “US policy has been more 

effective in crisis management; than peace building in Kashmir” The main challenge, from 

the author's perspective lies, in persuading, India and, Pakistan to be, more pragmatic in, their 

expectations. At the end of the book, the author has summarized the events in the 

“Chronology of America's Role in Kashmir”. 

Norman Brown’s volume evokes the richness and complexity of the history, cultural 

evolution and politics of the three major countries on the subcontinent; he encapsulates the 

most complex situations, providing a summary introduction for a careful exposition.80 The 

book tries to analyze that how between 1963 and 1972 the two nations of India and Pakistan 

made a number of important governmental, political, economic, and cultural changes, meet 

crises caused by forces of nature as well as crises originating in their own institutions, and 

how repudiated democratic processes in Pakistan led to the civil war in East Pakistan and the 

creation of Bangladesh. His chapters on the traditional heritage; the British legacy; the 

contrasting perspectives of Hindus and Muslims, Hindu-Muslim communalism and the 

Kashmir quarrel; and regional-linguistic politics are unusually penetrating. Regional and 
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linguistic political issues are skillfully sketched. However there is only limited attention to 

the major issues of economic policy or alternative development models, a more analytical 

approach to the way India's and Pakistan's elite perceived their contrasting security problems 

and assessed their military capabilities would have provided a more solid base for foreign 

policy analysis.  

Lars Blinkenberg’s two-volume study India-Pakistan: The History of Unsolved Conflicts: 

The Historical Part, Vols. I & II (Odense: Odense University Press; 1998) has made an 

attempt to understand the major causes and history of the troubled relations between the two 

states.81 The first volume, published in 1972, adopts historical and analytical perspectives to 

examine three interrelated issues: the history of the Kashmir problem, the pattern of India-

Pakistan relations, and the major political developments inside Indian-administered Kashmir. 

The second volume covers the same period but is more interpretative and extends the 

arguments of the first volume by looking at the impact of the partition in 1947, structural 

factors, the role of the personalities involved and their perceptions, and the political setting. 

The roles of the United Nations and states such as China, the Soviet Union, the United States, 

and other Western countries have also been examined with reference to the Kashmir problem. 

The discussion of the right of self-determination is interesting, although Blinkenberg does not 

take a definite position on its application to Kashmir, although he leans towards the Indian 

view that after the establishment of Bangladesh, which negated the two-nation 'theory', the 

original basis for the creation of Pakistan, 'no justification could be found for letting Kashmir 

choose its own way'. The major part of this volume (pp. 114-261) examines India's domestic 

politics in the 1950s and 1960s, the roles of leading political personalities, and explains how 

both impinged on India's policy towards Kashmir and its relations with Pakistan. The study 

provides a detailed account of the Kashmir problem: its pre-partition history, political 

movement against the ruler, and shows how a section of the Kashmiri elite came under the 

influence of the Muslim League, whereas the larger section led by Sheikh Abdullah remained 

close to the Congress Party, the initial moves by India and Pakistan to cope with the situation 

in Kashmir, especially the former's decision to raise the matter in the UN Security Council, 

are explained in some detail, followed by an excellent summary of different moves by the 

Security Council for the resolution of the problem. The book offers three insightful 

explanations as to why Jawaharlal Nehru backed out of the commitment to hold a plebiscite 
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in Kashmir. Acknowledging the complexities of the Kashmir issue and other problems, 

Blinkenberg calls upon the two sides to make 'a realistic reappraisal of their positions' (ii. 

274) for promoting peace in the region. 

Amitabh Mattoo, Kapil Kak, and Happymon Jacob’s (eds.) book India & Pakistan: Pathways 

Ahead; (New Delhi: KW Publishers Pvt. Ltd.; 2007) encapsulates the faith that, "cold peace 

no longer characterizes Indo-Pak relations: there is a constructive engagement towards 

fulfilling common regional goals and aspirations."82 The book focused on issues like how 

long will the Pakistan armies, the ultimate arbiter of Pakistan's fate; remain in the barracks, 

which is the preferred choice of its present Chief, Gen. Kayani? How will the Americans 

safeguard their huge investment in Pakistan, a frontline state in the war on terror in 

Afghanistan? Will India's commitment to the peace process with Pakistan remain on track, 

since elections to the Kashmir Assembly are slated for later this year, and the Indian general 

elections are expected in early-mid 2009? Amitabh Mattoo in his introductory essay, shows 

that the security community in India, termed subedars support an aggressive posture towards 

Pakistan; there are others who prefer a policy of benign neglect, termed saudagars 

(businessmen or brokers); and a small minority that favors promoting peace, termed sufis 

(secular philosophers).  What he does not inform us about is that this policy informed India's 

very successful excision of east Bengal and the creation of Bangladesh in 1971.  Frederic 

Grare examines how the peace process has evolved, the risks and constraints obtaining and 

various scenarios regarding its future. Other essays here, written by recognized specialists 

like Jasjit Singh, Kalim Bahadur, Malini Parthasarathy, Rajesh Rajgopalan, Pervez 

Hoodbhoy, Gen. Afsir Karim, Prem Shankar Jha, Pran Chopra, Satish Kumar and Frederic 

Grare; have been placed into four major sections - the regional dimension, a historical 

overview of the bilateral relationship, peace-building with the focus on Kashmir, and the way 

forward encapsulating the pathways ahead - the subtitle to this volume.  The concluding 

essay by co-editor, Kapil Kak, attempts to sum up the arguments in this book on the influence 

of global perspectives and regional imperatives on India-Pakistan dynamics, an evaluation of 

Pakistan's internal compulsions, the 'internalities' of the J&K issue that impact their bilateral 

relationship, and finally an estimation of the problems and prospects of the ongoing peace 

process.  
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Beside the selected books reviewed, there have been a plethora of research articles on the 

India-Pakistan- United States relations and individual references to the great powers 

involvement in the sub-continent relations in particular and Asian in general, focusing on the 

complexity of  relationship between the three- India-Pakistan-United States. 

Victoria Schofield in her paper deals in depth the present status or condition of Pakistan. 

Schofield focuses that a nation like Pakistan has been in the forefront of foreign policy debate 

for decades, at times condemned as a failing or failed state, also as a ‘terrorist’ state.83 As the 

country faces continuing pressure from the fallout of the war in Afghanistan as well as 

deepening internal strife, this article gives an overview of Pakistan’s problems, highlighting 

growing anti-Western sentiment and emphasizing the importance of institutional stability, as 

well as a resolution of ‘the Kashmir issue’.  

Ashok K. Behuria, critically analysis Pakistan’s ‘Kashmir first’ approach since Lahore 

Agreement and ex-Pakistani President Musharraf’s four-step approach to resolve the Kashmir 

issue, and tries to show that Was it for real?84 Was there any sincere effort to find a solution 

or was it mere showmanship? Was it sincere and genuine? Was there political consensus 

behind such an approach or was it the fancy of the top leadership? Will it last? or were they 

mere occasioned by the changing global political context and that they were more apparent 

than real. This paper seeks answers to such questions and critically analyses Pakistan’s 

approach to Kashmir in recent years. Making a prophecy the paper even tries to highlight that 

if there is a realization that the policy of subversion and militancy has backfired, the 

temptation to retain jihadis as the last option will continue to play havoc with the process of 

dialogue aimed at finding a solution to Kashmir in the days to come. 

Alexander Evans in his article has tried to highlight that how after the fall of the Taliban, 

Pakistan’s policy of strategic depth in Afghanistan had to adapt.85 How  ‘Brand Pakistan’ has 

suffered over the last ten years, portrayed in the media as an obstacle to peace and on what 

grounds Pakistan is willing to support an Afghan political process which reflects Pakistan’s 

critical role in the region, has been dealt in this article.  The article focuses that how 
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ultimately, India, not Afghanistan, is at the heart of Pakistani strategic foreign policy, and this 

will continue to define the region into the future and also the need of an effective United 

States-Pakistan bilateral relationship to be built on more than transactionalism. 

Mary Miner, Gauri Patankar, Shama Gamkhar & David J. Eaton’s article focuses on the long 

50 years a relatively stable Indus Water Treaty (IWT) moderated competition for the Indus 

water between Pakistan and India.86 The authors had tried to show that how the present rising 

demand for water in each nation could unsettle this stable relationship, as foreshadowed by 

the involvement of a third party during 2005–2007 for the first time in the treaty’s history. 

This paper also discusses Pakistan and India’s experience in the context of other international 

shared rivers. For the benefit of their people, Pakistan and India could coordinate unilateral 

development and resolve issues rather than defer them. 

C.Christine Fair examines the arc of the United States–Pakistan relations amid the 

developments of the last decade of the war on terror.87 It argues that Washington’s pursuit of 

dehyphenated relations with India and Pakistan, and failure to follow through on early 

promises to Pakistan, made it more likely that Pakistan would again return to a policy of 

supporting the Taliban and increase Pakistan’s dependence upon Islamist terror groups to 

prosecute its security interests. Fair tries to show that how after a decade of fraught ties, 

culminating in a particularly tumultuous year in 2011, the United States and Pakistan seemed 

poised for collision and also makes an prophecy that with no remedy in sight, this rupture in 

the United States–Pakistan relations will have enormous implications for regional and 

international security. 

Rahul Roy-Chaudhury’s article explains, how India Pakistan’s nuclear arsenals have 

probably helped steer both countries away from all-out conventional war and even led to a 

thaw in bilateral relations.88 He argues that the key to better relations in the future will be 

how effectively India and Pakistan can co-operate to deter non-state actors from carrying out 
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major terrorist attacks since Mutual trust is in short supply between South Asia’s two major 

rivals, India and Pakistan. 

Harsh V Pant explores that how United States–India nuclear pact has virtually rewritten the 

rules of the global nuclear regime by underlining India’s credentials as a responsible nuclear 

state that should be integrated into the global nuclear order.89  Given its far-reaching Pant 

says that implications, the Indo- United States nuclear agreement has sparked off a heated 

debate in India, the United States and the larger international community. This article 

examines the debate surrounding the nuclear pact. It argues that the nuclear agreement is 

about much more than mere nuclear technicalities: it is about the emergence of a new 

configuration in the global balance of power and a broader need for a new international 

nuclear order in the face of a global nuclear non-proliferation regime that seems to have 

become ineffective in meeting the challenges confronting the international community today. 

Mutahir Ahmed’s article traces the problems faced by the people of India and Pakistan, 

identifying and examining areas of conflict such as Kashmir, nuclear weapons and religious 

extremism.90 An attempt is made to suggest what measures should be taken in order to defuse 

tensions between the two state, India and Pakistan who have  remain locked in traditional 

Cold War concepts of security and development.  Ahmed makes a prediction that in this 

regard, economic confidence-building measures have the greatest potential, including the 

granting of 'most favored nation' status to each other. In order to achieve these goals, the 

removal of the' enemy myth' which continues to perpetuate a highly negative image of each 

country to the other is necessary, as is the support of the people of India and Pakistan for a 

range of confidence-building measures. 

Vikram Jagadish tries to portray that over seven years after the 11 September 2001 attacks on 

the United States, Afghanistan is again at the forefront of the headlines, faced with a brutal 

insurgency and a resurgent Taliban.91 To which many argues that are because of the terrorist 
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sanctuary in the neighboring Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA).  This paper 

argues that Pakistani strategy has failed to achieve its desired results because of local tribal 

norms, the weak nature of previous agreements, military units ill-equipped for a 

counterinsurgency and counterterrorism role, as well as ideological fissures in the Pakistani 

establishment. Afterward, the paper argues that the United States and Coalition forces should 

pursue their strategy remaining cognizant of local tribal norms, step up training efforts for 

Pakistani forces, promote development of the tribal areas, and cultivate options for 

eliminating the FATA sanctuary through covert means. 

T. V. Paul in his article tries to examine that why the India-Pakistan conflict is one of the 

most enduring rivalries of the post-World War era, which has witnessed four wars and a 

number of serious interstate crises. 92  Instead of focusing on the existing  literature on 

enduring rivalries which  suggests that the India-Pakistan dyad contains factors such as 

unsettled territorial issues, political incompatibility, irreconcilable positions on national 

identity, and the absence of significant economic and trade relations between the two states, 

all cause the rivalry to persist. The author in this article presents a crucial neglected structural 

factor that explains the endurance of the rivalry. He argues that the peculiar power 

asymmetry that has prevailed between the two antagonists for over half a century has made 

full termination of the rivalry difficult in the near-term. Truncated power asymmetry is a 

causal factor in this rivalry’s persistence, as rivalries between a status quo power and a 

challenger state that are relatively equal in their capabilities at the local level are the most 

intractable and nearly impossible to resolve quickly. The duration of many other asymmetric 

rivalries can also be explained using a framework of global superiority versus local parity in 

power capabilities that exist between the antagonists. 

Bharat Karnad in his analyses the 'supremacist' trends in current United States foreign policy 

emphasizing 'unilateralism' which are to the detriment of cooperative security arrangements 

and international/bilateral treaties.93 He tries to focuses that how Less Developed Countries 

have become vulnerable because of 'democratic norms' and 'human rights' which provide 

entry points for interference in internal affairs. The implications for India include: a) 
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increased activism on the Kashmir issue b) continuing support to Pakistan and economic bail-

out due to its importance to United States geo-strategic interests; and, therefore, no reduction 

in Pakistan's proxy war in Kashmir and c) continuation of United States counter proliferation 

efforts due to the 'nuclear flash point' hypothesis to ensure that India's deterrence posture is.-

regional, de-alerted and de-mated as acceptable to United States. In the prevailing 

environment, the paper finds new justifications for the deployment by India of a spectrum of 

nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles with intercontinental range. India would be immune to 

United States pressure and become a truly independent player in the international scene only 

with this capability. 

Rajeswari Pillai Rajagopalan, in her article; examines the changing United States policy 

towards Pakistan in the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist attacks.94 The argument in the 

paper maintains that the main issues in United States -Pakistan ties remain as before, and 

have in fact become more complicated in the context of the United States war on terrorism. 

The article concludes that the hopes, particularly the Pakistani ones, about a long-term turn-

around in United States -Pakistan ties may be overly optimistic. 

Shanthie Mariet D'Souza’s article  tries to analyses that how following the 9/11 attacks on the 

American homeland, India and Pakistan emerged as important states in the United States -led 

Global War on Terrorism (GWOT), how suddenly the gathering momentum in the India- 

United States relations during the Clinton Presidency underwent a dramatic transformation 

but the shocking thing which comes out is that although increased cooperation in defense 

issues is understood to have ‘led’ the India– United States relationship to its current level, it 

has not culminated in enhanced counter-terrorism cooperation. 95  This perceived lack of 

cooperation can be located within the perceptual differences on key security issues. This 

paper seeks to examine whether the upswing in India- United States relations and claims of 

heightened cooperation, has led to a commensurate level of counter-terrorism cooperation 

between both countries. 
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Srinath Raghavan examines the use of strategic coercion by a non-Western, regional power: 

India.96 This ambition is lent focus by a detailed study of India’s use of coercion during the 

crisis with Pakistan in 2001–02. The crisis was precipitated by a terrorist attack on the Indian 

Parliament in December2001 carried out by a Pakistan-based group. India responded by 

mobilizing its forces to the border, threatening to impose costs on Pakistan unless it cracked 

down on the terrorist groups operating from its soil. The outcome of the crisis was 

ambiguous: Pakistan made some moves towards curbing the terrorist groups but refused to 

accede completely to India’s demands. The article begins by explaining the background to the 

crisis, both in terms of India-Pakistan political relations and the influence of past crises. It 

then examines the moves made by India, Pakistan and the United States during the crisis of 

2001–02. The article contends that prevalent theses that purport to explain the outcome of 

coercion do not provide an entirely satisfactory account of this crisis. In particular, it 

contends that the role of the United States is crucial in understanding the course and the 

outcome of the confrontation. 

Rifaat Hussain attempts to review recent developments in the structure of bilateral ties 

between India and Pakistan against the historical backdrop of their enduring enmity.97 It pays 

special attention to the resumption of India–Pakistan composite dialogue in February 2004 

and the efforts made by both countries to identify areas of common interest despite their 

divergent outlooks on Kashmir. 

Robert G. Wirsing’s examines the impact of India’s growing involvement with the Muslim 

countries in Pakistan’s neighborhood—Iran, the Central Asian republics, and Afghanistan—

on the contemporary U.S.-Pakistan strategic alliance, in particular the cooperation of these 

two allies in waging the war in Afghanistan.98 Driven largely by its need for expanded access 

to the region’s energy resources, India has been moving rapidly to cement its ties with these 

countries. This article argues that U.S. and Pakistani objectives in Afghanistan are far from 

fully convergent, and that they are perhaps least convergent when it comes to India. India’s 
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lengthening strategic shadow in the region, it maintains, especially when coupled with its 

growing strategic partnership with the United States, is bound to have an important bearing 

on the evolution of the war in Afghanistan. 

James Chiriyankandath’s paper analyses that how after the end of the Cold War India 

confronted unprecedented challenges and opportunities in the midst of a new era of 

globalization.99 This paper argues that, despite the eagerness of the Hindu nationalist BJP to 

gain recognition for India as a major power, Indian foreign policy remains primarily 

responsive and characterized by relative caution. The paper begins by considering the 

political and economic context within which foreign policy is made and how this has changed 

in the past decade and a half. It then focuses on two key aspects of post-cold war Indian 

foreign policy: the adoption of nuclear weapons and relations with the United States. 

Evaluating the realignment that has occurred in Indian policy, it concludes that over the past 

decade India has made headway in evolving a foreign policy that assures its emergence as a 

power with an effective presence on the international stage. Ultimately, however, success will 

depend not just on adapting to changes in the wider international arena but on the proximate 

and interdependent factors of economic growth, political stability and regional peace. 

Bessma Momani, deeply analyses the facts that did the United States intervene to approve the 

final disbursement of Pakistan’s International Monetary Fund (IMF) loan as a reward for 

supporting the U.S.- led war on terrorism. Moreover, the article traces that in the past, the 

IMF has been politicized to achieve U.S. foreign policy objectives. 100  Pakistan’s loan 

approval, which occurred immediately after the September 11 attacks, however, already was 

slated to be approved by the IMF executive board. In this case, there is little evidence of 

American interference with or politicization of the approval of the final disbursement of 

Pakistan’s IMF loan.  

Prithvi Ram Mudiam, gives an in-depth analysis that how the audacious and devastating 

attacks by Islamic militants on the World Trade Center (WTC) and the Pentagon in the 

United States on September 11, 2001 constitute a watershed event in modern world history 
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whose repercussions are still being felt everywhere.101 This paper, however, seeks to focus on 

the American decision to convert Pakistan yet again into a ‘frontline state’, this time in its 

fight against international terrorism, and the implications of this partnership for India–

Pakistan relations, particularly their dispute over Jammu and Kashmir. 

Stephen Philip Cohen, analyses India’s comprehensive and debilitating rivalry with Pakistan 

continues, including that dimension of the rivalry that encompasses the 50-year-old Kashmir 

dispute.102 Further it analyses that, the India–Pakistan conflict is now especially alarming 

because it has implications for the international system itself. This essay attempts a deeper 

probe of the India–Pakistan relationship, including the difficulties that India faces in 

managing, let alone resolving, the Kashmir dispute. 

Rajat Ganguly’s article seeks to analyze and interpret that how the Indo-Pak hostility has 

resulted in the bifurcation of the erstwhile princely state ‘Kashmir’ and led to two major wars 

and several near misses in the past.103 It views that how with the onset of a secessionist ethno-

religious insurgency in Indian Kashmir in 1989, a proxy war developed between India and 

Pakistan, which brought bilateral relations between the two states to its nadir, contributed 

directly to an arms race and nuclear weapons testing in the subcontinent, undermined regional 

integration efforts, and resulted in gross human rights violations in the state, eventually led to 

a short conventional war along the line of control (LoC) in Kashmir in 1999. This article 

analyses the origins and dynamics of the secessionist insurgency in Indian Kashmir, its 

impact on endemic instability and insecurity in South Asia  in general and Indo- Pakistan 

relations in particular ,  and the prospects for its resolution. 

Anthony Wanis St. John focuses brilliantly that how an enduring rivalry coupled with an 

internal insurgency define the current state of the conflict between India and Pakistan over 

Kashmir.104 The circumstances are now in place to give a third party the opportunity to act as 
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mediator in the long-standing conflict, as well as in the dispute between India and the 

Kashmiri insurgency. The progress and status of the dispute, as well as the dynamics of the 

triadic relationship between India and Pakistan and the United States are examined and reveal 

that the interests inherent in the US-India and the US-Pakistan relationships are converging.  

The role of the United States as mediating party is then brought into focus against a 

background of geo-political change and bilateral stalemate. The issue of whether mediator 

bias will affect the outcome of mediation is considered in a theoretical analysis. The author 

concludes that perceptions of bias will not affect the outcome negatively, and that the United 

States can encourage constructive perceptions of bias by both India and Pakistan in order to 

maximize its leverage over the parties and encourage a political settlement.  

In a commentary published in the Strategic Commentary in 2010, the focus was on how at 

present situation United States is struggling in making or influencing the policy of 

Pakistan.105 The author cites the reason for such is mainly because Many Pakistanis regard 

the US as a threat, directly and indirectly, rather than as a supporter of their country’s 

interests. Only 22% of Pakistanis thought the United States took their interests into account 

when making foreign policy decisions. Secondly, rather than enhancing security, United 

States operations in Afghanistan are seen as destabilizing influences on Pakistan. Thirdly, the 

contention that the United States supports Pakistan’s prosperity is open to question. The 

United States has no tradition of development cooperation with Pakistan. Fourthly, the 

suggestion by Obama that America will remain a supporter of Pakistani interests is viewed in 

Pakistan as even more dubious. The United States is seen as a serial betrayer of friendship: 

Pakistanis felt let down by Washington during Pakistan’s wars with India in 1965 and 1971 

and again at the end of the Afghan war in 1989, when the United States re-imposed sanctions 

on Pakistan which were only lifted in 2001 when George W. Bush declared Pakistan to be an 

ally in combating terrorism. These doubts and concerns in Pakistan mean that Washington is 

considerably handicapped in seeking to meet its objectives. While Pakistanis have become 

more aware of the dangers of extremism – and the recent Pakistani army offensives in Swat 

and South Waziristan attest to this – this does not mean that American and Pakistani interests 

are identical. There is, therefore, an uncomfortable mismatch between Obama’s rhetoric 

towards Pakistan and his practice. 
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Teresita C. Schaffer has tried to show that how from the very beginning both the two nations 

United States and Pakistan became strong parts of each other only because of the relationship 

of necessity.106 It chronologically portrays that how these two nations came close to each 

other in the 1950s and particularly in the 1980s, against the Soviets. How in the 1950s, 

despite the clear limitations in its treaties with the United States, Pakistan thought it had lined 

up an ally against its Indian adversary and was bitterly disillusioned when  the United States 

cut off arms supplies during its 1965 war with India. Later in the 1980s, Pakistan's nuclear 

program undid the two countries' cooperation. Complicating the policy agenda was 

Washington's tendency to overemphasize relations with particular Pakistani presidents—

Field Marshall Ayub Khan in the 1950s and 1960s, Gen. Zia ul-Haq in the 1980s, and more 

recently Gen. Pervez Musharraf rather than make policy based on long-term interests and 

prospects in Pakistan. As a result, issues such as the viability of Pakistan's political system 

have received inadequate attention. Today, many Pakistani policymakers and politically 

active citizens are asking how long it will be before the United States once again loses 

interest and files for another divorce in  the U.S.-Pakistani partnership. To avoid repeating 

history, U.S. policymakers must depersonalize U.S. policy toward Pakistan and establish two 

fundamental bases for engagement: i. a long-term democracy agenda designed to strengthen 

and legitimize Pakistan's institutions; and ii. a sustained and realistic approach to working 

with both Pakistan and India to deal with and ideally resolve their enduring, dangerous 

dispute. 

Sumita Kumar’s article explains that how not only the domestic pressures remain an 

important reason for Pakistan's readiness to talk with India.107 But, more importantly, external 

factors have of late been instrumental in the recent change of Pakistan's attitude towards 

India. This analysis is focused mainly on the external factors impinging on Pakistan's 

thinking and decision-making. The single most visible external factor influencing Pakistan's 

stated desire to talk with India on all outstanding issues (as opposed to focusing mainly on 

Kashmir) is the United States. While China, Europe, and Japan are important to Pakistan for 

strategic or economic reasons, none of them can influence Pakistan's vital security or 

domestic policy as much as the United States can. Post-September 11, 2001, Pakistan has re-
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emerged as a vital strategic ally for the United States. However, the new United States 

posture is different from that of the Cold War phase and has brought in many complications 

for Pakistan. The United States determination to eliminate global terrorism, an aim which 

stands at the top of the United States foreign and defense policy agenda, has forced Pakistan 

to cooperate with the United States. All major foreign policy decisions of Pakistan flow from 

its involvement in 'counter-terrorism'. 

Amitabh Mattoo’s article presents an Indian view of endgame in Kashmir, it seeks to answer 

two essential questions: Does India have a plan for final settlement of Jammu and 

Kashmir? 108  If so what are its essential elements? While there may not be a publicly 

discernable Indian game plan, a combination of factors has helped to create the possibility of 

generating a process that could eventually lead to durable peace in Kashmir. Events 

subsequent to Kargil-1999, the 9/11, and the perception in India of a shift in international 

public opinion regarding Kashmir have all coalesced to provide an opportunity for India 

settle the Kashmir Question. The article assumes that the two central hurdles that stands in 

the way of peace in Kashmir is the conflict between India and people of Kashmir (conflict in 

Kashmir); and problem between New Delhi and Islamabad (conflict over Kashmir). Divided 

in three sections this article focus on India’s changed policy and possible end games for 

resolving the conflict; factors responsible for the shift in the India’s Policy and lastly in a 

brief manner seeks to put forward India's “potential” endgame for resolving the conflict in 

Kashmir. 

Rudra Chaudhuri analyses focuses that what role does really the United States foreign policy 

in South Asia remains: what can be done to reconcile India–Pakistan relations? 109  This 

question is especially potent since it underlies Pakistani calculations vis-à-vis its approach to 

the war in Afghanistan. As importantly, an answer is required to instill confidence in a 

relationship marred by deep-seated mutual suspicion revolves around the fooling aspects; this 

is the primary question this article sets out to explore, in four parts. First, it briefly traces 

attempts made by successive United States administrations during the Cold War to balance its 

relations with India and Pakistan. Second, the article outlines the initiatives – and the tensions 

therein – adopted by the Clinton, Bush, and Obama administrations in the past two decades. 

                                                        
108Amitabh Mattoo; India's “potential” endgame in Kashmir, India Review, Vol. 2, No. 3, 
2010, pp. 14-33. 
 
109Rudra Chaudhuri (2011): Balancing US Interests in India and Pakistan, The International 
Spectator: Italian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 46, No.2, pp. 75-89. 



 

Page | 53  
 

Third, it provides an account of India–Pakistan relations since the terrorist attacks in 

Mumbai. The conclusion sets out current efforts to encourage dialogue, and what more can be 

done to assist this process. 

India and Pakistan remain to be an issue that has been debated on extensively and from all 

possible dimensions. The study has selected to study that literature that has assisted the study 

in some form or other, in understanding the perceptions and making a proper understanding 

of the problems concerned.  

(1.4)  Justification of the Study: 

The foregoing review of literature suggest that there have been volumes of research and 

writings on the Indo-Pak relations, Indo-US relations, US-Pakistan relations, Indo-China 

relations, Pakistan-China relations and other similar bilateral and multilateral relations across 

the globe. There have been plethora of scholarly writings based on research of the subject 

concerning a wide spectrum of areas – historical - analytical survey of Indo-Pakistan 

Relations, the involvement of big powers in the affairs of the sub-continent and its fall out on 

the state of affairs in the Asian Continent and in particular the stake of the United States in 

the Asian Continent in general and the subcontinent in particular but there is found a very 

little research on the specific role of United States on the sustenance of strained Indo –

Pakistan relations. These writings also contain the intricacies of these bilateral relations 

supported by raised theoretical explanations. As far as the basic thrust of the present study is 

concerned, literatures are available extensively on either Indo-Pakistan relations in the pre 

and the post cold war period or Indo-US relations in the pre and the post cold war period. But 

however there lies a dearth of pin pointed study on the role the United States in the strained 

relations between India and Pakistan which has seldom been attempted. Given this research 

gap, the study has made an attempt to unearth some hidden agenda of America’s policy 

towards Pakistan despite changes in the international environment in general and change in 

the India’s policy toward United States in particular. The United State’s strategic, political 

and economic interests in the South Asian region have been dealt with, either with the focus 

on the significance of Pakistan in the strategic domain of United States to sustain its 

dominance and control in the West Asian region particularly in the name of containing global 

terrorism or with focus on sustaining the war like situation in the region to serve the arms 

manufacture lobby of America. The review of literature clearly suggest that a focused study 

on the calculated role of the Unites States in the strained relations between India and Pakistan 

in the changed scenario of the post cold war era has not been attempted. In fine the present 
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study by way of attempting to highlight this virtually unexplored area has attempted to fill 

this gap. Herein lies the very significance and justification of the study. 

(1.5) Method of Research: 

Given the broad objective of the study and the research questions that the study has 

addressed, the proposed study was done in a combination of descriptive, exploratory and 

diagnostic type of historical analytical research. By virtue of the objective of the study the 

present research is primarily historical and analytical in nature. The informations were 

collected from documents, books and articles published in journals and periodicals. The 

informations were carefully analyzed, that is the method of contest analysis was employed. 

For the analysis of the informations the insight of the researcher (myself) was used to locate 

the gaps between the lines, thus identifying the grey areas and on the basis of that 

explanations have been sought to be made. Utmost care however to make the analysis 

objective one has been taken into consideration. 

Besides the analytical method, the interview method was also used where a limited number of 

decision makers – politicians – bureaucrats – and experts – have been interviewed to 

supplement the findings of the research that has arrived through the use of analytical method. 

In fine, however, the research was library based supplemented by the use of interview 

method. 

(1.6) Plan of the Study: 

The study has been divided into six sections. The present section has made an attempt of 

bringing out a theoretical perspective of disputes between nations which has taken birth with 

the end of the colonial era. It is tried to understand how history and behavior of leaderships 

have been a basic impediment in coming to a process of mediation. It has also accessed the 

disputable role of a mediator who has complicated the dispute more than resolving it an 

example of which is Palestine and Israel. It has also provided a basic literature review that is 

present and the study has taken assistance of. 

The second section is a historical retrospect of the long seven decades of relationship between 

India and Pakistan. The chapter makes an attempt of dealing with the genesis of India-

Pakistan which was mainly shared with lack of trust and misunderstanding. The chapter also  

make an attempt to delve into the historical facets of India Pakistan relations, which has 

molded the animosity between the two nations. 
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The third section of the study analyze the perceived compulsions and realities that centers 

around with regards to the birth of the US- Pakistan Relationship. United States and Pakistan 

has survived a chequered relation, which had its own ups and downs. The chapter analyze 

how the relations developed, deteriorated and the manner in which it has impacted India 

Pakistan relations. The chapter also examines the present phase of relations, and will makes 

an assessment of the present status of Pakistan US relations. 

The fourth section of the study  make an attempt to examine the perception and realities that 

led the birth of the India and United States relationship. How during the initial years 

Washington evolved its interest in the South Asian region, the manner in which India US 

relation went through decades long stagnancy and how the present decade has brought in a 

dynamism in Indo US relations.  

The fifth chapter of the study centers on the place of China and its role in the India, Pakistan 

and US policy making. The manner in which China has expanded its role in global politics 

along with its sphere of influence in South Asian politics has in detailed manner dealt in this 

section.  

Finally, the concluding section of the study makes an assessment of the study, explaining the 

findings that it will unfurl while assessing the various periods and equations between the 

nations, and makes some prescriptive suggestions for an amicable solution if any. Though 

there have been various theoretical pretexts that have studied India Pakistan relations, one of 

the most studied topics in the South Asian region, trying to assess the role of a super power in 

the bilateral relations of these two countries in dispute will be a challenging task. 
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Chapter-2 

INDIA- PAKISTAN RELATION: HISTORICAL RETROSPECT 

 

There are hardly any nations in the world that shares a relationship of misunderstanding and 

lack of trust as is shared by the two South Asian neighbours- India and Pakistan. Though 

born and bought out of the same continent, having a very common historical legacy of 

colonialism, sharing huge cultural affinity, these two nations’ shares perhaps the bitterest 

relationship as shared by any other South Asian neighbours, which thrice brought these two 

nations in full fledged wars and once in a major military skirmish and multiple cease-fire 

violation. This chapter of the theses looks deep into the seeds for such rivalry, the factors and 

actors which strained such relationship between India and Pakistan and tries to retrospect into 

certain areas which have been responsible for building up the relationship between India and 

Pakistan. 

(2.1) Two Nation Theory & Birth of Pakistan: 

Demand for the creation of Pakistan was not a new happening which suddenly came up at the 

time of the Independence; neither was it the brain-child of Quaid-e-Azam, Liyakat Ali Jinna. 

Indeed it was the great poet Mohammad Iqbal (1876-1938) who for the first time gave the 

idea of a separate Muslim homeland for the Muslim community in the South Asian region, in 

his speech as the President of the Muslim League at the historical meeting of All India 

Muslim League in 1930 at Allahabad December 1930.110 Mohammad Iqbal announced that 

“the formation of a consolidated North-West Indian Muslim State appears to me the destiny 

of the Muslims, attest of North West India”.111 Iqbal’s views were further taken up by a group 

of Muslim students under the leadership of Aga Khan and Chaudhri Rehmat Ali living near 

Britain’s Cambridge University. They published a pamphlet ‘Now or Never’, in which they 

not only proposed the boundaries of an Indian Muslim state, but also gave it a name: 
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Pakistan.112 Chaudhri Rehmat Ali proposed that the name of the new state should reflect its 

different regions, and would comprise of all the Muslim majority provinces in the North 

West: ‘P’ for Punjab, ‘A’ for ‘Afghan’ (the ‘Afghan’ Pathans of the NWFP), ‘K’ for 

Kashmir, ‘S’ for Sindh and ‘B’ for Baluchistan.113  

The next phase of this movement for the birth of a separate land for the Muslims was taken 

up by a lawyer from Karachi who studied in London, Muhammad Ali Jinnah. Jinnah, joined 

the Muslim League in the year 1913, and almost for two decades he was at the forefront of 

the effort to fight the British rule and ensure that Muslim and Hindus remain united in the 

fight. He even went to an extent to announce in the year 1933 that Pakistan was an 

“impossible dream.”114 But it was the pressure of the events and factors which changed the 

mindset of Jinnah among which one of the important factors was Gandhi’s lifestyle, his 

panoply of resistance activities, and his appeal to millions of ordinary Hindus and its impact 

on the leaders like Nehru, Subash and Patel. Gradually Jinnah became convinced that the 

Congress party was representing and representative of Hindus and was acting in the interests 

of the Hindus.115 Jinnah’s belief took a strong shape when in the year 1937 local elections 

were held Nationwide for local governing councils, where the Congress party won 70 percent 

of the vote making Nehru, announced that “there were only two parties in India—the (British 

colonial) government and the Congress.”116 The revival movements launched by both these 

leader brought the Muslims to a position from which they could voice their grievances and 

fight for their rights. With the passage of time, the Indian Muslims realized that they could 

not co-exist with the Hindus who were poles apart from them in beliefs cultures, traditions 

and out-look on life. In the words of Quaid-i-Azam, “Muslims are nation according to any 
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definition of a nation.”117 These factors led the Muslim leaders like Jinnah and others in India 

to charge Congress being bias to Muslim and started gaining wide spread public sympathy 

and support under the banner of Muslim League. Muhammad Ali Jinnah refused to accept the 

Nehru’s notion that there are only two forces in India, British imperialism and Indian 

nationalism as represented by the Congress. Muhammad Ali Jinnah refused to accept this and 

sharply reminded Nehru that: “There was another party, the ‘Muslim League’ which alone 

had the right to represent the Muslims of India.”118 The happening of World War II cemented 

the split between the two parties both Congress and League supported the British in the war 

as a bargaining chip to fulfill their demands. Jinnah and his Muslim League ensured that they 

were strongly committed to the partition. In his speech at Lucknow on 15 Oct, 1937 Mr. 

Muhammad Ali Jinnah said that: “The majority community has clearly shown that Hindustan 

is for the Hindus.”119 Addressing a historic public meeting at Lahore on March 23, 1940 

Quaid-e-Azam said: “We have our past experience of the last two and half year. We have 

learnt many lessons. We are now apprehensive and can trust no body … it has always been 

taken for granted mistakenly that the Muslim are a minority. He said, Muslims are a nation by 

any definition of a nation. Hindu and Muslims belong to two religion, philosophies, social 

customs, and literatures. They neither inter-marry nor inter-dine and indeed belong to 

different civilizations which are based on conflicting ideas and conceptions. Their concepts 

of life are different. They have different epics, different heroes and different episodes. Very 

often the hero of one is the foe of the other and likewise their victories and defeat, overlap. 

He also added that, to take together state, one as a numerical majority other as a minority 

must lead to growing discontent. Muslims are nation according to any definition of a nation 

and they must have their homeland, their territory and their state.”120 Jinnah’s arguments for a 

separate Muslim Nation hood was mainly inspired by the conception of the late 1800s and the 

first half of the 1900s, that “nations” were not simply political entities but groupings of 

people united by language, religion, custom, ethnic background, and other factors. Therefore, 

he believed that the India’s Muslims constituted a “nation” that was identifiably separate 

from the Hindu “nation,” and Indian Muslims could not hope to have their interests truly 
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protected by Hindu leaders.121 In the year 1940, at a meeting of Muslim League held in 

Lahore Jinnah came up with the concept of “Pakistan Resolution” and said that “if the British 

government is really in earnest and sincere to secure peace and happiness of the people of the 

subcontinent, the only course open to us all is to allow the major nations separate homelands 

by dividing India into autonomous national states.”122 Meanwhile the Congress leaders while 

supporting the Quite India Movement of 1942 turned the tide in favour of Jinnah as the 

British mission led by Stafford Cripps, who came in India for negotiating on independence 

was failed. However Jinnah remained free from these issues and very tactfully and skillfully 

kept on playing his cards. On the eve of the anniversary of the Lahore Meeting Jinnah called 

off the day as “Pakistan Day”. In an interview to the representative of “London News 

Chronicle” published on Oct 4, 1944 Mr. Muhammad Ali Jinnah said: “There is only one 

practical realistic way of resolving Hindu-Muslim differences. This is to divide India into two 

sovereign parts of Pakistan and Hindustan …. and for each of us to trust the other to give 

equitable treatment to Hindu minorities in Pakistan and Muslim minorities in India … the fact 

is that the Hindu will not reconcile themselves to our complete independence.123  After the 

end of the World War II, Lord Wavell, the British Viceroy along with the leaders of League 

and Congress in the month of June 1945 held a conference in Shimla to discuss the formation 

of an interim government that would in time accede to Indian independence. This conference 

however turned out to be a failure as Jinnah refused to accept the political status of Maulana 

Azad the then Muslim president of the Congress party. On March 24, 1946, a British cabinet 

mission, under the leadership of Lord Stafford Cripps was send to India. Cripps concluded 

that only two solutions might be accepted by both the Muslim League and Congress. ‘Plan A’ 

a small centralized government coordinating an “All-India Union” divided into Hindu 

majority areas, Muslim majority areas, and the princely states; ‘Plan B’ partitioning India into 

Hindustan and Pakistan, leaving the princely states free to choose whether to join either or 

remain independent.124But the Cripps’s proposals, brought out two serious issues that would 
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the Muslim provinces of Punjab in the west and Bengal in the east be given to Pakistan, or 

would these two areas, be divided? Jinnah was strictly against the division of these two areas 

as he believed that it would amount to a “moth-eaten Pakistan,” unable to support itself 

economically and therefore not viable as a sovereign state125. But however he realized that for 

the sake of creation of Pakistan the division might be the necessary price. In May 1946, 

Cripps held another meeting with Wavell and Indian leaders in Ambala and published a 

recommendation based on Plan A and the ideas of Maulana Azad, which came to be known 

as the Cabinet Mission Plan. The Cabinet Mission Plan provided both partition and 

foundation of an agreement that was to lead to India’s independence. It proposed an Indian 

Union with a limited central government and two groups of provinces in which mostly 

Muslim regions would enjoy self-governing status. However it rejected the notion of a 

completely independent Pakistan, on the grounds that that a nation made up of two pieces 

separated by 700 miles was an unrealistic possibility, although the plan left open the 

possibility of provinces opting out of the Indian Union in years to come. Jinnah somehow 

accepted the plan on the ground that Muslim region would enjoy autonomy which was 

something very close to independence if not complete independence. But unfortunately it was 

the Congress side this time that has some serious issues and problems relating to the plan. On 

June 25, Nehru, Patel, and Azad sent word that, “with serious reservations about the 

limitation of the central Authority,” they nonetheless accepted the plan.126 Things were going 

on its tune that an unprecedented incident completely changed the course of the history of 

India and Pakistan as Azad was replaced by Nehru as the president of Congress. On being the 

president Nehru announced that Congress was “not bound by a single thing” in the plan.127 

The Congress leaders feared that the plan gives too many powers to the Muslim League and 

forms a weak central government was too risky. Jinnah, found this statement of Nehru as 

very humiliating and he also came out from his stand. Proclaiming, “We now bid goodbye to 

constitutional methods…there is no tribunal to which we can go. The only tribunal is the 
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Muslim nation,” Jinnah took the Pakistan movement to the streets.128  Jinnah announced 

August 16 as the “Direct Action Day” across the country. Gradually the violence started 

spreading everywhere Jinnah brought the movements in the streets and corners of the nations, 

“from Dacca [in the east] to Peshawar [in the west] people prepared to kill or be killed, in the 

cause of Kali or at the bidding of Allah. ‘We shall have India divided,’ wrote Jinnah, ‘or we 

shall have India destroyed!’ ‘I tell the British, cried Gandhi, ‘give us chaos!’”129. Meanwhile, 

Mountbatten became the new viceroy and on March 1947 he arrived in India and by mid of 

April it was clear that Pakistan was inevitable and the only option. Mountbatten wanted a 

peaceful withdrawal of Britain from India and also to assure that both India and Pakistan 

would remain tied to the British Empire by accepting the membership of British 

Commonwealth of Nations. 130 , as such he devised a plan. After many negotiations and 

ratification the agreement came into consideration by both the parties. Both India and 

Pakistan become immediate Commonwealth members and that India’s many princely states, 

rather than becoming independent, would join either India or Pakistan. It was, in effect, an 

acknowledgement that the partition of India was imminent.131 The quickness of Britain’s 

departure left little time to accomplish the practical aspects of partition now that the ideal had 

been achieved. To draw the borders, Mountbatten organized two boundary commissions, one 

each for Bengal and the Punjab. At their head was a prominent London lawyer named Cyril 

Radcliffe, unfortunately he knew almost nothing of India. As Mountbatten and other officials 

thought that his ignorance of India would allow him to act without prejudice toward either 

side.132 The commission finally presented their boundary awards to Mountbatten on August 

13. With the boundary set and the plans protected, Mountbatten prepared for the final 

withdrawal of Great Britain and the independence celebrations of India and Pakistan.  Jinnah, 

was unanimously elected president, or head of state, by Pakistan’s constituent assembly, 
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whereas, Liaquat Ali Khan, became the nation’s first Prime Minister. On the other hand 

Jawaharlal Nehru was designated as the India’s first Prime Minister, at Delhi. At 5:00 pm and 

on August 16 1947, Mountbatten revealed Radcliffe’s boundary awards to India’s and 

Pakistan’s leaders. None were pleased. The placements of Calcutta, Lahore, and Amritsar 

were no surprise, but other issues inspired ill feeling Indian leaders were unhappy that the 

mostly Buddhist Chittagong hill tracts, in far eastern Bengal, also went to Pakistan. 133 

Whereas Jinnah, was disappointed that Gurdaspur District, which again provided India’s only 

road link to Kashmir, went to the Indians, despite an earlier warning to Mountbatten’s staff 

that “this would have a most serious impact on the relations between Pakistan and the United 

Kingdom.”134 

(2.2) Princely States Disputes: 

The ineptitude of the British colonial regime to handle the Indo-Pak partition had some 

serious implications in the future relationship between the two nations. Not only was there a 

huge loss of property but around some three million people lost their lives and more than 

seventeen million were forced to leave their homes. However the major indifference that 

emerged between the two nations immediately after the trail of partition and independence 

was the episode of ‘princely state dispute.’ After the British departed from the sub-continent 

there were almost 565 princely states which during the colonial rule, were not directly 

governed by the British, and thus after the partition as a gift of choice the decision to join 

either India or Pakistan was left to their rulers. At the time of Independence Mountbatten 

made its position startlingly clear regarding the princely sates of undivided India. He knew 

that after the Independence, British paramountcy over the Princely States would lapse –as 

such he made gave this decision entirely in the hands of their heads that either they could go 

their own way, as independent states or forming their own groups, within or without an 

understanding with the new India or Pakistan. The reason for such was basically because 

there were many conservatives in the British parliament who considered that the Princes 

deserved to be rewarded for their past loyalty to King and Empire. But the theoretical and 

ground realities were something different. Simply because there had been a paramount 

                                                        
133 Royle, Trevor, “The Last Days of the Raj” (U.K,John Murray Publishers, Limited, , 1997) 
pp. 180 
 
134Quoted in Anthony Read and David Fisher, “The Proudest Day: India’s Long Road to 
Independence”, (New York, W.W.Norton & Company, 1999) pp.495 
 



 

Page | 63  
 

power, all of them had economies which were in some degree integrated with the rest of 

India, and communication lines to them and across them from British India. In order to solve 

out the crisis a new States Department was specifically instituted. It mainly worked on the 

presumption that the Princes should be persuaded voluntarily to accede either to India or to 

Pakistan, on the basis of the composition of their population and of contiguity and the 

accession would be for the purposes outlined by the Cabinet Mission Plan for federation, 

namely defense, communications and external affairs.135 Finally two specimen documents 

were drafted – instruments of Accession for the three Central matters, and Standstill 

Agreements covering non-acceded matters, which simply stated that until the final accession 

details were worked out, all existing economic and political accords between the States and 

paramount British India would be observed unaltered after paramountcy lapsed, until such 

time as renegotiation should occur. Base on these documents, on 25 July Mountbatten 

persuaded the massed Highnesses of the Princely states that there was in reality no courses 

open to them other than to sign treaties of accession and by 14 August they had to accede 

either to Pakistan or India.136 But there were three princely states, which created problems in 

the process of accession. These three were the rulers of Junagadh, Hyderabad, and Kashmir. 

Junagadh: 

In the Kathiawar peninsula lived the moderately eccentric Nawab, Muslim ruler of Junagadh, 

which had a Hindu majority populace. When the letter of instrument of accession was sent to 

the Nawab with choices to opt between India and Pakistan, initially administration seemed 

favored to India. But, in the month of May, while Nawab was in Europe, there was a 

revolution in the Palace administration, and a Muslim League Sindhi politician took over 

followed by which on 15 August, 1947 Junagadh Nawab, formally announced its accession to 

Pakistan.137 The rulers of the adjoining States of Junagadh particularly the Hindu Rajah of 

Dharanggadhra, were very annoyed by his decision and he protested against the accession to 

Pakistan as serious threat to its security. Simultaneously, The Sheikh of Mangrol, and 
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Babariawada two adjoining small state of Junagadh, signed a standstill agreement and 

instrument of accession with India and they independently declared their accession to India. 

The Nawab of Junagadh refused to recognize this accession, asserting that as an “attached 

state”, Mangrol was his vassal and had no right to conduct negotiations without his authority. 

Apprehensive that other “vassals” might follow Mangrol’s example, the Nawab dispatched 

his state force troops into Babariawad, an area comprising estates whose rulers challenged the 

Nawab’s over lordship and had acceded to India.138  On this situation the Government of 

India, requested the Nawab of Junagadh to remove his state troops and in order to protect the 

areas that had acceded to India, dispatched an infantry brigade of the Indian Army 

to Kathiawar. On October 6, 1948 in a press announcement Nehru repudiated Pakistani 

claims on Junagadh, and stated that the issue should be resolved by a plebiscite of the State’s 

population.139 Meanwhile the internal conditions were deteriorating in Junagadh as the state’s 

revenues dried up, and economic activity withered and the Nawab fled to Pakistan. In this 

situation the new Dewan of Junagadh, Shah Nawaz Bhutto, father of the more famous 

Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, decided to invite the Government of India to intervene into the 

situation.140On November 9, 1948, with the unanimous approval of the state council and 

leaders of public opinion, the administration of the state was handed over to India. In the 

absence of any constructive proposal from Pakistan, the Government of India held a 

referendum on February20, 1948, to ascertain the wishes of the people regarding accession. 

In Junagadh, more than 190,000 votes were cast out of an electorate of 200,000. Those voting 

for Pakistan totaled 91, and the rest voted for India.141 Pakistan refused to accept the new 

position, arguing logically that once the original deed of accession had been signed, it was no 
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longer in Junagadh’s power to alter it, and it marked the beginning of the rivalry between the 

two newly independent neighbours. 

Hyderabad: 

The vast territory of Hyderabad belonged to the Muslim Nizam ruler of Hyderabad, Nizam 

Osman Ali Khan, who was one of the world’s richest men. This Muslim Nizam ruler was 

initially reluctant to join a "Hindu" nation where Hindus would constitute the majority, 

although the majority of the populations were Hindu. As such, when the letter was sent to the 

Nizam with choices to opt between India and Pakistan he refused to sign an instrument of 

Accession, and hoped for total independence.  

The idea of acceding to India or even to Pakistan was contrary to his concept of his State's 

power and dignity; as such The Nizam declared through a firman that Hyderabad would 

remain independent and not either of the two nations. Even the Deccan Chronicle of June 24, 

1947 reported, "His Exalted Highness will assume Sovereign status and powers on or about 

August 15, 1947, by which time it is expected that the Indian and Pakistan areas would have 

assumed the status of Dominions of the British Common Wealth it is learnt"142 Negotiations 

dragged on for almost a month after August 15, but it came out to be a fruitless attempt with 

no result. Any numbers of proposals made by the Government of India were rejected by the 

Nizam, Razvi and Laik Ali, till a Standstill Agreement was signed in November 1947. Indian 

Government however made its mind clear that that this was only an interim government that 

must eventually lead to accession and a responsible government. In Uthaga Mandalam in the 

far south on 2nd June, 1948 Nehru stated, "We have made it perfectly clear to Hyderabad that 

there will have to be a solution to this problem and that ultimately there must be accession. 

There is no other way, and it is not possible for Hyderabad to walk out of the Indian Union. 

Responsible government is inevitable because in the modern world we cannot allow a feudal 

government as in Hyderabad to continue."143 In this tumultuous situation the people of the 

Hyderabad state revolted against the Nizam, under the leadership of Communist Party of 

India. The Telangana peasant armed struggle was successful in driving out local landlords 
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called Zamindars, and distributing their land to the landless. There were dedicated Muslim 

extremists in the State, who effectively blocked attempts by the Indian Government and the 

Nizam to reach even such a watered down accord. As a means of outflanking them, and in 

any event following policy adopted elsewhere, attempts were then made to induce the Nizam 

to introduce representative government, which would have isolated the extremists. Nizam 

sought the help of Razakars, a motley group of mercenaries, to suppress the armed struggle. 

Under the leadership of Qasim Rizvi, also known as Kasin Razvi, the leader of Razakars, 

serious attempts were made in order to suppress the revolt. With the atrocities continuing 

unabated, the Government of India issued a White Paper on Hyderabad on 26 July 1948. The 

White Paper made it unequivocally clear and without mincing words that "The Government 

of India cannot afford to be a helpless spectator of orgies of misrule in Hyderabad. If the law 

and order situation there, which already shows signs of collapse, further deteriorates and 

thereby imperils peace and good order in India, the Government of India would 

unquestionably be involved."144 In response to the Indian attempt on 10th September 1948, 

the Nizam appealed to the United Nations Organization. The Nizam sent a delegation via 

Karachi, to the Security Council with a complaint that the situation between Hyderabad and 

India had become grave and constituted a threat to peace. The complaint of Hyderabad was 

presented in a cablegram dated August 21, 1948, addressed to the President of the Security 

Council. A summary of it read as follows. "The Government of Hyderabad in reliance on 

Article 35, paragraph 2, of the Charter of the U.N requests you to bring to the attention of the 

Security Council the grave dispute which has arisen between Hyderabad and India, and which 

unless settled in accordance with International law and justice, is likely to endanger the 

maintenance of international peace and security. Hyderabad has been exposed in recent 

months to violent intimidation, to threats of invasion and to crippling economic blockade 

which has inflicted cruel hardship upon the people of Hyderabad...The action of India 

threatens the existence of Hyderabad, the peace of the Indian and entire Asiatic continent, and 

the principles of the U.N. Hyderabad, a state not a member of the U.N. accepts for the 

purposes of the dispute, obligations of the Pacific Settlement provided in the Charter of the 

United Nations."145 The delegation left via Karachi. In the summer of 1948 clandestine gun-
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running by air from Pakistan was reported, and trains running across the State were 

ransacked, in plain contravention of the Standstill Agreement. On the other hand, since the 

Nizam and his government refused to disband the Razakkars and other private armies and to 

facilitate the return of Indian troops to Secunderabad, where they used to be stationed before, 

in order to restore law and order Indian troops entered the Hyderabad Territory, India was 

given a pretext to undertake a ‘police’ action, as opposed to a ‘military’ action, against the 

state, and this police action officially came to known as ‘Operation Polo’. The events that 

followed the Police Action were very quick leading to a total charge in the political scenario. 

After the surrender of Hyderabad army, Mir Laik Ali, the Prime Minister and Kasim Razvi 

were arrested. On September 23, 1948, the Nizam withdrew his complaint in the Security 

Council. The merger of Hyderabad dominions into the Indian Union was announced. Thus, 

practically speaking the case of Hyderabad in the Security Council was also finished and 

under the new Indian Constitution, Hyderabad was incorporated into the State of India. 

Kashmir: 

After many negotiation confrontations and conciliations finally India succeeded to bring 

within its territory the two major disputed princely states Junagadh and Hyderabad, but the 

case in Kashmir was different. The great Vale of Kashmir, legendary for its beauty and its 

climate, is drained by the Jhelum, the most westerly of the five rivers of the Punjab. It is the 

heart of that territory which in its much wider extent embraces Jammu and Ladakh and is 

called Kashmir. Owing a heterogeneous history of civilization and religions, Kashmir was 

owned by various rulers and emperors, from Kushan king Kanishka, till the Mughals during 

the British, which was followed by the Sikhs. To many observers there was a fusion which 

gave to all Kashmiris of any creed their own identity – the culture of Kashmiriyat, and their 

own language, Kashmiri.146 However after the demise of the Sikh Kingdom, Maharaja Gulab 

Singh of Jammu added Kashmir in his kingdom, who signed the treaty of 1846 with British 

India. In the year 1930s a local leader, Sheikh Abdullah, was vocal in demands for the 

Maharaja to devolve power to the peoples’ representatives, which were semi-socialist and 

secular. Abdullah and Nehru shared much of their philosophy in common, and it can be said 

that for much of his political life Sheikh Abdullah believed that Kashmir could find its own 

statehood within India, although at other times he was more pro-independence. The legal 
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entity of Jammu and Kashmir in 1947 was 77 per cent Muslim.147  Though the state had a 

Muslim population, but the Hindu Dogra King Hari Singh took the decision of remaining 

independent, inevitably, as in India, the struggle for power began to emphasize communal 

symbols, and the then Maharaja of Kashmir, Hari Singh was seen increasingly as an alien 

Hindu from Jammu. Mountbatten, in this situation was faced with twin problems regarding 

the status of Kashmir. On one hand he could not contemplate subjecting the state of Kashmir 

to a Muslim rule, and he as he believed that Pakistan would be theocratic, not secular, and 

that his Sikh, Hindu and Buddhist citizens should not be so subjected. On the other hand he 

feared that Accession of Kashmir to India would provoke a revolt by the Muslim majority. 

By 15 August no accession of the state had been announced, and de jure he was now ruler of 

an independent country.  

Things however did not remained the same, as in the summer of 1947 communal riots 

threatened the State of Kashmir. The resentful Sikh refugees from Punjab moved into Jammu, 

and meted out revenge on Muslims, where as the Muslim peasants from Jammu and Kashmir 

fled to Sialkot in Pakistan. Maharaja’s Hindu army was charged with re-imposing discipline, 

as it failed to curb the communal violence in which the majority of victims were Muslim. As 

the violence intensified, in late October 1947 a force of 5,000 Pathans crossed from the 

North-West Frontier to invade the Vale of Kashmir following the only road, up the Jhelum.148 

Indian Government had the firm belief that the invasion had been engineered by the 

Pakistanis, but Pakistani side maintained that it had been spontaneous and that they had 

neither the forces nor the power in position to prevent it. The tribesmen succeeded in 

blocking access to the valley and were on the threshold of taking Srinagar itself complete 

chaos threatened the Kashmir.  In such a disturbed and helpless situation the Maharaja 

pleaded India to send help. 

Lord Mountbatten persuaded Nehru that India had no right to intervene until the Maharaja 

had signed a treaty of accession. In such a tumultuous situation, Maharaja Hari Singh agreed 

to accede with India on October 25th 1947149 (for details see annexure I) India acted alone 
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and failed even to keep Pakistan informed, which wrecked the chances of a bi-partisan 

approach. Jinnah being humiliated ordered the move of Pakistani troops into Kashmir, though 

he was persuaded to retract, on the basis that the accession of Kashmir to India had been as 

legal as the initial accession of Junagadh to Pakistan. This again, brought these the two newly 

independent countries on the brink of war, just weeks after pulling back from confrontation 

over Junagadh.  

Thus it was the jealous competition of Pakistan to capture and control Jammu and Kashmir 

which led to the outbreak of the first ever war between India and Pakistan in the year 1947 

immediately within few months of independence. It was this war which in future paved the 

way for the beginning of a contentious beginning between the two nations and entangled 

them in arms race for the sake of preservation of the national security and national interest. 

However the rational Indian leadership in order to restore peace in the region by the end of 

1947 was convinced that the matter could not be resolved through negotiations and thus 

decided to refer the ‘Kashmir Question’ to the Security Council of the United Nations on 

January 1, 1948. It requested the Security Council to ask the Pakistani government to prevent 

its military and civilian populace to participate or assist in the invasion of Jammu and 

Kashmir. India also requested the Security Council to request the Pakistani government to 

deny the invaders access to and use of its territory for operations against Kashmir; and to stop 

military and other supplies and all other kinds of aid which may prolong the then struggle. 

Pakistan, on the contrary not only denied these allegations but also alleged that Kashmir’s 

accession to India was illegal. In the course of the debate the UN passed a resolution on April 

3, 1948 which suggested for the establishment of a neutral administration, and holding a 

plebiscite to determine whether the state should accede to Pakistan or India. 150  This UN 

resolution however did not mention the third option – the independence of Kashmir. Both 

sides rejected the resolution, but did agree to a cease-fire on 1 January 1949 and since 1972 

it’s known as the Line of Control (LOC), but with an extra definition. Mean while, in the 

course of debates that ensued in the United Nations regarding the ongoing dispute in 

Kashmir, India justified Kashmir’s accession to India and asserted that for a final settlement 

it was essential that Pakistan withdraws all invaders from Kashmir. India agreed to reduce its 

forces in Kashmir after the withdrawal of Pakistani forces. The Indian representative also 
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informed the UN about Indian leadership’s decision to hold a plebiscite under the control of 

the popular government of the state and supervision of the UN representatives, after the 

normalization of conditions which can only be brought after the withdrawal of Pakistani 

forces from the occupied territory of Kashmir. 

Soon after, the Security Council passed a resolution and appointed the United Nations 

Commission on India and Pakistan (UNCIP) which started functioning from June 1948 (for 

details see annexure II). Multiple proposals were drafted by the Commission and placed 

before the Council. But it was either rejected by India or Pakistan on a variety of grounds. 

None of the Security Council resolutions could be implemented because both India and 

Pakistan failed to comply with its conditions. Pakistan refused to withdraw its forces from 

Kashmir and thus rendered the resolutions inoperative whereas India insisted on 

demilitarization of the Pakistan Occupied Kashmir (PoK) as a precondition for holding 

plebiscite in the state. The McNaughton Plan as well as the Dixon Plan, recommended by the 

UNCIP, requested Indian and Pakistani forces to withdraw from Kashmir, but was rejected 

by the Indian leadership. America sent Frank Graham to mediate between India and Pakistan, 

but even though the mediation lasted for two years, the Graham Mission also failed after 

which it was suggested that both the nations must negotiate directly and UN efforts to solve 

the Kashmir issue was suspended. Meanwhile the full plebiscite could never took place as 

neither sides withdrew their forces, so neither side has acknowledged that the peaceful 

conditions of a reunited State have been re-established suitable for the holding of the 

plebiscite. Meanwhile Sheikh Abdullah became Prime Minister of (Indian) Kashmir, and 

dominated much of the politics of the next 30 years.  By Article 370 of the Indian 

Constitution, Kashmir was provided a special status, having acceded to India only those 

powers mentioned in the deed of accession – defense, foreign affairs, and communications. 

There is no concurrent list shared with the centre, and to emphasis the difference, in all other 

states there are chief ministers. 

 “Plebiscite partition, internationalization, political settlement: all these text book solutions 

for a territorial dispute have been proposed for Kashmir and all have been fruitless”151. Of all 

the issues dividing India and Pakistan, even till date the Kashmir dispute has still proven to 

be the most tenacious. 
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(2.3) Indus Water Dispute: 

Meanwhile as the Kashmir Question kept occupying a vital unsettled status in the relations 

between India and Pakistan, within two years of independence a new development emerged 

which further estranged the relations of India and Pakistan and it was the issue of post-

partition water sharing issue. After the partition the problem of the utilization of the waters of 

the Indus River and its tributaries by the Indian and the Pakistani sides raised a question of 

dispute between the two nations. The disagreement basically began on April 1, 1948 when 

the East Punjab Government (India), in control of the two headwork of the canal system, cut 

off the water supplies for the canals in Pakistan, on the grounds that the water dues was not 

paid; which led to a situation of drought in some half million acres of lands on Pakistan. This 

action of the East Punjab Government raised a fundamental question regarding the right of 

India. Finally an agreement arrived between the two nations on May 4, 1948 where both the 

East and West Punjab Governments agreed that the question should be settled in the spirit of 

goodwill and friendship without prejudice to its legal rights in this matter.152  

But however this understanding couldn’t last long as, complaints began to be heard from both 

the sides, Pakistan complaint that India was not supplying enough water; whereas on the 

other side India argued that Pakistan was taking inadequate steps to make up from its own 

alternative sources the supply of water from which Eastern Punjab needed for its own canal 

development. Compelled by the then situation in 1951 David Lilienthal, former Chairman of 

the Tennessee Valley Authority the of Washington proposed for a Joint Indo-Pakistan 

authority, for the development of the Indus Basin, which was to be financed through the 

agency of the World Bank. In Collier’s Weekly he observed that ‘Less than 20 % of the water 

of Indus basin’s used for irrigation; whereas most of the water of the six life saving rivers 

flows into the Arabian Sea unused. If atleast a fraction of it is used that it might solve out the 

needs of both the two nations.’153 But unfortunately the idea of Indo-Pakistan joint working 

commission also proved to be impracticable in the-then prevailing political situation between 

the two. 

Finally it was the World Bank which intervened in the situation on February 5, 1954; and 

formulated its own proposal for the development of the Indus Basin. It came out with the plan 
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that the entire flow of the western rivers, the Indus, Jhelum and Chenab, except for a small 

volume to be used in Kashmir, was to be made available for Pakistan; the entire flow of the 

three eastern rivers the Ravi, Sutlej and the Beas was to be made available for India, with the 

proviso that, for a specified temporary period, worked out o the basis of the time required to 

complete the links canals necessary to replace the supplied to Pakistan from the eastern 

rivers, India would supply waters to Pakistan from the eastern rivers; and each country would 

contract works located on its territories, but the cost of Pakistan’s link canals to substitute the 

waters of the western rivers to the eastern canals for those of the eastern rivers would be met 

by India. In other word, if Pakistan looses the extent of flow from the eastern rivers and India 

benefits there from, India will, on that principle, pay for the cost of these diversions.154 India 

although being aware of the fact that it was about to receive only 20% of the total flow of the 

Indus for its 26 millions cultivable area, accepted the World Bank plan on March 25, 1954. 

After a delay of few months Pakistan too accepted the plan in principle, but with reservations 

on the basis of the facts that excess flood water during a few week of a year, and there was no 

substitute  for controlled supplies which are available when the cultivators needs them. In 

concrete terms, this meant, in addition to the links canals referred to above, vast storage 

works were to be constructed on the Western rivers which would enable the water to be 

available when it needed. In this tumulus situation, the World Bank modified its earlier 

proposal, persuaded the Government of Australia, United Kingdom, Canada, West Germany, 

New Zealand and the United States to fund the additional money for the construction of the 

proposed storage dam.155 Finally on September 19, 1960, Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal 

Nehru, Pakistani counterpart President Muhammad Ayub Khan and senior Vice President of 

the World Bank, W.A.B. Liff signed the famous Indus Water Treaty in Karachi (for details 

see annexure III). The Indus Water Treaty considered a landmark step in promoting trust and 

understanding between the people of the two countries.156 
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Contents of the Treaty157 

Article I Definitions 

Article II Provisions regarding Eastern Rivers 

Article III Provisions regarding Western Rivers 

Article IV Provisions regarding Easter Rivers and 

Western Rivers 

Article V Financial Provisions 

Article VI Exchange of Data 

Article VII Future Cooperation 

Article VIII Permanent Indus Commission 

Article IX Settlement of Differences and Disputes 

Article X Emergency Provisions 

Article XI General Provisions 

Article XII Final Provisions 

Annexure A Exchange of Notes between 

Government of India and Government 

of Pakistan 

Annexure B Agricultural Use by Pakistan from 

certain tributaries of the Ravi 

Annexure C Agricultural Use by India from the 

Western Rivers 

Annexure D Generation of Hydroelectric Power by 

India on the Western Rivers 

Annexure E Storage of Waters by India on Western 

Rivers 

Annexure F Neutral Expert 

Annexure G Court of Arbitration 

Annexure H Transitional Arrangements 

 

The Indus water treaty aspires for an equitable distribution of water resource to both the 

nations. 158  Apart from the fact that the treaty brought an amicable solution to the water 
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sharing problem its uniqueness lies in the fact that it’s the only international water treaty co-

signed by a third party, the World Bank. 159  The treaty finds a healthier solution to the 

strained relations between the two nations with regard to the principles of water engineering 

and economics rather than legal principles.160 Instead of dividing the waters of India the 

treaty advocated for dividing the rivers between the two nations which make them further 

more independent and autonomous in controlling and regulating the supplies of water in their 

territories. 161 The immediate positive aftermath of the treaty was that the Indus Basin became 

politically and economically viable for two countries. It has opened new ways for 

independent development of the water of the Indus Basin.162 

 (2.4) Rann of Kutch: 

Within the first two years of independence apart from the princely states partition and Indus 

water sharing disputes again within few months the two neighbours got confronted with each 

other encircling the issue of an 8400sq.mt area in Kutch, which became famous as the Kutch 

dispute between India and Pakistan. The Rann Desert, which covers an area of about 8,400 

sq. miles, is a mere vast expanse of tidal mud flats, flooded during the monsoon season. 

During the British times, the status of the Rann was unsettled. At that time, it was the bone of 

connection between the princely state of Kutch and the British Indian province of Sindh, the 

Thar Desert was regarded as the border boundary between these two. Problems however crept 

up after the withdrawal of the British from India and the partition, India and Pakistan 

inherited the dispute as Sindh became part of Pakistan and Kutch was joined to India. The 

newly formed Government of India claimed that the Rann formerly belonged to the Ruler of 

Kutch, and by de-facto it fully became a part of the Indian Territory when the state acceded to 

the Union of India on 1947. Similarly Pakistan also on the same tune claimed that about 
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3,500 sq. miles of Rann lying north of the 24th parallel was formerly under the administrative 

control of the Pakistan acceded Sind rulers as such they owned the part of the Rann territory. 

Apart from this the Pakistan Government also claimed that since the Rann was a landlocked 

boundary lake as such under the international laws the boundary must run through the middle 

of the area. Indian Government strictly rejected this claim of the former on the ground that 

the British Government of India in the year 1906 formally decided that it was best to define 

Rann as marshy land rather than a lake.163 In order to solve out the dispute peacefully move 

were started by exchange of diplomatic noted between the two nations in 1948, but perhaps 

these move were either were late or were completely unsuccessful in their objectives. Thing 

turned out to be more complicated and serious when in on February 17, 19, and 25 and March 

2, 1956 armed clashed took place between India and Pakistan at the Border pockets posts of 

Chad Bet.164 The Pakistani Government proposed to the Indian government that “the Indian 

Forces should be withdrawn immediately from Chad Bet, Nara Bet and the status quo 

restored pending final settlement of the dispute”165 For a short period of time however thing 

cooled down a bit and no other armed clashes took place. But things were not the permanent 

solution as the matter was raised up again and a diplomatic level discussion was initiated in 

order to settle out the problem. It was agreed that “all outstanding boundary dispute, raised so 

far by either country, should, if not settled by negotiations, be referred to an impartial tribunal 

for settlement” 166  Situation became serious in the year 1965 as border incident became 

frequent and on April 9th, 1965 a fully fledged war broke out between the two India and 

Pakistan, and as usual each side blamed other for provoking the clash. Things got worsened 

to such an extent that Indian Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri on 29th April announced that 

if the fight continues then “the army will decide its own strategy and deploy its man power 
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and equipment in the way it deems best.”167 Measuring the intensity of the grave situation 

many western countries like USA, Moscow came up, but things were going in vain. Finally, a 

strong step was taken up by the Britain, who undertook the direct task of mediation between 

India and Pakistan. It was due to the effort by Britain that finally a cease fire was concluded 

between the two nations, on 30th April, 1965. On 30th June, 1965 further under the persuasion 

of former British Prime Minister Harold Wilson an agreement was signed between Pakistani 

President Ayub Khan and Indian Prime Minister Bahadur Shastri, in the floor of 

Commonwealth Prime Minister Conference.168 The agreement both the countries agreed to 

refer the matter to an impartial tribunal if they could not solve out the problem bilaterally and 

also agreed that the decision of the tribune shall be binding on both the two nations, and that 

the tribune shall remain in force until its findings have been implemented in full.169 Both the 

two countries showed their utmost sincerity in solving the dispute, and acted as faithfully 

according to the terms and conditions of the agreement. Pakistan nominated Nasarullah 

Entezam, and Iranian diplomat and India nominated Alex Bebler, a Yugoslavian judge, 

Gunnar Lagergen of Sweden was appointed as the chairman of the tribunal. The verdict of the 

tribune came on February 19th, 1969. As per the decisions, an area of about 350 square miles 

in the northern part of the disputed territory was given to Pakistan and the rest was under the 

control of India. Neither of the sides got what they wanted, and the decision came under the 

severe criticisms fractions of both the nations especially India, since the portion which was 

given to India was mostly sea marsh. Finally the dispute came to an end with the signing of 

the Rann of Kutch Agreement at Islamabad on July 4th, 1969 by Indian and Pakistani 

representatives.170 The successful conclusion of the dispute demonstrated that when the two 

governments decide that co-operation is in their interest, they can overcome obstacles to 

achieve their common goals. 

(2.5) Second Kashmir War (1965): 
                                                        
167 Hindu Weekly, May 3rd, 1965, as cited in Rashid M Akbar, “Indo- Pak Relations” 
(Pakistan, University of Sindh, Jamshoro, 1988) pp. 19 
 
168 Rashid M Akbar, “Indo- Pak Relations” (Pakistan, University of Sindh, Jamshoro,1988) 
pp. 19 
 
169 Text of the agreement in Pakistan Horizon, third quarter, 1965, as cited in Rashid M 
Akbar, “Indo- Pak Relations” (Pakistan, University of Sindh, Jamshoro, 1988) pp. 19 
 
170 Bruke S.M, “Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis” (London, OUP, 1973) 
pp. 13-14, 
 



 

Page | 77  
 

After the June 1965 mutual negotiation of the Kutch dispute between India and Pakistan, 

there were hopes that this might be the precedent which would direct the future relationship 

of the two neighboring states.  Even the-then Pakistani President Ayub Khan described this 

agreement as “a turning point”,171 in the future relationship between India and Pakistan.  But 

these high expectations did not lasted long as tension increased immediately after and took 

the shape of an all-out war, between the two, in September 6, 1965, which is also known as 

the Second Kashmir War. Though the Kutch dispute was bilaterally and mutually settled 

down, but the reality was that India was certainly outfought by the Pakistan in the war. Indian 

Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri was warned and urged by various echelons of the society 

to be cautious as, there was a believe that Pakistan would repeat the same thing in the 

Kashmir too.172  Pakistan on the same was trying to find out a solution to the Kashmir 

problem. This attitude of Pakistan was clearly reflected when after the conclusion of 

agreement on Kutch dispute, the then Pakistan’s Foreign Minister Z.A Bhutto told in 

Pakistan’s National Assembly that if Pakistan were to fight, “then it is not in Dharamshala or 

Chad Bet or Biarbet that we have to fight, we have to fight where the problem lies, i.e., in 

Jammu and Kashmir.” and Pakistan “can never be complete without people of Jammu and 

Kashmir”173 

The war of 1965 better known as the Second Kashmir War was initiated by Pakistan, as the 

Pakistani government was becoming increasingly alarmed by Indian efforts to integrate 

Kashmir within India. The defeat of India by China in the 1962 war made Pakistan believe 

that the Indian military would be unable or unwilling to defend against a quick military 

campaign in Kashmir. There was also a perception that there was widespread popular support 

within for Pakistani rule and that the Kashmiri people were dissatisfied with Indian rule.  

Pakistan’s failed attempt to invoke anti-Indian diplomatic initiative in the UNSC in 1964 

made it adopt a proxy war attitude to destabilize the later by fomenting an uprising in Indian-

administered Kashmir. By the first half of 1965 clashes began to increase between India and 
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Pakistan along the line of Cease fire line in Kashmir. It was alleged by the International Press 

that on August 5, 1965 armed infiltrators from Azad Kashmir began entering India and held 

Kashmir in an unsuccessful attempt to foment revolt. Exchanges of fire all along the cease 

fire line became increasingly frequent and both the two countries indulged themselves into 

full fledged war. India after the embarrassing defeat by the China was no more ready to take 

another defeat—especially from Pakistan. On the other hand Pakistan was over confident due 

to its success in the Raan of Kutch and had firm belief that it would repeat the same action in 

Kashmir too. On September 5th, the Indian Defense Ministry announced that Pakistani 

aircraft had attacked an Indian Air force ground near Amritsar; gradually Pakistani forces 

advanced rapidly and threatened the vital road link Srinagar.174 The Indian forces retaliated in 

a very dynamic way and prevented the further entry of Pakistani forces in Indian soils.   

On basis of the authoritative report to the Secretary General of United Nations Security 

Council and daily telegrams send to the United Nations by Lt- General Robert H. Nimmo, 

who was the chief Military observer of the United Nation Military Observer Group in India 

and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) it was clearly evident and proved that the series of violation that 

began on August 5, were it was Pakistan that has engineered the massive invasion of Kashmir 

by guerrillas generally not in uniforms crossing the ceasefire line from the Pakistani sides for 

the purpose of armed section on the Indian sides. Moreover he also mentioned in his report 

that it was Pakistan who violated the line of ceasefire 19 out of 23 times during the month of 

August 1965175. President Ayub Khan decided to fling his regular armies in the war and as 

quoted by D.R Mankekar ‘Pakistan launched A mighty thrust that, if successful, might have, 

at one stroke, looped off the State of Jammu and Kashmir from the rest of India militarily and 

politically’176 

Pakistan planned that in the first sweep, it was to capture the strategic town of Akhnoor, on 

the Chenab and cut the road passing through it from Jammu to Rajaori and to Poonch bottling 

up the Indian forces in the western region; and on the other side they column to take Jammu 
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city and get astride the Jammu-Srinagar highway and isolate the Indian forces. Compelled by 

the courses of the war and the military thrust of Pakistani forces at the Chhamb sector the 

India military command decided to divert its attack directly on Pakistani territory of Lahore 

and Sialkot sectors.177 

Meanwhile, as both the U.S. and the Soviet Union feared that China would enter the conflict 

on behalf of Pakistan, and in order to avoid it hectic efforts were on the height by the 

Secretary General and the UN Security Council to plan and draw out a unilateral plan of 

ceasefire between them. Thus finally on September 20, 1965 the Security Council passed a 

resolution and adopted a draft demanding a ceasefire effectively from 2430 hrs on September 

22, 1965. India promptly accepted this and on the midnight of September 22, 1965 Pakistan 

also announced its acceptance of the ceasefire proposal and the deadline was now extended 

till 0330 hours on September 23, 1965 for the subsequent withdrawal of all armed personnel 

back to the positions held by them before August 5, 1965.178   

However, though through the effort of the Security Council a cease fire was signed between 

India and Pakistan but unfortunately the Security Council resolution even failed to achieve its 

goal in mediating the issues between the two. On September 22, 1965 at the Security Council 

special meeting Bhutto warned the council that “if it did not bring about a settlement of the 

Kashmir Question within a limited time Pakistan would leave the United Nations.”179  On the 

same tune in a note of October 1, 1965 the Indian Foreign Minister, Swaran Singh, told the 

U.N Secretary General that “India was not prepared to link the cease fire or withdrawal of 

forces with any political question, as Kashmir was an integral part of India and therefore not 

negotiable.”180 Both the nations from the very outset kept on jeopardizing the agreement by 
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series of violations. They even refused to withdrawal from their positions which they held in 

each other’s territories. Things were getting further deteriorating when at that time the 

Council adopted a resolution demanding that both India and Pakistan should “urgently 

honour their commitments to the council” and ordered them “promptly to withdraw all armed 

personnel”181   

Finally things were sorted out and ended through the efforts of Premier Aleksein Kosygin of 

the Soviet Union, who invited both the two nations to come to Tashkent and settle out their 

differences. President Ayub Khan of Pakistan accepted the offer of mediation and finally 

from January 4-10, 1966 he met the Indian Counter-part Prime Minster Lal Bahadur Shastri 

in Uzbekistan which led to the conclusion of the famous Tashkent Declaration on January 10, 

1966 (for details see annexure IV). The conference was viewed as a great success and the 

declaration that was released was hoped to be a framework for lasting peace. The declaration 

stated that: Indian and Pakistani forces would pull back to their pre-conflict positions, both 

the two nations would not interfere in each other's internal affairs, economic and diplomatic 

relations would be restored, the two leaders would work towards building good relations 

between the two countries. The major points of the declaration between India and Pakistan in 

the Tashkent were: 

a. To restore “normal and peaceful relations” between them; 

b. To withdraw their respective armed forces, not later than 25 February 1966, to the 

position they held before 5 August 1965-the date of the outbreak of the hostilities; 

c. To repatriate captured prisoners of war; 

d. To restore diplomatic relations, as well as economic and trade relations, communications 

and cultural exchanges; 

e. To end hostile propaganda; 

f. To deal with the question of refugees and illegal immigrants.182 

Unfortunately, this declaration became very unpopular in both countries and had its far 

reaching impact and consequences in their internal and external policies. Things proved out 
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to be bitterer in Pakistan than in India. In Pakistan, there was a division in the political 

establishment, as Foreign Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto soon left the government and 

criticised the declaration. The national security institutions in both India and Pakistan then 

became very conscious of the possible political costs of concessions to their adversaries. 

Thus, although the 1965 war between India and Pakistan came to an end but still the Kashmir 

problem remained un-resolved, and again both sides merely set forth their “respective 

positions” on the issue. Tashkent merely signified a pause in a protracted conflict that, so far, 

proved to be inclusive. 

(2.6) 1971 War Bangladesh Liberation War: 

Within five years after the Tashkent Declaration yet again the two neighbours got confronted 

with each other in the wake of the violent uprising in erstwhile East Pakistan against the 

inhuman and armed atrocities of West Pakistan, which finally culminated into the third full 

fledged war between India and Pakistan which also became famous as the Bangladesh 

Liberation War of 1971. The British India was partitioned between India and Pakistan, in 

such a way that the Muslim majority area in and contiguous to Punjab and Bengal were 

joined together in one political entity, Pakistan, named as East and West Pakistan. 

Developments in Pakistan from 1969-1971 led to the break-away of East Pakistan from 

Pakistan and to emergence of Bangladesh as a sovereign and independent nations state. It was 

due to these developments that resulted in much hostility in Pakistan towards India, 

culminating in a war with India from December 4-16, 1971.  

Even before 1969, the rift between the two wings of Pakistan was evident. The population of 

East Pakistan was some seventy five million, whereas that of West Pakistan was some sixty 

million; but unfortunately though being the majority they did not receive their due share in 

the decision making in Government of Pakistan. Moreover from 1958-1972 effective powers 

lay with the military regime, the army, the bureaucracy and the feudal business aristocracy. 

All the senior members of the administration were West Pakistanis; only 10% of East 

Pakistani’s shared the position of senior officers in Pakistan top echelons.  A report by a 

panel of experts to the Planning Commission of the Government of Pakistan provides 

authoritative documentation of the widening of economic disparities in the two regions.183 

                                                        
183 Bangladesh Documents (New Delhi; 1971); pp-11-12 as referred in Appadorai; A & 
Rajan, M.S; India’s Foreign Policy and Relations; (South Asian Publishers; New Delhi; 
1985); pp102 
 



 

Page | 82  
 

These two wings of Pakistan differed with each other in various ways, infact there existed 

major ethnic, geographical, economic, and cultural differences within them. Both these two 

parts of Pakistan, apart from the factor of Islam, had very little in common with each other, as 

Coggin put it, “the only bonds between the diverse and distant wing of their Moslem nation 

were the Islamic faith and Pakistan International Airlines.”184 The war of 1971 was basically 

not a direct war between India and Pakistan but it was an outcome or reaction against the East 

Pakistan’s armed policy against West Pakistan, and the indulgence of India in favour of West 

Pakistan in the war.  

East Pakistan from the very birth had some serious grievances toward the West Pakistan. The 

union between the two parts was uneasy from the beginning. Things deteriorated, with the 

sudden demise of Quaid e Azam, Muhammad Ali Jinnah, and assassination of Pakistan’s first 

Prime Minister, Liyakat Ali Khan within first three years of its creation. The sudden loss of 

these leaders left serious void and contributed to the declining popularity of the Muslim 

League which provided a semblance of unity throughout Pakistan. The East Pakistanis started 

complaining about the unequal distribution of economic resources between the two wings of 

Pakistan. The capital of the country was in the western part as such majority of the 

government officials came from the west, moreover the army even had the majority of 

Punjabis, yet the paradox was that more than half of the Pakistan’s population lived in East 

Pakistan. The civil- military bureaucracy and other high posts and professions were 

dominated by the West Pakistanis and the migrants from northern and western India. 

Whereas the Bengalis of East Pakistan found themselves left far behind in the process of state 

building and economic development, and felt that they were not adequately represented. The 

first unified cry of protest and remonstration was seen in the demand of the official language 

issue. East Pakistani’s proud of their language and its rich literary heritage, were greatly 

shocked when the Pakistani policy makers initially rejected Bengali’s claim for the 

recognition as a national language and attempted to make Urdu- a minority language as the 

only national language throughout Pakistan. A great protest and demonstration was seen for 

the first time in East Pakistan against this decision toward the Western wings. Pressurized by 

which subsequently the Government of Pakistan revised its decision and recognized both 

Bengali and Urdu as their national language. Even economically the East Pakistan suffered a 

lot than the West Pakistan, who appeared better off from the American military and economic 
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aids. Moreover they only received roughly 25 to 30 percent of Pakistan’s total income. Even 

the very commonality of religious ties couldn’t keep the two parts together, as about 10 

millions out of 80 millions in East Pakistan were Hindus. The East Pakistan unlike the 

Western part did not shared a very bitter relationship with India, as they were held together 

by a common ethnic, linguistic and cultural affinity and similarity with the Indian state of 

Bengal. Thus, the two wings of Pakistan along with these large shares of differences and 

disparity kept on being united with each other till the year 1969.185  

Things got worsened when in the year 1969 the fragile government of Pakistan led by 

General Ayub Khan, collapsed as a result of a Mass movement against President Ayub 

Khan’s authoritarian rule, seeking his overthrow and restoration of  Democracy in Pakistan. 

Ayub Khan, being pressurized by the movement handed over the power to another military 

general, Yahya Khan, who brought forth direct military rule in Pakistan promising to hold a 

free and fair election for a democratic setup in the nation.  Yahya Khan, knowing the mood of 

the people and sensing the volatile political situation tried to placate the angry masses by 

announcing new educational and wage policies for the workers and the students. He 

emphasized the transitional nature of his regime and promised the transfer of power to the 

people’s representative elected freely and impartially on basis of adult franchise. He also 

announced that the future National Assembly both the west and the East Pakistan will be 

represented on the basis of their respective population. Thus in 1970 for the first time general 

elections took place in Pakistan on basis of the universal adult franchise. After the promised 

elections were held in 1970, no party came up with a clear cut majority and both Awami 

League and Pakistan’s People’s Party emerged as the popular one in their own region of East 

and West Pakistan respectively. However, the Bengali-nationalist Awami League acquired an 

absolute majority in the assembly, by getting all the seats from East Pakistan. The western 

leadership found this outcome of the election results simply unacceptable. They feared that 

the Awami League, with its absolute majority in the National Assembly, would vote itself a 

programme for virtual self-government, and will gradually remove East Pakistan from the 

control of the central government. The post election period thus brought in Pakistan three 

major powers to the forefront which had to dictate the course of events in its history-the 

Yahya regime, the Awami League and the Pakistan People’s Party. The crisis was triggered 

by Yahya Khan, as he postponed the announcement of the National Assembly’s secession to 
                                                        
185 Appadorai; A & Rajan, M.S; India’s Foreign Policy and Relations; (South Asian 
Publishers; New Delhi; 1985); pp102 
 



 

Page | 84  
 

be convened in Dacca.  The Awami League perceived this as a deliberate attempt to disregard 

the popular mandate and they launched a campaign of Civil Disobedience under the 

leadership of Sheikh Mujibur Rahaman. The crisis quickly escalated into a major conflict and 

things starter to get more deteriorate in East Bengal.  

On March 3, 1971 the National Assembly which was scheduled to summon did not met 

rather; protracted negotiations took place among Yahya Khan, Mujibur Rahaman and Z.A. 

Bhutto (the second largest seat holder next to Awami League). But unfortunately the 

negotiations failed to overcome the difference. In particular Bhutto could not agree to 

Mujib’s proposal for having two separate foreign exchange accounts for the two wings of 

Pakistan and that the Constitution should empower the governments of the units to establish 

trade and commercial relations and enter into an agreement with foreign countries. The 

negotiations finally broke down on March 25 and from that particular night began the reign 

of terror on the peoples of East Pakistan.  

In the meantime, an event of some significance took place on February 2, 1971 at Lahore 

which further aggravated the tensed situation between India and Pakistan relations: an Indian 

Airlines aircraft, which has been hijacked to Lahore on January 30, 1971, was blown up; the 

Pakistani authority failed to take action according the UN Resolution on Aerial hijacking; 

India was compelled to ban over flights of Pakistan’s aircraft over Indian airspace.186 

Things started getting worse in East Pakistan region and as an act of protest the personnel of 

East Bengal Regiment and East Pakistan Rifles formed the Mukti Bahini. On March 26, a 

declaration of independence was made from the Chittagong Radio in the name of Awami 

League. The Pakistani army replied by resorting to killing, raping, burning and looting on a 

large scale. Mujib was arrested and kept in prison; Awami League was outlawed; the freedom 

of press and civil liberties in East Pakistan were suppressed and all foreign journalists were 

expelled. The terrified people of East Pakistan for the sake of their life ran to India. By 

December 1971, according to Mujibur Rahaman, some three million East Bengalis were 

butchered, including several intellectuals some ten million refugees had crossed over to 

India.187 
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Public opinion in India was shocked by seeing the atrocities and as an act of astonishment on 

March 31, 1971, Parliament of India expressed ‘its profound sympathy and solidarity with the 

people of East Bengal in their struggle for a democratic way of life’ and called upon ‘all 

people and government of the world to take urgent and constructive steps to prevail upon the 

Government of Pakistan to put an end immediately to the systematic decimation of people 

which amounts to genocides.’ The Pakistani Foreign Office reciprocated with the declaration 

of Indian Parliament and summoning the Indian High Commission Radio Pakistan said that; 

‘it was interference by India in the internal matter of Pakistan.’188 But the Indian Government 

did not stand quite it stated mobilizing the world opinion about the human right atrocities and 

tried to capture the minds of the Super powers of the world in the incident. Prime Minister 

Indira Gandhi herself undertook journeys to Soviet Union, Belgium, Austria, United 

Kingdom, U.S, France and West Germany and emphasized her discussion with the leaders in 

these countries, the need for Pakistani army regime to settle with the already elected leader of 

East Bengal. 

Meanwhile in East Pakistan, developments of far reaching significance were taking place. On 

April 14, the elected leaders of National Assembly proclaimed the formation of a Provincial 

Government of Bangladesh and called upon the people of East Bengal to wage a war of 

liberation against the Pakistani Occupant Forces. On April 17, meeting at Mujibnagar, the 

members of the Provincial Government, including the acting President and the Prime 

Minister, ratified the Declaration of Independence and proclaimed the birth of the Republic of 

Bangladesh.189 

The Pakistan army was massed on the Indian Border; many border violations and border 

incidents took place. There was persistent shelling from across the border and some civilians 

were killed and others were wounded. On November 24, 1971, Pakistan declared a state of 

emergency; next day General Yahya Khan announced that he would be off fighting a war in 

10 days; ‘Hate India’ campaigns were intensified. True to the declaration made by General 

Yahya Khan on December 3, 1971 Pakistan launched surprise attacks on Indian airfield along 

the frontier in Punjab, Rajasthan and Jammu & Kashmir. Events moved rapidly. Indian Prime 
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Minister Indira Gandhi  in Lok Sabha announced that- ‘Government of Pakistan has declared 

war on us; and we will fight to safeguard our territorial integrity, national honour and above 

all the ideals of peace we share and belief in…’190 Government of India on December 6 

accorder recognition to Bangladesh. The war fought in two fronts-the eastern and the 

western. With the brilliant coordination of 3 wings of Indian forces along with the guerrilla 

warfare of Mukti Bahini finally the Pakistani forces got defeated on December 16, 1971. In 

the morning of December 17, Indian Prime Minister offered a unilateral ceasefire, Pakistan 

accepted the proposal and with effect from 8.00pm on the same day, the mutual ceasefire 

came into effect.191 

(2.7) Post-Simla Agreement: 

The Simla Agreement which was concluded on July 2, 1972 in the aftermath of the 1971 

Indo-Pak war, provided a comprehensive background for normalization of relations between 

India and Pakistan (for details see annexure V). Despite occasional tensions from time to 

time, there was no major armed conflict between the two countries since the signing of the 

Simla Agreement for more than seventeen years. Under the Simla accord, the two countries 

had resolved to: ... settle their differences by peaceful means through bilateral negotiations or 

by any other peaceful means mutually agreed upon between them ‘ending the final settlement 

of any of the problems between the two countries, neither side shall unilaterally alter the 

situation nor shall both prevent the organization, assistance or encouragement of any acts 

detrimental to the maintenance of peaceful and harmonious relations’.192 Bilateralism was at 

the very heart of the Simla Agreement. It clearly committed both countries to desist from any 

unilateral move, which could result in conflict. ‘Article 4 (ii) of the Agreement says: In 

Jammu and Kashmir, the Line of Control resulting from the ceasefire of December 17, 1971 

shall be respected by both sides without prejudice to the recognized position of either side. 

Neither side shall seek to alter it unilaterally, irrespective of mutual differences and legal 

interpretations. Both sides further undertake to refrain from the threat or the use of force in 
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violation of this Line’.193 Significantly, Simla Agreement recognized the sanctity of the Line 

of Control (LoC) for the maintenance of peace between the two countries. During the 

discussions at Simla it was assumed that LoC would be treated as a de facto frontier between 

India and Pakistan until the Kashmir issue was resolved bilaterally.194 However, it could be 

discerned that the future rulers of Pakistan found it politically difficult to accept the Simla 

Agreement in total. Interpreting the Agreement in a different way, they maintained that 

Pakistan was not debarred from seeking the resolution of the Kashmir problem with reference 

to the UN resolutions. It is not surprising that Pakistan subsequently stepped up its efforts to 

internationalize the Kashmir issue and even sought third party intervention, projecting the 

LoC as but a temporary arrangement. It is to be noted that the impact of Pakistan's defeat in 

the 1971 war and its bifurcation had demoralized and angered the Pakistani elite. This fact 

should not be understated. Apart from huge territorial loss, Pakistan lost fifty four percent of 

its population. Pakistani Army had felt humiliated, when about ninety thousand Pakistani 

troops were taken prisoner by India. Most of the Pakistani policy makers then came to believe 

that from the beginning New Delhi was instrumental in the East Pakistan separatist 

movement, which resulted in the division of Pakistan. Pakistani ruling elite thus developed a 

desire to pay India back in kind, whenever an opportunity arose.195 Obsessed with avenging 

India, and accomplishing the unfinished agenda of annexing Kashmir, the Pakistani elite, and 

specifically the Army consistently tried to undo the Simla Agreement and thus adopted a 

policy of "eternal" hostility towards India. At the same time, they were equally aware of the 

futility of direct armed conflict with India, as the latter to prove its military superiority in 

almost all the previous armed conflicts. In this context, they adopted a two-pronged strategy 

as a means to attain their objectives. First, to initiate a nuclear weapons programme to 

balance India's conventional military superiority and to achieve strategic parity with India and 

second to initiate a proxy war - Low Intensity Conflict (LIC) - against India, particularly in 

the State of Jammu and Kashmir cooperated to train ‘mujahideens’ in conducting special 
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trans-border operations and guerilla warfare. This helped Pakistan in developing 

infrastructural facilities for conducting cross-border terrorism in India later. The arms meant 

for the ‘mujahideens’ to fight the Soviets were also transferred to the militants in Kashmir 

and Punjab after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan.  

(2.8) Khalistan Problem & Role of Pakistan: 

After the humiliating defeat of Pakistan in Kutch, 1965, and 1971 war, the policy makers, 

Pakistan Army and ISI realized the fact that it was impossible to settle their scores with India 

through open war as results were inevitable and evident. Thus by the mid of 80’s Pakistan 

started its policy of proxy and covert war policy with India. The first attempt of which was 

noticed in the wake of the Khalistan Movement in India.  The Punjab dilemma or more 

famously know as the Khalistan episode did not occur overnight, it grew slowly the act of 

violence that followed grew with it, they were as predictable as was the end. The terrorism in 

Punjab was not brought only because of Sant Jarnail Singh Bindrawala became a terrorist but 

because of the inefficiency of the local administration, law enforcement agencies in Punjab 

and the political expediency at the center. It was allowed to grow and to appreciate the truth; 

one must feel intensely the indignity of our social wrongs. Bhindrawale was neither a cruel, 

heartless nor an irresponsible lunatic. He was rather the creation of the society. This was only 

due to the callousness of the sates authorities, the hesitancy of the Center to act decisively 

earlier, the lack of a strong leader amongst the moderate Akalis, which prepared a near 

perfect ground for terrorism to thrive, bringing guerilla warfare into the heartland of Punjab. 

Basically the climate for gun-running was ripening in the Punjab area a decade ago. Nearly a 

decade ago after the shameful defeat in the 1965 war a calculated plan was drawn up in 

Pakistan with one objective- which according to the intelligence was the split between Hindu 

and Sikh unity in the strategic border of Punjab.  

Sikh sentiments were being offended by the insensitive handling of the Sikhs visiting New 

Delhi during the Asian Games. There were communal conflicts at every stage of the 

movement. Amidst these developments, the free availability of arms created a highly 

explosive situation that dragged the agitators and the governmental agencies into the vortex. 

Meanwhile during this phase the Pakistani intelligence agencies had made a concerted move 

to identify peoples who could give them support in various forms. Their efforts were 

primarily aimed at the Sikh community abroad. The two main centers of activities were 
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London and Washington DC.196 In October 1971, the glimmerings of a separate Sikh nation 

were propagated by an advertisement that appeared in the New York Times. The ad broadly 

spelt out a demand for a separate Sikh homeland and talked of the oppression of the Sikhs in 

India. Intelligence sources categorically state that the ad had been paid for by the information 

department of Pakistan mission in Washington. A sum of US$ 5000 has been given as 

payment for the publication of the advertisement. Soon after the ad appeared Dr. Jagjit Singh 

Chauhan, an Akali radical and protégé of the late Master Tara Singh and one time finance 

minister of Punjab, surfaced in Washington and later according to the intelligence sources, 

visited Pakistan twice as a guest of the Pakistan Government.197 It was during one of his visit 

in Pakistan mission in Washington that Dr Chauhan built up contact with Capitol Hill. His 

frequent visits to Washington were being closely monitored, and it was one of these visits, 

that met with senior American officials in the Pakistani embassy. Funds that were difficult to 

rise from Sikh cultural societies earlier, suddenly over a span of few months, generated over a 

million dollars. However the base for his operations continued to be in London. After the 

assassination of Dr Chauhan, in 1977 the Pakistan’s intelligence officials stated to fraternize 

with another Sikh, a supporter of Bhindranwala, Ganga S. Dhillon. Dhillon was a bit different 

from his predecessors; he did not advocate for Khalistan but asked for a greater autonomy for 

the Sikh State. In order to accomplish his objective he worked hard in building up dossiers of 

people whole he could use. While doing so Dhillon came in contact with President Zia’s wife 

who had been a resident of Kenya and knew Dhillon from earlier days. Building up on this 

contact Dhillon was invited to Pakistan to met the President and gradually there opened up a 

great relationship between the two.198 Later he maintained his contact with Pakistan through 

Chaudhari Zahur Ali who was the labour minister of Pakistan. Intelligence estimated that 

Pakistan agencies continued to help them and other who supported the Khalistan issue, in 

various ways. Pakistan had adopted on the methods too. The best method being the use of 

their national airline Pakistan International Airline (PIA) that gave free tickets to a number of 

pro-Khalistan people to travel to different parts of the world and to India. They also payee off 
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the rents used by the pro-Khalistani factions; used the diplomatic missions as offices for the 

Khalistani groups, primarily in London, Britain and Washington, carrying of videotapes, 

recorded cassettes of Bhindrawala’s speeches etc. However the most terrifying attempt that 

Pakistan initiated in order to support and help the Khalistani factions against the India was an 

indirect participation in the supply of weapons and training of men in guerilla tactics. These 

activities came into highlight when gunrunners were caught while crossing the borders. The 

Indian intelligence identified even three main training grounds inside Pakistan- Kasur, across 

the river Sutlej; 15 miles from Ferozepur, Sekhupura, few miles from Lahore and Eminabad, 

easily accessible from Gurudaspur in Punjab.199   

Accessibility to these training camps across the border made it easy for scores of men to 

obtain training. The camp at Kasur was the biggest among the rest. The intelligence sources 

found out that these camps were run under the administrative command of a deputy 

superintendent of police, from the special branch, Samar Gul Afreidi and was assisted by 

inspector of the Special branch, Mohammed Hussan Khan. The weapon training and guerilla 

tactics were supervised by the ex-army personnel of the Sutlej Rangers.200 

Without going into the mediate details of how the Khalistan problem encapsulated the 

northern India it can be stated that due to the overzealous activism shown by the Indian 

intelligence organization working in tangent with the India defense forces and the Indian 

civilian leadership it was able to identity individual, entities, roots from which weapons and 

financial assistance provided to the militants. This led to periodic dissemination of the 

militant organization which ultimately led to the birth of a military led operation from 3-6 

June 1984 under the orders of Indira Gandhi code named as Operation Blue Star, aiming to 

overthrow the Sikh extremists who were led by Jarnail Singh Bhindranwale and his 

associates from the preview of Golden Temple of Amritsar.201 The military operation had two 

steps viz ‘Operation Metal’ which was confined to the complex of the Golden temple and 

‘Operation Shop’ which mainly focused on raiding fugitive and suspects all over country side 
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of Punjab.202 Following the two staged operation a third and final operation was launched 

code named as ‘Operation Woodrose’ for thoroughly scanning the Punjab countryside to 

round up any suspects. Situation turned so seriously grave in Punjab that the Operation Blue 

Star was conducted by the Indian army with heavy artillery, helicopters, tanks and armored 

vehicles.203 According to the official estimate and white papers issued by the Government of 

India there was around 492 civilian deaths204205  and as per K.S Brar the casualty figure 

among the Indian army was around 83 and 220 injured. 206  Indian army action against the 

Sikh extremist in the Golden Temple ushered a nationwide uproar and dissatisfaction among 

the Sikh community. Multiple Sikh soldiers resigned from their position and high 

administrative officials and civilian offers returned their awards and honours. 207 Level of 

discontent and vengeance was so severe that on October 31, 1984 within four months of the 

operation Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi was shot down by her two Sikh bodyguards 
208 which further gave birth of a  the Sikh holocaust.209 

After the assassination of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi which was followed by major Sikh 

Riots throughout northern India the residual elements in the Khalistan moments either 

migrated to Canada or Scandinavian countries, seeking asylum or surrender to local law 
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enforcement adopting forceful means of coming back to the mainstream. This saw the timely 

death of a movement that was orchestrated by Pakistan.  

(2.9) Operation Topac: 

The Pakistani decision to undertake the strategy of low intensity conflict and launch proxy 

war against India could be analyzed in the context of strategic equations in South Asia, which 

underwent a major change after Soviet military intervention in Afghanistan in December 

1979. The Afghan crisis transformed Pakistan into a "front-line" State in the US strategy 

against the Soviet occupation there. When General Mohammed Zia-ul-Haq assumed power in 

Pakistan, he exploited the situation to promote Islamisation at home, speed up Pakistan's 

covert nuclear programme, and initiates a proxy war against India and hardened Pakistan's 

stance on Jammu and Kashmir. With the American Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)'s 

assistance, Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence (lSI) gained rich experience in covert 

operations during the decade-long Afghan crisis. In Afghanistan, both the CIA and lSI As a 

pragmatic leader, General Zia understood that no military solution to Kashmir problem was 

possible. But at the same time, the capture of Kashmir from India continued to be the national 

objective of Pakistan. In this context, he decided to make full use of the large-scale US 

military supply and the experience it acquired by fighting the proxy war in Afghanistan. He, 

therefore, decided to launch a similar proxy war in the State of Jammu and Kashmir in the 

aftermath of Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan. By late 1980s, the situation of Kashmir 

was volatile as there was internal political turmoil in the State coupled with growing feeling 

of alienation among the Kashmiri people. That was caused by various factors, including 

breakdown of Kashmiriyat identity; and the failure of the State and Central governments to 

arrest institutional decay and improve socio-economic conditions, especially the continuous 

failure of the Central government to mitigate the alienation of Kashmiri Muslims from the 

rest of the society and assimilate them within the National stream.210  

Taking into account the disturbed conditions of the State, General Zia felt that the situation 

was ripe to launch his scheme of proxy war in Kashmir. In fact, by mid-eighties, Pakistan's 

lSI had already prepared a blueprint for starting a militant movement in Kashmir. The 

strategy comprised of luring disgruntled youth into Pakistan, training, arming, financing and 

indoctrinating them and ,pushing them back into Kashmir, with a view to indulging in 
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militancy, bringing down the legally established government and finally, wresting the State 

from India. To implement the strategy effectively and attain his objectives efficiently, 

General Zia meticulously planned Operation Topac in late 1980s, with an ultimate goal of 

'liberation of the Kashmir Valley' and briefed the details of it to his corps commanders, the 

lSI and others to be involved in the scheme. 211 Before he could implement the Operation 

Topac, Zia died in an air crash in August 1988. However, by that time he had already 

prepared the lSI to undertake the task. He had also been able to instill the Islamic ideology in 

the armed forces; who were motivated to undertake this task for their country.  

After Zia’s death 1988, Pakistan came under a series of civilian political leaders; prominently 

among them were Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Sharif. Pakistan's low intensity conflict and 

proxy war against India continued even after Nawaz Sharif succeeded Benazir Bhutto as the 

Prime Minister of Pakistan 1990. Simultaneously, Pakistan launched a diplomatic offensive 

to internationalize the Kashmir issue and by projecting Kashmir as a nuclear flashpoint. 

Pakistan's low intensity conflict and proxy war against India continued even after Nawaz 

Sharif succeeded Benazir Bhutto as the Prime Minister of Pakistan. Indeed, the proxy war by 

Pakistan gradually became more and more intense, reaching a high pitch in 1997. As a result 

of Pakistan's proxy war against India, its bilateral relations with India deteriorated sharply. It 

was in this background that the two countries exploded their nuclear devices starting a new 

phase in their relations.  

(2.10) Nuclear Issue: 

Neither open war nor proxy and low intensity conflicts could make Pakistan achieve its 

desired and ever cherished goal to maintains its status quo with India and thus by mid 70’s 

Pakistan shifted its policy to nuclear empowerment after the successful peaceful nuclear tests 

by India. This rat race of Pakistan to for getting itself nuclear empowered opened a new 

chapter of animosity and rivalry with India.  

Ever since the time of independence India seriously thought on cultivating its power and 

energy in nuclear field. As early as June 26, 1946, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, soon to be 

India’s first Prime Minister, announced:  “As long as the world is constituted as it is, every 

country will have to devise and use the latest devices for its protection. I have no doubt India 

will develop her scientific researches and I hope Indian scientists will use the atomic force for 
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constructive purposes. But if India is threatened, she will inevitably try to defend herself by 

all means at her disposal.”212 India’s nuclear programme made a kick start at Bhabha Atomic 

Research Center in Trombay. By mid 1950’s under the ‘Atom for Peace’ non-proliferation 

programme India acquired its dual use technology for the sole aim of civil nuclear use 

technology. The first research reactor of India was established in the year 1956 and it came 

up as the first light water reactor in Asia. Steadily with the assistance and support of the 

United States and Canada India’s nuclear power generation proceeded, and by 1960 its 

second research heavy water reactor became operational. By 1969 the Tarapur Power Station 

started importing rich uranium from the General Electric Corporation of the United States.213   

Basically India’s nuclear weapon programme originated shortly after its failure to obtain a 

nuclear guarantee from the great powers in the aftermath of the first Chinese nuclear test at 

Lop Nor in 1965.214 Meanwhile, by 1968 Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) came to existence 

but by the time China was already a nuclear empowered state. Although India appreciated the 

cause of NPT but it rejected to be a part of the treaty, as India believe that the grounds and 

provision of the NPT are highly discriminative and partial in nature as it breeds ‘inequality’ 

among nuclear weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon states. 215  However scholar like 

George Perkovich argues that it was the Chinese nuclear threat and non assurance of any 

security provisions for India from the U.S. and the Soviet Union, it did not signed the NPT. 

216 In the aftermath of the rebuff from the great powers, Indian embarked on the Subterranean 

Nuclear Explosions Projects (SNEP)217. It was the SNEP that culminated in India’s first 
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nuclear test in 1974. India carried out its first nuclear test on May 18, 1974. Billed as a 

“peaceful nuclear explosion”, the test had 15 kiloton yield.218 Subsequently, Defense Minister 

Jagjivan Ram argued that the test had few or no military implications and was simply part of 

India’s ongoing attempts to harness the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.219 The two scientists 

closely associated with the nuclear test, R. Chidambaram and R. Ramana, maintained the 

same public postures.220 India’s explanation of the test found few adherents abroad, however. 

Of the great powers, only France congratulated the Indians or their success.221 The Chinese 

and Soviet reactions were muted, but critical. The United States and Canada cut off all 

nuclear cooperation with India. Canada accused India of having diverted nuclear materials 

from a Canadian supplied reactor to make the bomb222 The U.S. reaction however, was the 

most severe in 1976 Congress introduced the Symington amendment to the foreign aid bill, 

thereby cutting off certain forms of economic and military assistance to countries that 

received enrichment or reprocessing equipment, materials, or technology without full-scope 

international atomic energy agency safeguards. 223  Despite the initial wave of domestic 

support following the test, pressing internal concerns diverted the public’s attention from the 

pursuit of a nuclear weapons option. Faced with a widespread international disapprobation 

and substantial sanctions, the country curtailed the program. Prime Minister Morarji Desai, 

who briefed succeeding Prime Minister Indira Gandhi, was morally opposed to nuclear 

weapon and it is believed that he temporarily shelved the program. With Mrs. Gandhi coming 

to power again the programme was revived. But however fearful extreme pressures, and 

cognizant of the fragility of India’s domestic economic circumstances, she chose not to carry 

                                                                                                                                                                            
 
218 Stephen Cohen, India: Emerging Power (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 2001), 
pp. 159-162. 
 
219 “Indian Rules out Atomic Arms”. Use New York Times, May 23, 1974, p. 5 
 
220 R.Chidambaram and R. Ramanna, “Some studies on India’s Peaceful Nuclear 
Experiment”, “Peaceful Nuclear Experiment”, Peaceful Nuclear Explosions IV (Vienna : 
International Atomic Energy Agency, 1975. 
 
221 “New Delhi Assailed at Parley in Geneva for Atom Explosion,” New York Times, May 22, 
1974, p. 3 
 
222 Robert Trumbull, “Canada Says India’s Blast Violated use of Atom Aid,” New York 
Times, May 21, 1974, p. 4 
 
223 Brahma Chellaney, Nuclear Proliferation: The U.S. Indian Conflict (New Delhi : Orient 
Longman, 1993), pp. 74-75. 



 

Page | 96  
 

out further tests.224 The next stage in India’s nuclear program was marked by little progress in 

attaining nuclear weapons status, even though there was increasing public and military 

support and even some political support for acquiring nuclear weapons but India was 

somehow not ready and clearly indicated that it had no intention of producing nuclear 

weapons at that time. This is what is commonly referred to as the “option policy.”  

During this time Pakistan steadily pursued a clandestine nuclear weapon program. Basically 

the Pakistani Program had its antecedents in the aftermath of the country’s catastrophic 

defeat twice in 1965 and 1971 in hands of India. Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto decided 

that only by obtaining a nuclear power can act as a shield against the rising preponderant 

conventional superiority of India in the region.  

Actually it was the aftermath of Pakistan’s shameful defeat in the 1971 war when Bhutto 

initiated a meeting with Pakistani physicist and engineers in Multan and it was which gave 

birth to the Nuclear Programme of Pakistan in January 1972. Meanwhile the nuclear test of 

India gave a strong impetus to the nuclear programme of Pakistan which further got a new 

momentum with the entry of Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan who was a Pakistani trained 

metallurgist  working in Germany in the year 1975. Dr A.Q Khan in lieu of his position in 

URENCO, a uranium enrichment plant in the Netherland acquired the knowledge of gas 

centrifuge technologies which gave a strong boost to the nuclear programme of Pakistan. 

Later it was also reportedly confirmed that Dr Khan brought with him stolen uranium 

enrichment technologies from the European Dutch Company which put the entire Pakistan 

nuclear program in shame.225  Dr Khan was made in charge of Pakistan’s Kahuta facility and 

under his supervision and direction Pakistan through a stealthy network was working in 

order to attain the necessary materials and technology for developing its uranium enrichment 

capabilities. By 1986 Pakistan’s uranium enrichment program was advancing tremendously 

and it was assumed that by 1987 the nation has produced enough fissile material for a 

nuclear weapon and was fully capable to carry out a nuclear explosion. By 1990’s Pakistan 

pursued to obtain plutonium production capabilities. Meanwhile with the assistances and 

guidance of China in April 1998 it built the 40 MWt (megawatt) Khusab research reactors at 
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Joharabad. Highly astonished and worried about the rising nuclear potentialities of Pakistan 

the US officials and scholars warned Pakistan as they were aware of the fact that the 

plutonium generated from the reactor was not only enough to create more than one nuclear 

weapon for Pakistan but it would allow it to develop lighter nuclear warheads that would be 

easier to deliver with a ballistic missile.  Moreover neither was the reactor in Khusab nor the 

New Labs reprocessing plant next to Pakistan’s Institute of Nuclear Science and Technology 

(Pinstech) in Rawalpindi were subject to IAEA inspection.226 

Meanwhile there was a change in the domestic politics of United States and Jimmy Carter 

became the new President in January 1979.Cartertook u the issue of global non- non-

proliferation very seriously and thus after coming to power he immediately reinforced the 

Glenn-Symington Amendment, 227  which was framed to counter the rise of nuclear 

proliferation during the time of President Ford. Immediately Carter suspend all form of 

military and economic aid to Pakistan for its clandestine nuclear developmental activities.228 

But during the course of time two major development happened which proved to be a boon 

for the Pakistani nuclear programme, firstly the Soviet invasion in Afghanistan and the 

upcoming of Regan administration in United States. In the year 1981 the US President Regan 

provided a significant large amount of economic and military aid to Pakistan justifying it on 

the ground that the assistance would encourage Pakistan to build up its security against the 

Soviet invasion and thereby will reduce the possibility and potentials for the country to go 

nuclear. But despite the facts Pakistan kept on steadily proceeding for the attainment of its 

nuclear weapon and by 1985 it had already produced weapons-grade enriched uranium.229 

Incidentally many western scholars argue that it was the time when Pakistan received the 
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blueprints for creating nuclear-war heads from China. 230 Not only China but scholars also 

believe that the development of Pakistani nuclear programme was also associated with the 

closed eye attitude that United States adopted against it in lieu of the Soviet invasion in 

Afghanistan. The August 1985 Pressler Amendment was a clear suggestive evidence of such 

policy adopted by United States against Pakistan, where it clearly mentioned that Washington 

will keep on aiding and assisting Pakistan unless there was an evidence that Pakistan was 

producing nuclear explosive devices. but despite knowing the reality that Pakistan was 

producing weapons-grade fissile material and was continuing its research for the production 

of nuclear warheads, both Presidents Reagan and his successor President Bush (senior) kept 

on provide unequivocal military aid and assistance to Pakistan till 1989, justifying that the 

activities of Pakistan did not constitute actual production of nuclear explosive warheads or 

devices; whereas the reality was the U.S. policy of seeking to contain the communist forces 

in Afghanistan even at the expense of nuclear non-proliferation objectives.231 Meanwhile by 

the end of 1989 the communist forces completely withdrew themselves from Afghanistan and 

as expected, by October 1990’s US President Bush (senior) stated that he was unable to 

certify the US congress that Pakistan was not manufacturing nuclear devices which led to the 

suspension of all forms of aids to Pakistan under the Pressler Amendment Act, which brought 

China much closer to Pakistan.232 Meanwhile in order to attain the confidence of Pakistan and 

deviate it from China the US administration in February 1996, under the leadership of 

Clinton enacted the Brown Amendment, which provided an exception to the Pressler 

Amendment, thereby allowing the resumption of all form of military and economic aid to 

Pakistan.233  

Meanwhile on May 11 and 13, 1998, India tested its five underground nuclear devices at 

Pokharan region of Rajasthan. Instantly after the tests Prime Mister Vajpayee in a letter to 

President Clinton stating China as the threat for the tests, Vajpayee stated that “we have an 
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overt nuclear weapons state on our borders, a state which committed armed aggression 

against India in 1962”. 234  But this attempt of justification by the Government of India 

implying ‘China as a threat’ not only invited criticism regionally and internationally but even 

domestically Vajpayee administration was condemned a lot. In the course of events within 

two weeks after the Pokharan tests, Pakistan on May 28, 1998 Pakistan went ahead for its 

first nuclear test at Balochistan region. The five nuclear tests by Pakistan generated a seismic 

signal of 5.0 on the Richter scale, with a total yield of up to 40 kT (equivalent TNT). Within 

two days on May 30, 1998 Pakistan once again went ahead for testing one more nuclear war 

head with a reported yield of 12 kilotons. 235  

Indo-Pak relations almost touched its nadir in the period immediately following the May 

1998 nuclear tests conducted by both the countries. In the aftermath of Chagai, Pakistani 

belligerency reached new levels as Islamabad assumed that the existence of nuclear 

deterrence would neutralize India's conventional military superiority over Pakistan.236  

(2.11) Lahore Declaration: 

Meanwhile, as rising tension led to critical international response, New Delhi and Islamabad 

felt the need to hold high level talks to find a meeting ground, ease tension and suspicion and 

to instill mutual confidence. The Indian Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee and his 

Pakistani counterpart Nawaz Sharif met in Colombo on 29 July 1998, and again on 23 

September, in New York. At the conclusion of their September meeting, the two Prime 

Ministers emphasized the need for a peaceful settlement of all outstanding issues and for 

creating an environment of durable peace and security. In this regard, they decided to initiate 

a composite dialogue process at the Foreign Secretary level to discuss the mutually identified 

contentious issues between the two countries. Thus both India and Pakistan entered into a 

dialogue process and several rounds of talks took place between the Prime Ministers and also 

between the senior officials of both the countries to reduce tension and create a peaceful 

climate in the region and explore possible solution of the outstanding issues. This dialogue 
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process got a big boost by Lahore ‘Bus Diplomacy’ initiated by the Indian Prime Minister 

Vajpayee that culminated in ‘Lahore Declaration’ (for details see annexure VI) 

The Prime minster of India, Atal Behari Vajpayee, visited Pakistan from 20-21 February 

1999, travelling to Lahore on the inaugural run of the Delhi- Lahore bus services. In a 

declaration the two leaders agreed to undertake ‘immediate steps’ for reducing the risk of 

accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons and discuss concepts and doctrines, and in 

a memorandum of understanding, pledge to ‘continue to abide by their respective unilateral 

moratoria on conducting further nuclear explosions unless either side, in exercise of its 

national sovereignty decides that extraordinary events have jeopardize its supreme 

interests.’237  It was a sincere effort on India's part to tackle the difficult issues in India-

Pakistan relationship against the nuclear backdrop and to begin a new chapter in the bilateral 

relationship. The Lahore talks raised hopes that the two adversaries, sobered by the new 

nuclear environment, might at last begin a serious effort to reduce tensions.238 

The Lahore documents where comprehensive and covered the whole gamut of issues of 

bilateral interest ranging from commitment to ‘intensify their efforts to resolve all issues, 

including the issue of Jammu and Kashmir,’ to ‘condemnation of terrorism in all forms and 

manifestations’ and of ‘undertaking national measures to reduce the risks of accidental or 

unauthorized use of nuclear weapons’239 The Lahore summit ended with the signing of the 

‘Lahore Declaration’ on February 21, 1999. At the end of the meeting a joint statement was 

issued and a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed by the Foreign Secretaries of 

India and Pakistan. Both the Lahore Declaration and the MoU accepted the principles of the 

UN Charter and contained references to the implementation of the Shimla Agreement.240 
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While India agreed to bring Kashmir high on the agenda, Pakistan agreed to hold a composite 

dialogue. Nawaz Sharif and Vajpayee announced a number of confidence building measures, 

on issues like conflict prevention, terrorism, composite and integrated dialogue process, 

accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons, non-interference in each other's internal 

affairs etc. It was agreed to take the Indo-Pak talks to the level of Foreign Ministers while 

keeping the process of Foreign Secretary level talks going. They also agreed to modify the 

travel restrictions in order to make people to people contact feasible.241 Subsequently, the 

Foreign Ministers of India and Pakistan met in Colombo on March 22, 1999, and reaffirmed 

their commitment to the Lahore process.242  

However, the feeling of euphoria generated by the Lahore Declaration proved to be short-

lived. The summit was a grand if ephemeral success. It was greeted with vociferous protest in 

Lahore. And perhaps it was the outcome of the double mindedness of the Pakistani 

Governing class and the military that both the two nation again met in a full-fledged war in 

the valleys of Kashmir. 

(2.12) Operation AI Badr: Pakistani Misadventure at Kargil: 

Despite the positive and cooperative sentiments expressed in the Lahore Summit and in the 

weeks thereafter, the Pakistani military, with the acquiescence Nawaz Sharif, planned a 

military operation in Kashmir designed to revive the Kashmir issue on the international 

agenda and jumpstart the flagging insurgency. 243  Code-named ‘Operation AI Badr’, the 

Pakistani misadventure involved yet another ‘Operation Gibraltar’ (1965) type operation, led 

by infiltrators in Jammu and Kashmir. The infiltrators this time were mostly Pakistani Army 
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regulars disguised as ‘mujahideens’. The deliberate employment of Pakistani Army regulars 

was disguised as ‘mujahideens’ so to project ‘Operation AI Badr’ as an action by ‘Kashmiri 

freedom fighters’. They intruded through the gaps across the LoC at Kargil and occupied 

strategic heights dominating the Indian National Highway 1A between Zojila and Kargil, and 

in the Batalik subsector along the Kargil-Khalsi road. Basically the planning for Kargil 

started soon after General Pervez Musharraf took over as Chief of Army Staff (COAS) of 

Pakistan in October 1998.244 The plan was first formulated by Lt. General Mahmud Ahmed, 

then commanding 10 Corps, and Maj. General Javed Hassan, then GOC, Frontier 

Constabulary of Northern Areas (FCNA). It was forwarded to the COAS General Pervez 

Musharraf by the CGS, Lt. General Muhammed Aziz.245 The idea was to exploit the large 

gaps that existed in the Kargil sector to cut the Leh-Srinagar highway and thereby prevent re-

supply in the Ladakh area. The plan also dictated the capture of certain key heights in the 

Batalik and Turtok areas in order to cut off the Siachen glacier and force India out of Siachen. 

The plan was approved by Musharraf and preparation commenced. Shockingly study later 

revealed that that was during their preparatory phase of the Kargil plan that Lahore summit 

took place. 

The plan for Kargil intrusions was based on stealth and deception, as revealed in a set of 

intercepted ·conversations between the  Pakistani Army Chief, Gen. Pervez Musharraf and 

his Chief of Staff Lt. Gen. Mohammed Aziz, was to be two-tracked. The Pakistani tactics in 

the first place, they would say that the ‘mujahideens’ were conducting the operation. 

Secondly, they would declare that in any case the LoC was not clearly demarcated.246 There 

were several objectives and motivations, which lay behind Operation Al Badr involving 

Pakistani misadventure in Kargil. The politico-strategic motives were: (a) To internationalize 

Kashmir as a nuclear flash point requiring urgent third party intervention; (b) To alter the 

Line of Control (LOC) and disrupt its sanctity by capturing upheld areas in Kargil; and (c) To 
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achieve a better bargaining position for a possible trade-off against the positions held by India 

in Siachen.247  

The plan mainly involved the use of troops deployed from within the sector under the Force 

Commander Northern Area (FCNA), thus obviating the need for any large scale movement of 

forces from outside the area which would have made deception and surprise much more 

difficult.248 Meanwhile, there would be opportunities to cut off the Kargil-Ladakh sectors by 

interdicting NH-IA with far reaching political, diplomatic and military implications.249  A 

total of eighteen artillery fire units provided fire support to the intruders from the Pakistani 

side of the LoC opposite the Kargil sector, ensuring that three to four fire units supported 

each intrusion area. The intruders were armed with sophisticated military equipment like AK-

47 rifles, medium machine guns, automatic grenade launchers, ANZA and Stringer anti-

aircraft missiles and 120-mm mortars. They also used helicopters, gas masks night vision 

devices and snow scooters.250  

There were also indications that the plan was approved as early as October 1998, by Prime 

Minister Nawaz Sharif when it was proposed to him by General Musharraf.251 Subsequently, 

in January 1999, Nawaz Sharif was briefed about the Kargil Operation at General 

Headquarters, Rawalpindi.252 Presumably, the final go-ahead with the Operation was given at 

this stage. The Pakistanis started their operational build-up on a small-scale from November 

1998 onwards. In February-March 1999, the forward movement picked up when small 

groups, primarily consisting of officers, moved across the LoC in the Mashkoh sector and 
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established themselves in 'igloo' tents.253 The main body of troops commenced occupation of 

the heights across the LoC in the latter half of April 1999.254 They established over hundred 

posts, seven artillery regiments, two Engineer regiments and at least one squadron of 

helicopters, which were in position by May 1999, backed these posts.255 By early May 1999, 

intrusions by Pakistani Army had been effected in the Batalik, Kaksar, Drass and Kashkoh 

sectors. The entire operation was extremely well planned and meticulously executed without 

attracting the attention of the Indian forces. Just as in 1947 or in 1965, Pakistan used a variety 

of deception methods to portray the Pakistani troops as mujahideens in order to maintain the 

facade that the intruders were ‘Kashmiri freedom fighters’. However, by early June 1999, it 

became clear that the main body of intruders consisted mostly of Pakistani Army regulars.256 

Two shepherds in the area of Banju in the Batalik sector first noticed the intrusions in the 

Kargil sector on 3 May 1999. That was reported to 3 PUNJAB, the battalion responsible for 

the security of that area. 3 PUNJAB launched two patrols on 4 and 6 May 1999, to 

investigate the reported intrusion. Both the patrols were ambushed by the intruders and 

Pakistani intrusions were confirmed on 7 May 1999. Subsequently, more patrol parties and 

troops were sent to assess the situation and contain the intrusion. The Army's initial 

assessment in early May was that, about 200 to 300 Pakistani intruders had infiltrated across 

the LoC and were occupying certain remote and unmanned areas. By 17 May, there was 

increasing evidence that armed intruders had occupied the heights in the gaps between the 

Indian defended areas in all sub-sectors of the Kargil sector in various strengths – Batalik 

(200-250); Kaksar (80-100); Dras (60-80); and Mashkoh (200-250).257 By the last week of 

May the Indian Army realized that the Pakistani intruders had occupied as many as 70 

positions along the LoC. They also came to the belated realization that well over the initial 
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estimate of 800 intruders were involved in the operation. Worse still, the intruders had 

occupied a number of strategic positions directly above the road from Kargil to Leh and were 

in a position to cut off the northern portions of Kashmir from the rest of the State. Aerial 

surveillance revealed that the intruders were equipped with snowmobiles, artillery and 

substantial stock of supplies.258 The initial aim of the Indian forces was to establish contact, 

assess the extent of intrusions, and contain the enemy. Consequently, a series of attacks were 

launched in the ensuing days on features held by the Pakistanis. In fact, the Indian Army had 

begun its offensive against the intruders on 8 May. But because of the lack of ground cover 

and the intruders' command of the heights, the advancing Indian troops became easy targets 

for Pakistani snipers and gunners. After taking substantial casualties, India realized that the 

intruders were heavily armed and well entrenched and their eviction would require very 

deliberate measures including greater firepower and use of air power. 

On 25 May 1999, the high-powered Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) met in New Delhi 

to take stock of the situation and undertake a comprehensive political-military analysis of the 

emergent problem. In the meeting it was realized that Kargil intrusions posed military as well 

as political and diplomatic challenges. The political directive given to the Indian armed forces 

was to evict the pockets of intrusion and restore the sanctity of the LoC. No time frame was 

given. CCS also approved the application of air power against the entrenched intruders. 

However, it strictly stipulated that LoC would not be crossed and if it became necessary to 

cross it, approval of the Cabinet had to be sought.259  India's military strategy in Kargil, 

emanating from this political directive, was based on three objectives: First, to contain the 

enemy's pockets of intrusion and prevent their further build-up and consolidation; Second, to 

evict the intruders and restore the LoC; Third, to hold ground so vacated and deny the same 

to the enemy.260 

(2.13) Operation Vijay: 

Finally, on 26 May 1999, India formally began its major military operation, code-named 

‘Operation Vijay’, to evict the Pakistani intruders from the Indian soil. It led to a limited-
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scale war between Indian and Pakistani forces, without being openly so declared. The main 

fighting took place between the Pakistani troops deployed under the Force Commander 

Northern Area (FCNA), and 10 Corps of the Pakistani Army, and nearly two and a half 

divisions of the Indian Army belonging to the Northern Command of India. The battle was 

fought along a 200 kilometer front on the LoC, stretching from Mashkoh Valley to the 

Saltoro Ridge on the western flank of the Siachen Glacier. The Pakistani intruders had not 

only crossed the LoC to a width of nearly 200 kilometers but had also moved into the Indian 

Territory to a depth of 10 to 12 kilometers.261  

The Indian Air Force (IAF) joined the battle in 26 May itself, by launching its ‘Operation 

Safed Sagar’. IAF began a series of air strikes on the intruders' positions and in the process 

lost three aircrafts, a MIG-27, a MIG-21, and a Mi-l7 helicopter in the next couple of days. 

Despite the losses, the IAF remained part of the collective coordinated military effort and 

played a crucial role in the high-attitude battle. It resorted to air-to-ground attacks against 

enemy targets on the Indian side of the LoC and provided limited fire-support for the Indian 

assaults.  The use of IAF in the Kargil war marked a significant departure from past Indian 

responses to deal with Pakistani incursions along the LoC. Along with Army's ‘Operation 

Vijay’ and Air Force's ‘Operation Safed Sagar’, the Indian Navy also launched ‘Operation 

Talwar’, to step up pressure on Pakistan to withdraw the intrusion from the Indian territory. 

The Indian Navy went into a pre-emptive effective posture against Pakistan by deploying 

warships in Arabian Sea, bottling up the Pakistani Navy and Pakistani shipping at Karachi 

under ‘Operation Talwar’. Once Operation Vijay got under way, the Indian Navy employed 

its satellites, reconnaissance planes and other modes of intelligence gathering to monitor the 

movements of the Pakistan Navy. By the first week of June, an exercise was begun off the 

western coast, code-named ‘Summerex Phase 1’262. These naval maneuvers ensured that the 

Indian Navy quickly took a forward position, thus denying Pakistan the initiative. Pakistan 

was surprised by the Indian Navy's deterrent deployment under Operation Talwar that bottled 

up the Pakistani fleet in Karachi.  

                                                        
 
261 J. N. Dixit, Indian-Pakistan in War & Peace (New Delhi, 2002), pp. 43-44. 
 
262 Defense Talk; Kargil War the Real Facts; http://www.defencetalk.com/forums/military-
strategy-tactics/kargil-war-real-facts-1927/ 
 

http://www.defencetalk.com/forums/military-


 

Page | 107  
 

As the Indian counter-attacked peaked and Pakistan faced major reverses in the battlefront, 

Nawaz Sharif rushed to Washington to meet the US President Bill Clinton. On 4 July, when 

Nawaz Sharif was being told by the US President Bill Clinton to restore the sanctity of LoC, 

the Indian forces had captured the strategic Tiger Hill. Around 14 to 16 June, the Indian 

forces managed to retake key positions near Dras and Batalik. By 20 June, they managed to 

re-establish control over Batalik itself. In the face of heavy military debacle and under intense 

international pressure spearheaded by the US, Pakistan announced the withdrawal of its 

troops from across the border on 11 July. Finally, with the capture of all the territories from 

the Pakistani intruders, Operation Vijay was declared terminated on 26 July 1999.263  It 

marked the end of the eight-week long fourth Indo-Pak armed conflict, which took place at 

Kargil. 

(2.14) Agra Summit: 

The humiliating defeat of Pakistan in Kargil and the sharp criticism of Prime Mister Nawaz 

Sharif in by US President Clinton brought forward a new development in the domestic as 

well as bilateral relationship of Pakistan. Soon after the defeat in the Kargil war Islamabad 

witnessed a military coup against Prime Mister Sharif followed by which democracy was 

usurped by military rule and General Musharraf became the Chief Martial Law Administrator 

of the Pakistan. With the advent of Musharraf it was very much evident that Indiana and 

Pakistan relations are yet to receive the wrath of the past. For almost two years there was a 

stand-off relation between India and Pakistan. But despite, such shameful defeat and failure 

in Kargil, the conflict once again reaffirmed to the Pakistani leadership that the nuclear 

weapon could keep Indian retaliation in check as long as Pakistan could maintain plausible 

deniability. In the following two years, Pakistan kept pushing the activities further.  

With the failure of Lahore Diplomacy and the unprecedented Pakistani misadventure in 

Kargil the long expected bonhomie between the two neighbours reached its nadir. Almost for 

two years both the nations maintained a stand-off attitude toward each other when finally on 

March 11, 2001, the UN General Secretary Kofi Annan called upon both the Indian and the 

Pakistani side to retain their spirit of Lahore Declaration, saying that it would require 

restraint, wisdom and constructive steps from both the sides to media the differences and 
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build up peace in the region. Thus finally on the framework of negotiation began with New 

Delhi and Islamabad. 

Thus on the invitation of the Indian counter-part Pakistani military ruler President Pervez 

Musharraf visited India for a landmark summit between 14 and 16 July 2001. It was the first 

such meeting for more than two years, after the Kargil War and the spirit of optimism were at 

a very stake as President Musharraf considered the meet as a “cautious optimism”, 

“flexibility” and “open mind” to describe his buoyant views for the summit. Similarly Indian 

Prime Mister promised to take “bold and innovative” measures and to discuss the “core 

issue” between the two countries.264 It was expected from both the quarters that this might 

bring a final end to the long drawn five decade difference of the ‘Kashmir Issue’ and in a 

bilaterally tone the nuclear rivalry between the two nations might faze away. 

Various rounds of one-to-one talks were held between President Musharraf and Prime 

Minster Vajpayee. The Kashmir issue, cross-border terrorism, nuclear risk reduction, release 

of prisoners of war, and commercial ties were discussed. The talks went in the right direction 

and were declared by both the leaders as “positive, frank and constructive”. There were hopes 

that both the leaders would arrive at an agreement and a joint statement or declaration would 

be made at the end of the summit as the two leaders plunged into serious talk.  Musharraf 

didn't come with a script but he was reasonably clear about his objectives: use the 

‘unstructured’ agenda of the Agra Summit to plead, cajole and hector Prime Minister A.B. 

Vajpayee into conceding the primacy of Kashmir in Indo-Pak relations, and bulldoze an Agra 

Accord - which could be distinguished from the Simla Agreement and the Lahore 

Declaration. Indian and Pakistani newspapers are upbeat after the first day of President 

Pervez Musharraf’s landmark visit to India.  

Musharraf foresaw that Agra could have been a success which could not attain completion 

due to the lingering lack of trust between the two leaderships. ‘It was due to destiny that I am 

here sitting in front of you in Agra to resolve our problems,’ he told Vajpayee at his first one-

on-one meeting at 11.20 a.m. on July 15. ‘Let us solve this problem (Kashmir) first and we 

can go on to others later.’ Vajpayee had been thoroughly briefed on what Jaswant would later 

call Pakistan's ‘univocal’ approach. Speaking in Hindi - just as Musharraf had initially 

wanted - he told the General, ‘we are willing to discuss everything including Kashmir but let 

                                                        
264 Hindu; Agra Summit and Thereafter; 
http://www.thehindu.com/thehindu/2001/07/31/stories/13310611.htm 
 

http://www.thehindu.com/thehindu/2001/07/31/stories/13310611.htm


 

Page | 109  
 

us begin from where we ended: Lahore. Terrorism is very much alive. Kashmir cannot be 

resolved unless we stop cross-border terrorism.’ Vajpayee went on for another seven minutes, 

stressing the need for a composite dialogue on each of the eight subjects identified by the 

foreign secretaries in New York in September 1998. Musharraf would have none of it. He 

stuck to his Kashmir gun and for around forty minutes it was a see-saw exchange between 

Kashmir and terrorism, with both leaders prefacing their remarks with a desire to open the 

proverbial new chapter in bilateral relations. It was not an encouraging beginning. President 

Musharraf even held a secret closed door meet with the Kashmiri separatist despite strong 

opposition from the Government of India.265 

On Sunday morning, President Musharraf left for Agra in Uttar Pradesh for direct talks with 

Prime Minister Vajpayee. In his introductory remarks, Vajpayee again spelt out the case for a 

composite dialogue and Musharraf - speaking in English - retorted with a plea to thrash out 

Kashmir first. But again, the talks were marred by violence in the Kashmir region. At least 18 

people were reportedly killed in heavy fighting between Indian soldiers and Islamic militants. 

Both sides spent most of Monday trying to find common ground and agree on a final 

statement to be signed by both leaders but despite several draft proposals, they failed to 

produce a document that both sides were willing to sign as ‘Kashmir’ remained as the 

deadlock between the two.266 

Finally after a three days when the talk failed to produce a joint statement Pakistan's 

President, Pervez Musharraf, returned to Islamabad. Indian Foreign minister expressed his 

deep concern about the failure of the agreement, by merely saying: ‘Complex negotiations 

and discussions hang by a thread.’ But Mr. Singh sought to put a positive gloss on the summit 

saying he was ‘disappointed but not disheartened’. Correspondents say the enthusiasm and 

goodwill, which marked the opening of the meeting, were apparently replaced by uncertainty 

after the opposing views of the two sides received a public hearing. Kashmir remains at the 

heart of these differences. India accuses Pakistan of supporting armed militants in the region 

– Mr. Singh refers to the issue as ‘cross-border terrorism’ - but Islamabad denies the 

accusation. The last hours of the summit, held in the Indian city of Agra, saw frantic efforts 
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from both sides to reach some form of agreement, and even reports of a draft joint statement 

being drawn up. According to Pakistan, the statement was scuppered when India requested 

changes to the document, and neither side could agree a revised form of words. In a brief 

statement, Indian spokeswoman Nirupama Rao said: ‘I'm disappointed to inform you that 

although the commencement of a process has taken place... the destination of a joint 

agreement has not been reached.’ However some positive signs did emerge from the meeting, 

including an agreement that further, regular high-level meetings between the two countries 

would take place in the near future.267  

(2.15) Parliament Attack, Operation Parakram and the Stand-Off: 

The 11 September 2001 suicide attacks in the United States brought a rapprochement 

between Pakistan and the West. Pakistan was literally compelled by the Bush administration 

to co-operate with the US's campaign against Osama Bin Laden's Al-Qaeda network in 

Afghanistan. However despite Pakistan’s engagement in the War on Terror tension between 

India and Pakistan continued along the Line of Control. The worst fighting for more than a 

year broke out in October as India, which continued to condemn Pakistan for cross-border 

terrorism, started shelling Pakistani military positions. October saw a devastating attack on 

the Kashmiri assembly in Srinagar in which 38 people were killed. After the attack, the Chief 

Minister of Indian-administered Kashmir, Farooq Abdullah, called on the Indian government 

to launch a war against militant training camps across the border in Pakistan.268 

Just months after the assembly attack in Kashmir India perhaps faced the most odious terror 

attack on 13 December, as when an armed attack was launched on the Indian Parliament in 

Delhi when five heavily armored terrorist intruded the Parliament and exchanged fiercely gun 

battle with the Indian security commandos for almost half an hour.269  Post terror attack 

investigations revealed that the gunmen were linked to Lashkar-e-Taiba, terrorist outfit 
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known to operate from Pakistan.270  Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee termed, the terrorist 

attack as “the most dangerous challenge so far to India’s national security.”271 In order to 

respond to the Parliament attack immediately India’s Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) 

assembled to discuss its policy and in the meeting Prime Minister Vajpayee initiated the 

Indian armed forces to muster for war against Pakistan.272 Pakistan also reciprocated in the 

same manner and started mobilizing its armies near the borders for countering any attack 

from India. For the next ten month the international borders and LOC between India and 

Pakistan saw the largest border mobilization and movements in both the sides. The Indian 

army along with RAW’s intelligence assessments anticipated in launching a major offensive 

made its largest till date  military mobilization near the border which was code named as 

Operation Parakram. Operation Parakram not only placed Pakistan in a precarious position 

but the events brought Pakistan as a frontline state in the regions as along its western border, 

America’s Operation ‘Enduring Freedom’, was in high gear and similarly in its eastern 

border, a half million Indian troops were being mobilized for war. On January 2, 2002, 

Musharraf at an election rally asserted a thinly veiled nuclear threat that Pakistan’s 

contingency plans of responding to aggression. 273  Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee as a 

respond to Musharraf’s nuclear threat vowed that “no weapon would be spared in self-

defense. Whatever weapon was available, it would be used no matter how it wounded the 

enemy.”274 

As India Pakistan relations were getting more complicated and tensed the leaders of 

international community was expecting the upcoming SAARC summit in Kathmandu as the 

only faith of good-hope to bring an amicable peace settlement between the two. On January 

5, 2002, the SAARC summit commenced and at the conclusion of his ceremonial speech 
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Musharraf dramatically announced that, “as I step down from this podium, I extend a genuine 

and sincere hand of friendship to Prime Minister Vajpayee. Together we must commence the 

journey for peace, harmony and progress in South Asia.”275  Musharraf left the dais and 

Vajpayee, surprised, arose and shook hands with Musharraf. Vajpayee remarked, “I am glad 

that President Musharraf extended a hand of friendship to me. I have shaken his hand in your 

presence. Now President Musharraf must follow this gesture by not permitting any activity in 

Pakistan or any territory it controls today which enables terrorists to perpetrate mindless 

violence in India.”276 It was believed that this cordial gesture among the heads of the two 

nations had played its game to faze off the difference but however the contradiction was still 

inherent, and hardly anything fruitful came out. 

The fruitless diplomacy of SAARC summit further raised the tensions between India and 

Pakistan which was gradually narrowing the choices of India. According to Brajesh Mishra, 

“There was a unanimous decision to let Pakistan know this kind of thing would not be 

tolerated. A unanimous decision to cross the Line of Control and the border...all this was 

unanimous.”277 Mishra stated that while interviewing a senior officer of the Indian army it 

was revealed that “By the 6th, we were 100% prepared.” He added, “Yes, we were to have 

gone in a few days before Mid-January—January 11th. I was all set. Orders given, rehearsals 

carried out.”278  

Pressurized by Washington to keep off the standoff Musharraf was directed to deliver a 

speech and clear its stand on the attack to reduce tensions between India and Pakistan. On 

January 12, 2002, during an hour-long address General Musharraf pledged that, “no 

organization will be allowed to perpetuate terrorism behind the garb of the Kashmiri 

cause…we will take strict action against any Pakistani who is involved in terrorism inside the 
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country or abroad.”279 The statement of President Musharraf acted as a coolant to subside the 

rising tension between India and Pakistan as New Delhi highly appreciated the stand of 

Pakistan. Although it seemed that diplomatically the tensions between the two nations was 

averted but despite such the armed forces near the borders and LOC were still at high state of 

alert. This phase of bonhomie hardly lasted long as on May 14, 2002, three Pakistani 

terrorists in the disguise of Indian armed forces entered in an army encampment in Kaluchak 

area of Jammu, raiding the army family quarters. By the time the terrorists were assassinated, 

more than thirty family member and soldiers of Indian army lost their lives, including a two-

year old child.280 Shocked and dismayed by the odious attacks condemning th neighboring 

state Indian Prime Minster on May 22, 2002 in his address in Srinagar clearly stated that 

“The time has come for a decisive battle and we will have a sure victory in this battle…The 

enemy has thrown us a challenge by waging a proxy war. We accept it and pledge to give it a 

crushing defeat,''281 

Situation turned much grave when Pakistan tested its nuclear capable missile ‘Ghauri’ on the 

May 25, 2002. Pakistani President General Musharraf following the missile test, asserted 

clearly that the test “was not meant to give any message to anyone”282 In response of the test 

Indian Prime Minster Vajpayee rejoinder that “we don’t take test firing of missiles by 

Pakistan seriously.”283 On May 27, General Musharraf declared that, "We do not want war. 

We want peace in the region. Pakistan will never allow the export of terrorism anywhere in 

the world from within Pakistan."284 At the same time, Musharraf angrily vowed in Urdu that, 

“if war is imposed, a Muslim is not afraid, and he doesn’t retreat, but with cries of ‘God is 
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great!’ he jumps into the war to fight…our security and our national prestige are under threat 

and…we are ready to protect our motherland.”285 

Meanwhile in wake of these events on June 3, 2002, sixteen Asian nations including China, 

Pakistan, India and Russia participated in the Conference on Interaction and Confidence 

Building Measures in Almaty, Kazakhstan.286   On the eve of the flag-end of the conference 

Vladimir Putin, the President of Russia individually met the two heads and urged to de-

escalate the crisis. Putin emphasized in the meet that Russia, “like the whole world 

community, [is] extremely concerned at the course of relations between India and 

Pakistan.”287 

Two days later on June 6, 2002, Richard Armitage, U.S. Deputy Secretary of State, went to 

Pakistan and India to finally settle off the dispute. In a series of high level meetings with the 

foreign minister and foreign secretary of Pakistan Armitage had a serious dialogue with 

General Musharraf for almost two hour and tried to convince the aforesaid to settle up the 

dispute amicably.288 The next day he visited India and also had series of high level talks with 

L.K. Advani, the Indian Home Minister, Jaswant Singh, and the Indian Prime Minister A.B 

Vajpayee conveying them   Musharraf’s pledge to halt infiltration across the Line of 

Control.289 Armitage also asked India to take “reciprocal, de-escalatory steps” to defuse the 

crisis. Thus with the positive steps taken by Putin and Armitage finally the stand-off between 

the two nations fazed off within days, the tension between India and Pakistan abated. 

(2.16) 26/11 Terror Attack and its aftermath: 
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The cooling down of tension between India and Pakistan marked a new beginning of 

bonhomie between the two neighbours. In the wake of the12th SAARC summit held in 

Islamabad in January 2004 Vajpayee and Musharraf hold direct talks on areas related to 

cooperation and bilateralism. This year marks the beginning of the Composite Dialogue 

Process, in which bilateral meetings were held between officials at various levels of 

government (including foreign ministers, foreign secretaries, military officers, border security 

officials, anti-narcotics officials and nuclear experts). In November, on the eve of a visit to 

Jammu and Kashmir, the new Indian Prime Minister, Manmohan Singh, announces that India 

will be reducing its deployment of troops there. In 2008 India joins a framework agreement 

between Turkmenistan, Afghanistan and Pakistan on a $7.6bn gas pipeline project. A series 

of Kashmir-specific CBMs are also agreed to (including the approval of a triple-entry permit 

facility). By September, Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari and Indian Prime Minister Singh 

formally announce the opening of several trade routes between the two countries.290 But this 

warming of relations between the two neighbours hardly could foster long as just next month 

a terror attack on the business capital of India-Mumbai manifested a nadir phase in the 

relationship between the two nations 

On November 26, armed gunmen open fire on civilians at several sites in Mumbai, India. The 

attacks on the Taj Mahal Palace & Tower, the Oberoi Trident Hotel, the Chhatrapati Shivaji 

Terminus, Leopold Cafe, Cama Hospital, Nariman House Jewish community centre, Metro 

Cinema, St Xavier's College and in a lane near the Times of India office prompt an almost 

three-day siege of the Taj. Initially it was announced that the terrorist were twenty five in 

number, but later it was discovered they were only ten terrorists. “Given the fact that the 

terrorists did not have any demand and obviously wanted to inflict maximum damage, the 

only possibility was that they killed many people as they could before they took safe 

positions inside.”291 More than 160 people lost their lives in the terror attack. 

Post attack the preliminary investigations revealed the fact that the attackers came by the 

Arabian Sea-route from Karachi “on the Pakistani cargo vessel Al Husaini. On 23 November 
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2008 they hijacked an Indian fishing trawler, the M V Kuber, within Indian waters. Then, 

they murdered four sailors leaving the captain alive, and proceeded to Mumbai. On nearing 

the Mumbai shore they killed the captain. On reaching the shore, heavily-armed terrorists 

divided into four teams, one with four men and three with two men each.”292 Among the gun-

man who attacked everyone was pin down by the NSG (National Security Gaurd) and one 

Amir Ajmal Kasab, was captured. On November 27, 2008 Indian Prime Minister Manmohan 

Singh in his address, stated that the “The well-planned and well-orchestrated attacks, 

probably with external linkages, were intended to create a sense of terror by choosing high-

profile targets,” He affirmed to “take up strongly” the use of neighbors’ territory to launch 

attacks on India.”293 Maharashtra Police investigators reviled the facts that the attackers were 

fugitive of the Pakistani based terrorist organization Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) and that the lone 

injured terrorist survivor Ajmal Amir Kamal was an inhabitant of Multan Faridkot, of 

Pakistan Punjab province.”294 The newly elected civilian government of Pakistan under the 

leadership of President Asif Ali Zardari, in strong words condemned the heinous terror attack 

and showing its deepest concern towards India clearly denied its involvement.  In the similar 

tone Syed Yousaf Gilani the Pakistani Prime Mister and Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood 

Qureshi strongly rejected any involvement of Pakistan in the attacks and expressed their 

deepest grief and sympathy for the victims condemning the attack as a “horrendous tragedy”.  

On January 2009 India came over with the Mumbai attacks evidence; “The 11,280-page 

charge sheet in the Mumbai terror attack case was filed against the perpetrators of the attack 

on 25 February that indicated that a conspiracy was hatched in Pakistan and masterminded by 

the Lashkar-e-Tayba and also included comprehensive evidence, including a confession by 

one of the perpetrators…”295 Pakistan  feeling completely helpless in the situation and finding 

itself encircled in its own web was compelled to cooperate with India in tracking down the 

Mumbai culprits and supported its peace agenda to resolve the issue. In an interview the 
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President Asif Ali Zardari said, “Let me assure you [that] if any evidence points to any 

individual or group in my part of the country, I shall take the strictest of action in the light of 

the evidence and in front of the world.”296  On January 7, 2009, Pakistan's Information 

Minister Sherry Rehman officially accepted that Ajmal Amir Kasab belonged to Pakistan. 

Immediately within two days after the acceptance of the fact Pakistan due to the extreme 

external pressure banned the Lashkar-e-Tayba as a terrorist organization an  in an incursion 

arrested its master mind Zakiur Rehman Lakhvi and 12 other activist. United Nations 

Organization on December 10, 2008 immediately banned Jamat-ul-Dawa (JuD), Al-Rashid 

Trust, and Al-Akhtar Trust as terrorist organization under the UN’s Al-Qaeda and Taliban 

Sanctions Committee under the UN Security Council Resolution 1267. The aftermath of such 

banned made Pakistan launch a nationwide crackdown to arrest and dismantle the Jamat-ul-

Dawa operatives in its land. Master Mind Hafiz Saeed was put under house arrest and some 

large scale imprisonments were made. Meanwhile Rehman Malik, the Interior Minister of 

Pakistan on February 12, 2009 shamefully acknowledged the fact that the 26/11 terror attack 

was planned and executed from the lands of Pakistan.297  

The November 26, 2008, Mumbai terror attack which was fabricated by Pakistan brought a 

thaw in the ongoing peace process between the two nations. Immediately as reparcation of 

the heinous terror act India withdrew to hold any bilateral talks with Pakistan as a result the 

secretary level talks on Siachen and Sir Creek and Indian Pakistan Joint Commission on 

Environment received a halt, the cricket tour of Pakistan was cancelled and India made a 

stringent laws with regard to the via issuance process to the Pakistani nationals. Meanwhile in 

all possible international and regional levels India opened all it options to highlight the 

Pakistani extremism and its long drawn plight for countering terrorism. But despite such 

stand on 16 December 2008, Indian Defense Minster   Mr. A. K Antony, made it clear that 

India won’t wage any war against Pakistan, however India again warned Pakistan against 

such terrorist activities. It was believed that the sudden change in the Indian policy has been 
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driven from internal policy shift and the western influence on ‘no war between India-Pakistan 

due to their greater interests in Afghanistan’.298 

Post 26/11 terror attack and the arrest and confession of the convict Ajmal Kasab and David 

Coleman Headley exposed the reality of Pakistan in the eyes of the world leaders. Globally 

the veracity of Pakistan was out as a nation which breeds and sponsors terrorism moreover 

the Abbotabad incident yet again reinforced the fact and India’s long drawn claim of labeling 

Pakistan as a safe havens of terrorist for destabilizing not only the regional but also the global 

peace and security. Meanwhile in the course of time Pakistan domestic politics took yet 

another turn and with a majority again in the year 2013 Nawaz Sharif became the Prime 

Mister of Pakistan. With the upcoming of civilian democratic government in power it was 

rather expected that Pakistan will try to shed-off its anti-Indian nature and a strong bonhomie 

was anticipated but Pakistan’s nature seldom changes as the liberal stand of Pakistani 

Government against the terrorist organization and leaders in its land, the recent Pathankot and 

Uri terror attacks yet again proved the fact that still Pakistan as a nation has been unable to 

oust the roots of terrorism from its soils.   

(2.17) Assessment: 

The last seven decades between India and Pakistan has been a record of intractable mistrust 

which has been further complicated by the role of non-state actors either tacitly or overtly 

supported by state actors. The process of dialogue between India and Pakistan though has 

been in place with frequent interruptions such process has not bore flute as it was not 

supported by policies and actions of decision makers in Pakistan and India as well as the 

unresolved issue of Kashmir. The recent events of cross border terrorism in Indian state of 

Jammu and Kashmir and the gross violation of the LoC by the Pakistani army, non-state 

actors and sponsored terrorist have further complicated the scenario more. The fresh events of 

Pathankot and Uri terrorist attack and the discloser secrets by David Headley regard 26/11 

terror attacks in Mumbai projects a bleak future of confrontation between the two nations. 

Though the study will be dealing in detail the manner in which Indian and Pakistan relations 

has molded itself in the last 15 years and the role of larger neighbors in the immediate and 

extended neighborhood but it can be accessed that till the time transparency between decision 

makers are not arrived on policy making, any sort of long standing confidence building 
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mechanism can’t be visualize in the long run. Resolving the dispute through fighting a war is 

an option that cannot be opted for by any of the leaderships as the collateral damage might 

surpass the objective for which the war will be fought especially post 1998. Henceforth the 

forth coming sections would point out how dialogue can be the only option between India 

and Pakistan to find any short, medium or long-term viable resolution between the two. 
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Chapter- 3 

THE UNITED STATES - PAKISTAN RELATIONS:  
PERCEIVED COMPULSIONS AND REALITIES 

 

The emergence of Pakistan as an independent nation was the culmination of decades of 

debate and divisions among Muslims in the British India regarding their collective future. 

The privileged status that the Muslims found themselves under the Mughal rule was 

gradually disappearing with the consolidation of British rule in India. However gradually in 

the course of the nationalist movement a section of Muslim leaders realized the fact that they 

owe had a special identity that ethnic and territorial nationalism, centered primarily on the 

Hindu majority in India, would erase over time, as such uniting under the banner of All India 

Muslim League led by Muhammad Ali Jinnah, these Muslim nationalist asserted that India’s 

Muslim constituted as separate nation which led the creation of a separate country ‘Pakistan’. 

But soon after its birth the Pakistani leaders were confronted with an uncertain future in the 

wake of the events of post-partition, Kashmir, mighty size and resource of India etc. Thus 

from its very inception Pakistan was fully aware about its weak military, diplomatic, 

geographical, strategic position from India and in order to maintain its status-quo with India, 

Pakistan was desperately in search for an ally in and outside of the region. Similarly it was 

the era when after the war United States had shedded off its policy of isolation and was one 

of the key players in the cold war international politics, fighting against communism which 

led the division of the global politics into two blocks. Thus it was Washington’s desperate 

move to curb and contain communism and Pakistan’s search for a super power ally for the 

sake of its survival and settlement of scores with India, brought the two nations closer to each 

other and what resulted was a relationship of necessity between the two.  

Where Pakistan has often benefited from the American tendency to ignore and focus only on 

immediate goals, similarly the Americans have often perceived that building up Pakistan’s 

economic and military capacity provides them leverage even after periodically finding out the 

limit of United States influence. Thus both sides have their own perceptions towards each 

other, which can be traced back to the emergence of Pakistan as an independent nation. 

Pakistan’s motive in pursuing its alliance with the United States was driven by its quest for 

security against its much larger neighbour, India. Pakistan has repeatedly turned to the US as 

its most significant source of expensive weapon and economic aid. Although in its hope for 

winning US’s support for Pakistan’s regional aim, Pakistani leaders have assured US officials 
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that they share the United States’ global security concerns, Pakistan has been repeatedly 

disappointed because the United States does not share Pakistan’s fear of Indian hegemony in 

South Asia. For its part the United States also chased a different threat when it assumed that, 

over time, its assistance and support to Pakistan would endanger a sense of security among 

Pakistanis, leading to a change in Pakistanis priority and objectives. The United States 

initially poured money into Pakistan in hope of building a major fighting force that could 

assist in defending Asia against communism. However Pakistan repeatedly failed to live up to 

its promises to the United States by not providing any of the troops that the United States 

fought against communist forces instead they used American weapon in its war and settling 

its scores with India.299 Furthermore the United States hope of persuading Pakistan to give up 

or curtail its nuclear weapons programme or to stop using Jihadi militants as proxies in 

regional conflicts similarly proved to be futile.   

Over the decade there has been a misconception that the United States -Pakistan relationship 

emerged during the period of 1950’s as the mere demand of security reasons. However the 

reality tends into something else, in fact it was Quaid-i-Azam Md. Ali Jinnah, who for the 

first time foresaw the urgent need to build up and equip its armed forces since September 

1947. It has been speculated that Pakistan agreed its defense share “blocked by India in 

preparation for an armed conflict it had planned to inflict on the young sate in October 1947 

and to smother Pakistan in its crib before it can get going on a practical basis”300. Moreover 

Jinnah was also aware of the historical threat from the North Western region especially 

doubting the intentions of Stalin’s Moscow, who might have questioned the very concept of 

Pakistan and had instigated Kabul to question the legality of the Durand Line which had been 

reaffirmed buy five successive Afghan Regime. Though in the same year Quaid-i-Azam send 

a special emissary to US but unfortunately it evoked a very little response from Washington. 

Nevertheless President Truman in his message to Jinnah on their Independence Day avowed 

that ‘I wish to assure you that the new Dominion embarks on its course with the firm 
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friendship and goodwill of the United States of America.’301 Meanwhile a comprehensive 

effort of the Joint Strategic planning committee on South and South West Asia approved by 

the Joint Chief Staff on April 29, 1947, was materializing. The assessment had stressed the 

strategic importance of the area ‘not only because of the existence of great oil resource and 

processing facilities, but also because of its possibilities for direct contact with our 

ideological enemies.’302 At about the same time  Defense Secretary,  James Forrestal was 

deeply concerned about the Soviet threat to the oil producing states of West Asia and had 

talked of the possibilities of the emerging Arab-Israel conflict and its impact on ‘other parts 

of the world where U.S. interest were affected such as Egypt, Pakistan and North Africa.’303 

Secretary of State’s George Marshall, in a memorandum to President Harry Truman on July 

17, 1947, referring to Pakistan said: ‘Pakistan with a population of seventy million people 

will be the largest Muslim country in the world and will occupy one of the most strategic 

areas in the world.’304           

 (3.1) Post World War World Order and Status of Pakistan:  

The post World War II international system was marked by the cold war and an intense super 

power rivalry. Where on one hand the United States entered into security arrangement with, a 

provided economic and military assistance to, Western Europe, Turkey, Iraq (till 1958), Iran, 

Pakistan and a number of other Asian States as a part of their strategy to contain and stop the 

spread of Communism and to isolate the growing power of Soviet and China. Similarly on 

the other hand to counter the rise of US, USSR also started cultivating its strong hold and 

connections with the nations of Europe and Asia. The impact of this super power rat race and 
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rivalry to control the part of world became so intense that the foreign policies of other nuclear 

states especially in Asia and Africa, Latin America and Middle East were studied with 

reference to or from the standpoint of, the super power policies. Neither these independent 

states were able to remain aloof from the power politics of the two blocs nor could they 

exercise individual initiatives and judgment on world affairs. 

This change in the world politics post world war during the decade of 1960’s due to 

decolonization brought forth a series of changes in the international politics as well as in the 

domestic politics of nations in Asia and Africa, Latin America and Middle East.  Three major 

development which were observed due to this were; First, these newly bron nations for the 

sake of their national interest and preservation of national security got themselves entangled 

in the power bloc politics of the two super-powers; Secondly, these states diverge in colonial 

experiences, size, resource, orientations and culture making the international system 

heterogeneous and, finally these newly born states outnumbered the traditional and well-

established members of the international system.  

However certain vital developments were taking place during the particular period. On one 

hand US’s inability was showed on issues relating to bowing down the North Vietnamese, 

overthrow of the pro-American Pahalavi dynasty in Iran and the Islam oriented upsurge led 

by Imam Khomeini, proved that there was a limit to what a super power could do for its ally 

in the Third World. Similarly, the Afghanistan crisis and the Soviet invasion, persistence of 

civil strife in Africa and Iraq-Iran war demonstrated that some problems have local and 

regional dynamics which could not be regulated by the super powers, although they have at 

one time or other have supported and maintained one side or other to protect and promote 

their own interest.   

Likewise factors like the US-Soviet rift, rise of newly independent decision making actors 

like Western Europe, Japan, China and the birth of the Non Aligned Movement (NAM) etc 

were of no less significant. Although none of these could hamper or challenge the 

predominance of the two superpowers but in the course of time these factors posed some 

serious challenges for the two super powers to dominate the international system as they used 

to do it in the early years, during the late 40’s and the Cold War era; they were now 

compelled to negotiate with the lesser actors rather than direct and command them as these 

newly independent nations played a very vital role in the strategic policies.  
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In the given environment Pakistan like most of the Third World nations, recognized the fact 

that it is neither feasible nor sensible to stay isolated in the present day interdependence and 

complex world. Rather for the sake of the preservation and maintenance of its national 

security and national interest and to pursue its domestic socio-economic development it needs 

to interact with other sovereign states, international and regional organizations and 

supranational actors. Thus Pakistan felt it extremely desirable and necessary to manipulate 

the immediate international environment to its advantage or atleast reduce its vulnerability to 

external pressure. On the similar tune United States was desperately searching for an ally in 

South Asian Region to curb and contain communism from its roots. The following are some 

of the major events and incidents which actually bridged the gap between the two nations. 

(3.2) Pakistan’s Fear Psychosis: 

Among the several multidimensional and heterogeneous factors and reasons which made 

Pakistan so close with the international regime especially the US since from the time of its 

birth, one important factor remains its ‘search for security’. Pakistan’s first and foremost 

focus has always been a search for an ally which could provide security to its sovereign 

national identity, not only from the challenges of external threat but from internal factors like 

feeble politico-economic institutions, ethnicity, language, region, economic inequality and 

religious sectarianism, and inefficiency of political leadership to perform its requisite 

function in an efficacious manner. 

Pakistan’s external security dimension was however related to the distrust and acrimony that 

developed between Indian and Pakistan in the early years of independence which reinforced 

the feeling in Pakistan that India wants to use its size, resources, technological advancement 

and military superiority to reduce Pakistan to a status of vassal state. There three main factors 

which intensified Pakistan’s fear psychosis from India: first Pakistan suffered from a number 

of security handicaps in relation to its neighboring nation India. Moreover Pakistan feared 

that the open borders and lack of territorial depth might make it easy for India to move their 

troops and lodge a heavy armored attack on it. This geographical contiguity was further more 

serious and handicapped in the pre 1971 period. Secondly, the clear-cut traditional military 

sheer and superiority of India over Pakistan in terms of man power, weapon and equipment, 

industrialization, area, location and especially defense industry made Pakistan realize the fact 

since independence that India might challenge its geographical existence. Thirdly, was the 

leadership potential and pretentions India always exhibited in South Asia in the tune of 
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regional peace and stability through India’s preponderance gave Pakistan leaders the feeling 

of insecurity with them.  

Moreover, it was not only the Indian standpoint and Pakistan’s feeling toward the situation 

rather there were also some other factors which were playing a very important role during the 

period of time which led Pakistan to stick to its ideals of search for security. Apart from this 

the claim by Kabul’ irredentist claim on its territory and the patronage of Soviet and India to 

such claims further exaggerated its problems. Thus Pakistan’s external security dilemmas 

were centered on two main factors- counterbalancing the mighty military superiority of India 

and the border claim of Afghanistan. These developments were further more aggravated with 

the Communist invasion in Afghanistan in December 1979. The rising Soviet pressure 

through the deployment of its troops on Pakistan’s border and its overt and covert support to 

the pro groups in the North West Frontier Province (NWFP) and Baluchistan looked more 

credible than ever and thus Pakistan was in serious state of affair.305  

Pakistan in this situation was desperately in search for a strong all weathered ally for the 

preservation and maintaining of its national security and to overcome its security 

predicaments which it got by aligning itself with the western led power bloc. Moreover the 

pro-western orientations of Pakistani elite and leaders and especially the military played a 

very decisive role in shaping such strategy of alignment.  This led to Pakistan’s participation 

in the US- sponsored defense pacts which made it possible for Pakistan to obtain weapon and 

economic assistance.306  

(3.3) Indian threat to Pakistan’s Security: 

Since its independence as an independent nation Pakistan has judged India as its primary 

enemy in the continent. Although it also had outstanding border issues and domestic 

problems too with its neighboring nation Afghanistan but those problems were considered as 

mere irritants.  Rather the Pakistani ruling class, considered India as a threat. Not only were 

its border problems complicated, but the inherited border between the two nations constituted 

a major source of security problem among them. Further Pakistan’s strategic environment 

was in such a way condition by its perception of a security threat from India that it is still 
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perceived as a major threat to Pakistan’s continuation as an independent state. 307 Thus it is 

very much clear that a natural balance has not existed between the two nations. Moreover the 

creation of Pakistan was a result of conflicting Hindu and Muslim nationalist movements. 

The polarization occurred between India and Pakistan was neither because of the 

irreconcilable incongruities or any deep routed animosity between the two rather it was 

because of the separate identity and culture.308 However the large loss of life and property at 

the time of the partition created certain problems for Pakistan which played a significant role 

in the development of its defense and security policies, which was mainly because of the 

apathetic and hastily desire and departure of British from the subcontinent. This desperate 

withdrawal of the British left various issues unsettled which exacerbated the mutual distrust 

between the two nations like refugee rehabilitation, financial and military assets, princely 

state dispute , Indus water sharing etc (The previous chapter deals with these issues in a 

detailed manner). Looking into the facts there was a prevailing sting of through among some 

scholars and political leadership that once the passion of Pakistan gets subsided, Pakistan 

would come back into the folds of India.309  This idea was further emboldened by expressions 

and sentiment which were publicly and privately remarked by various important Indian 

leaders. Mr. Acharya Kriplani, who was the President of Congress in 1947 declared. ‘Neither 

the Congress nor the nations has given up its claim of a united India’ for him the day of 

creation of Pakistan was a ‘day of sorrow and destruction for India’310 Similarly Sardar Patel 

Indian Home Minister, emphasized that sooner or later ‘we shall again be united in common 

allegiance to our country’311 In the later years, Congress leader openly conceded that they had 

accepted Pakistan with mental reservations. Jawaharlal Nehru for instance further told United 
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Nations representative Joseph Korbel: “We want to cooperate and work towards cooperation, 

and one day integration will inevitably come. If it will be in four, five, ten years I don’t 

know”.312  Nehru also once stated that “Pakistan is a medieval state with an impossible 

theocratic concept. It should not have been created, and it would never have happened had 

the British not stood behind the foolish idea of Mohammad Ali Jinnah”313  Maulana Azad 

also once reviled that among others Sardar Patel: ‘was convinced that the new sate of 

Pakistan was not viable and could not last. He thought that the acceptance of Pakistan would 

teach the Muslim League a bitter lesson”314 Moreover not only were the leaders and policy 

makers in India maintained and articulated their thinking on the birth and future of Pakistan 

but at one point of time even Gandhi also had the notion that “We Muslims and Hindus are 

interdependent on one another: we cannot get along without each other. The Muslim League 

will ask to come back to Hindustan. They will ask Nehru to come back and he will take them 

back”315  In this regards, relations between India and Pakistan has turned into having am 

obsessive antipathy toward each other. As C.A Salahuddin observed that there are ‘complex 

of social, religious, historical, political and physiological factors all tending in a sinister 

combination to antagonize the two states.’316 Even Arshed Husain the former Foreign Mister 

of Pakistan also hold the same view as he says that ‘I am not exaggerating when I say that in 
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the whole range of Pakistan’s international relation, these with India constitute the most 

important sphere.’317  

As per Pakistani political analyst soon after independence, Pakistan’s policy of non-

commitment developed some resentment over western powers’ preferential treatment towards 

India, which was reflected in Commonwealth decisions to let India remain a member 

regardless of its Republican character, and the invitation of US President Harry S. Truman to 

Indian P.M Jawaharlal Nehru. 318  However was very much desirous of enhancing her 

importance for the western world and the Soviet Union intended to exploit this situation to 

bring Pakistan out of the Western orbit. To achieve its basic foreign policy objectives, 

Pakistan began a desperate search to make fast and firm friend. Keith Callard described that 

situation of Pakistan as “…a tendency to look for blood brothers rather than plain friends.”319 

It first turned to Britain and other members of the Commonwealth, hoping that these might be 

particularly helpful in pressurizing India to settle Kashmir and other outstanding disputes 

with Pakistan. But unfortunately this hope was shortly lived and it came as a disappointing 

letter for Pakistan.320 

(3.4) Containment of Communism and the US-Pak nexus: 

Pakistan’s desire for allies was not however fulfilled and its relations with India were strained 

to breaking point. Meanwhile during this point of time it moved toward the nations of the 

Muslim world in belief that it would be supported because it had opposed the establishment 

of Israel and has maintained a strong vocal and cry for the Islamic cause.321 In 1949, an 
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International Economic Conference of Muslim country was convened in Karachi and 

Pakistani Finance Minister urged the Muslim countries to develop a system of “Collective 

Security Bargain” and “form a group of nations that by natural cooperation in economic filed 

are able to help themselves by assisting each other”.322  He also added that “we don’t want to 

be dragged into the whirlpool of power politics and we have no implicit faith in the western 

democratic system nor can we commit ourselves to communism.”323 On the diplomatic level 

too Pakistan also exploited spiritual and moral affinities to attract the Islamic world but 

unfortunately in this case also it did not get that reciprocated response which it expected. 

Many of the Muslim nations seemed more interested in cultivating their friendship with India 

rather than Pakistan. The most disappointing era came when no Islamic nation supported or 

offered any over whelming support to Pakistan’s cry for Kashmir.324  

However the regional geo-politics started turning in favour of Pakistan’s long drawn security 

concern since from the mid of 1949, as American policy makers started taking Pakistani 

concern seriously, which was visible in an internal report prepared by the South Asia section 

of the Department of States in November 1949 where it illustrated a slight but a very 

significant shift in the US attitude towards Pakistan. The report pointed out that in her short 

history, Pakistan has demonstrated a high degree of political stability and vitality and was 

seen as emerging as the strongest military power in Asia between Japan and Turkey.325 The 

report also highlighted the vital position of Pakistan being its close proximity to the Soviet 

heartland and was said to be the best possible and closest base available near the Soviet. 

Observing the proximity of Pakistan and its closeness of relations with the oil producing 

Middle East nation of the world the report also focused that the Pakistani army consisting of 

many of the best units of the Second World War was fully capable to shoulder the entire 
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burden of defending the sub-continent from the spread of communism. The report prepared 

by the State Department however stated that even though the American realized that Pakistan 

was totally dependent on the outside world for her defense requirement and finally it 

concluded that if Pakistan was not assisted by the United States, then not only could the US 

not expect any Pakistani support in the future, but also might lead Pakistan to sign a deal with 

the Soviet Union.326   

On June 1949 Liaquat Ali Khan received an invitation from Moscow during his trip in 

Tehran. However before he could accept the invitation and establish a diplomatic relation of 

friendship between the two, Pakistan accepted the invitation of United States which created 

considerable good-will for Pakistan and laid the basis for future economic assistance. 

Meanwhile the things were seen a bit favorable in the side of the growing relation between 

US and Pakistan as it was the same year which brought a thaw in the Indo-America relations 

in the wake of Indian Prime Minister Nehru’s official visit to the States on October 1949. 

Basically after the PRC got established and the growing clout of Soviet Union in Asia the 

American had a hope that Nehru can be the best trump card in the subcontinent for countering 

Communism. Unfortunately Nehru seriously disappointed his hosts by refusing to agree to 

any pact or formal military agreement with the US. As a repercussion of which when US 

President Harry Truman met the US ambassador of Pakistan Avara Warren he said that he 

had a ‘disagreeable’ time with Nehru and felt that the attitudes adopted in the Indo-Pak 

dispute were ‘silly’. He went to say that he had not been able to observe ‘any inclination on 

the part of Mr. Nehru to be reasonable in the Kashmir Dispute.’327 On the other hand Truman 

was very much inspired by the attitude that Pakistani foreign Minister Khan maintained 

towards the US. Inspired by the ‘apparent reasonableness of the Pakistani attitude’ he assured 

for looking forward to meet Liaquat Ali Khan and work out for the settlement of Indo-Pak 

dispute and specifically the Kashmir Issue.328 On May 1950 during his official visit to United 
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States, Khan told in the National Press Club of Washington that: “Our strongest interests, 

therefore, are firstly the integrity of Pakistan.”329 His speeches were later published by the 

Harvard University Press under the title “Pakistan the Heart of Asia”. Liaquat had a high 

level talks with the President, Secretary of States, Defense Secretary and senior Pentagon 

Officers, and he created a favorable impression on them who had feared that Pakistan like 

India too will adopt a neutralist stance. Liaquat stated his countries desire that it would 

maintain stability in Asia ‘Stability in Asia is not only important for our freedom but also for 

the maintenance of the world peace’.330 This attitude of Liaquat and hint of Pakistan’s desire 

to be allied with US in some way or other made the Americans clear about the Pakistani 

intentions and they were highly inspired and satisfied by it. Later on, this same view was 

maintained by the successors of PM Liaquat Ali Khan like President Ayub Khan, PM 

Zulfikar A Bhutto and others who maintained that the basic principle and objective of 

Pakistan’s foreign policy remained to be concentrated on security, development and 

preservation of its ideology. Thus gradually it was basically due to the relationship of 

necessity that brought the two nations of the world closer to each other.  

(3.5) Role of United States in the Kashmir Dispute: 

During the partition of the Indian Sub-continent; Lord Mount Batten spelled out in May 

1947, that the Indian princely States theoretically would regain their full independence after 

the termination of British Raj. However the princes were strongly urged upon to join either 

India or Pakistan after taking into account their geographical position and the religious 

composition of their population. Jammu and Kashmir with its strategic location in the 

mountainous north most point of the sub-continent was the largest of the 564 Indian Princely 

states, it had a Hindu ruler with 80 percent of its Muslim population. In view of Kashmir’s 

large Muslim majority and the fact that the State’s transportation was economically linked 

with Pakistan, it was highly expected that it would join and accede to Pakistan. The Hindu 

maharaja however was hesitant to take its decision before India and Pakistan became 

independent and hung the issue of its accession. In order to maintain the status quo, the 

Maharaja jailed the two major political groups of its states- the conservative Muslim 

conference, which favour for joining Pakistan and the leftist Nation Conference who 
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expressed its desire of joining India having a close link with the Indian National Congress. 

By the fall of 1947, Hindu-Muslim communal riots and violence spilled over from the 

Pakistani borders of Kashmir. On October 1947, the rebels proclaimed the state of Azad 

(Free) Kashmir and sought to overthrow the Maharaja. The rebels which were fully supported 

physically materially and financially by the Pakistani army, which was under at that point 

retreating British Army generals assisted by some 2000 armed Pathan tribe forces from the 

North West Frontier Province of Pakistan. Their goal was to capture the city of Srinagar and 

the surrounding Vale, the political heart of Kashmir.331  The panicked Maharaja fled from his 

capital on October 26, 1947 and sought New Delhi’s help. The same day, he signed the 

instrument of accession to India. India, accepting the accession the Indian government 

indicated that Kashmir’s ultimate fate would be decided by a plebiscite to be held after the 

raiders were driven out of the occupied Kashmir are and the fighting between the two is 

ended.332   

However, unfortunately neither India nor Pakistan was able to sort out the problem and 

resolve the Kashmir dispute bilaterally. Finally the Indian PM Jawaharlal Nehru agreed to 

Governor General Mountbatten’s suggestion and brought the Kashmir issue to the UN 

Security Council. Senior British Officials-Commonwealth Relations Secretary Philip Noel-

Baker, UN Representative Sir Alexander Cadogen, and Lord Hasting Ismay, formerly 

Mountbatten’s chief of staff- met Acting Secretary of State’s Lovett in Washington in 

January 1948, before the start of Security Council deliberations of Kashmir and urged 

America to step forward to take the lead and settle the dispute.333 But unfortunately Secretary 

of State’s Lovett stepped back as it believed that the United States is “spread very thinly in its 
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present commitments” and argued that the U.S. involvement in the issue might attract Soviet 

interest and it will make issues more complicated.334 It should be stated here that there are 

multiple versions of the genesis of Kashmir crisis and the role of western powers in it.  

Thus followed by the lead of the British the American Diplomat in the Security Council met 

on early 1948. The UN deliberations revolved around four major concerns: the control of the 

Kashmir administration during the plebiscite (Pakistan wanted this in UN hands; India 

insisted that Sheik Abdullah remain in charge); the nature and pace of the withdrawal of 

Indian and Azad Kashmir forces; India’s desire to label Pakistan an aggressor and Pakistan’s 

wish to condemn its overall treatment by India. Like India and Pakistan neither Washington 

nor London wished or favoured an independent Kashmir. Apart from worrying about further 

Balkanization of British India, there was a concern that Kashmir’s political and economic 

weakness, as well as its strategic location, would invite communist interference and fuel 

further the regional stability. As such by March 1948, the Security Council had settled on a 

draft resolution proposed by China on the Kashmir issue. However India, but not Pakistan 

favoured the proposal because it left Sheikh Abdullah in office during the plebiscite in 

conveying his views to the US embassy, Jinnah stressed that a fair plebiscite was impossible 

if Abdullah, “a Congress Quisling” remained in power335. The Governor General went on to 

beg the United States not to be misled by the British claims that ‘they knew the situation 

better than we did.336’ 

The main reason for such an attitude of Pakistan was mainly because of the fact that since its 

inception Pakistan’s only dilemma was to strengthen its security and modernize its armed 

forces in a tune with its developmental programmes. As a weak state it could not physically 

coerce with India to fulfill its strategy on Kashmir. Pakistan’s basic aim was to offset India’s 

military superiority and mobilize world opinion in order to compel India to hold a fabricated 
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plebiscite in Kashmir which would favour. And realizing its inability to counter India it used 

all available diplomatic channels in order to seek redress in the Kashmir issue. As, for 

Pakistan the acquisition of Kashmir is important to justify the two nation theory and its 

creation as an Islamic state. Moreover economically Kashmir contained major rivers- 

Chenab, Indus and the Jhelum upon which Pakistan agriculture was determined. Due to these 

factors Pakistan became the bone of contention and touchstone of its security policy and it 

tended to judge its international friends and enemies against the Kashmir issue.  

However despite of all the endeavors which Pakistan did for tilting the decision of UN 

towards its favour but in the end the United States joined Britain, Belgium, Canada and China 

to support a modified formulation of the problem and the Security Council unanimously 

decided and adopted the resolution on April 21st , 1948, which neither made satisfied India 

nor Pakistan. Pakistan’s Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan argued that the “Kashmir 

resolution showed complete lack of understanding (of) Oriental psychology, (and) that as 

long as Abdullah remained in charge (of the) Kashmir Government (the) Populace would not 

dare risk voting against him”337; and this iconic resolution of UNSC became an symbol of 

Pakistan’s policy in the succeeding years.  

On September 11, 1948 Quaid e Azam of Pakistan, Liaquat Ali Jinnah died after falling 

seriously ill and he left behind him politically instable Pakistan. Meanwhile the UN worked 

hard to achieve a cease-fire and lay the ground for a plebiscite in Kashmir. United States’ 

Klahr Huddle was made a member of the UN Commission for India and Pakistan (UNCIP) 

and he had little to choose in between the two. US policy was to end the threat that the 

Kashmir dispute posed to peace, not to take side between India and Pakistan or to pass 

judgment about who was to blame.  Moreover, in October 1948, Liaquat met with the 

Secretary of State, Marshall during the UN General Assembly secession. Liaquat outlined the 

problems his country faced, stressed that it was unthinkable that Pakistan could fall prey to 

the communism since (communism was) against Islam and urged US to provide economic 

assistance for Pakistan and the nations of the Middle East as it did for European nations. 

Moreover the Prime Minister thought the Kashmir problem could be solved by a plebiscite 
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but making sure that there must be no coercive force present.338 Marshall was highly inspired 

by the anti Soviet and positive attitude of Liaquat toward the peaceful solution of the regional 

problem.  

Finally on December 11, 1948, after reaching a consensus on the cease fire arrangement were 

made on the appointment of high level administrator. Both nations accepted the UN plan of 

cease fire and on January 1, 1949 the cease fire between India and Pakistan was declared and 

a call for plebiscite was made. On March 1949, UN Secretary Trygve Lie was appointed as 

the administrator of the Kargil plebiscite. But soon it became evident that reaching a peaceful 

agreement would not be easy. India started raising a variety of problems including its desire 

to disarm and disband all Azad Kashmiri forces and to challenge Pakistan’s continued control 

over Gilgit and Hunza territories in North Kashmir which had joined Pakistan on their own 

initiative August 1947.  After struggling without success for six months, UNCIP proposed 

that India and Pakistan submit their differences to arbitration. President Truman endorsed the 

idea in personal appeals to Liaquat and Nehru. Truman’s message to Liaquat was to the point: 

“I am sure you will agree that peace and cooperation between your Country and India are 

essential to the continuance of social and political progress on the subcontinent. The Kashmir 

dispute is the greatest threat to such peace and cooperation. My government is therefore 

deeply interested in an early settlement of this dispute…….. In the interest of your own 

nation and in the interest of the world community, I urge to accept the recommendation for 

arbitration of truce terms”.339 

Liaquat agreed to arbitration and in a reply to the US President he said that “had the proposal 

not hinged around the eminent personality of Admiral Nimitz and had it not been so 

emphatically sponsored by the President of United States my government would have felt 

considerable hesitation in accepting it…….”340 However Nehru, turned down the proposal of 
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Truman, he claimed that the basic problem was the anti- Indian attitude of the Pakistani 

leadership which had made the mater so serious. Moreover he said that he was not opposed to 

arbitration but rather he found the proposal; insufficiently ‘precise and defined’. 341  The 

particular incident marked an important historical milestone the US perception of the 

Kashmir Dispute. Until, before the incident the Americans found it little to choose between 

the conduct of India and Pakistan and the view the Indian leadership maintained spurned up a 

series of proposals to remove impediments to the plebiscite. Moreover the perception also 

came to the US official that Prime Minister Nehru, giving his family roots as a member of the 

Kashmiri Brahmin community, was the principal barrier to the settlement of the Kashmir 

dispute. This perception grew within the US policy maker as the Indian leadership did not 

bow down to the US administrators for containing Communism and made Kashmir more an 

issue of ego. McGhee commented that “Nehru was the stumbling block” and “if he had 

cooperated, the Kashmir problem could have easily been solved”342  

The final phase of stalemate on Kashmir stated in the year May 1950’s while Liaquat had 

visited the US rejecting the invitation of Soviet Union. It was during this time that Sir Owen 

Dixon was taking up another UN effort to resolve the dispute. After shuttling between 

Karachi and Delhi Dixon concluded that a statewide plebiscite was no longer a feasible 

approach. Instead he put forward an idea of settlement which was forwarded by Sir Girija 

Shankar Bajpai, the Secretary-General of India’s Ministry of External Affairs. The proposal 

was given to both the nations to keep the portions of Kashmir that they have controlled, 

except for the Vale, where a plebiscite or some other arrangement, possibly partition, would 

settle matters. After considerable difficulty, Dixon gained the agreement of Liaquat and his 

cabinet colleges in Karachi. Hopeful that he had a solution to the dispute Dixon met Nehru; 

but unfortunately the India P.M again rejected the proposal, as the situation in the valley has 

changed.343 
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Dixon was succeeded by Dr Frank Graham as the UN’s negotiator of Kashmir dispute. 

Graham however was not as active as its predecessor and made a very substantive progress 

after he took up the assignment and having a long talk with Nehru he concluded that “it is 

useless for his mission to remain longer in South Asia”344 Graham eventually reported on his 

lack of progress to the Security Council on October 16, 1951 and unfortunately on the same 

day Liaquat was assassinated while addressing a public meeting in Rawalpindi. Liaquat was 

succeeded by Governor General Nizamuddin and he was assisted by Ghulam Mohammed 

who became the Finance Minister of the state- both men of moderation and pro-western 

nature.  

Up till the beginning of 1952 the Kashmir question remained outside the preview of the cold 

War. In keeping with its cool and distant relationship between India and Pakistan, the Soviet 

had steered clear of the issue in the UN deliberations. However a significant transformation 

was observed in January 1952 when Jacob Mallik, the Soviet representative to the United 

Nation reviled the shocking report that Graham was a US-UK ‘secret agent’ and charged that 

the West “intends to transform Kashmir and Pakistan into (a) military springboard against 

USSR and the New China.”345With Graham’s efforts going nowhere, the Pakistanis were 

becoming more and more downcast and a month later the shocking incident when Nimitz 

decided to resign as the plebiscite administrator was a blow to the process of rapprochement. 

As stated by Dennis Kux, Nimitz held the opinion that “No mediation effort in Kashmir 

going to succeed as long as Mr. Nehru maintain his present understatement like attitude”.346  

In June 1952, when it looked as if Kashmir discussions were going in vain and was reaching 

a dead end, Prime Minister Nazimuddin informed Warren that Pakistan was ready to break 

the deadlock by offering a major concession on the question of troop withdrawal of ratio. A 

delightful State Department responded that it was “gratified at (the Pakistani government’s) 
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willingness (to) offer concessions in (the) hope (of) achieving demilitarization and (the) 

entrance into office of (the plebiscite administrator) and regarded (the Pakistani) proposal as 

statement like act.”347 But unfortunately Nehru turned town Bowles and the Indian leaders 

refused to budge from their previous position on the troops issue, asserting that “ratio were 

not the way to approach the problem since the implied (the Pakistanis) had definite right in 

Kashmir which Indian’s has constantly denied”348.  

Despite set back Graham soldiered on through a round table of India- Pakistan ministerial 

talks in Geneva, Switzerland, in fall of 1952 but unfortunately nothing turned into a fruitful 

discussion. In the word of Dennis Kux the US government viewed that after 5 frustrating 

years of wrestling with Kashmir problem, Hickerson and Byroad (who had replaced 

McGhee) hold that “The Department of States” considers Nehru the key figure in the 

settlement (of the) Kashmir issue. Until he is willing (to) make some agreement there of 

course can be done. When he indicates a sincere desire to make (a) settlement it probably will 

follow”.349 

(3.6) United States-Pakistan Security Relations:  

The idea of US-Pakistan military relationship first came under serious consideration in 

Washington in 1951, at the same time that General Ayub Khan was thinking of the United 

States as a source of military equipment. The US Air Force during the period was deeply 

interested in possible sites for air bases; other military strategists considered the man power 

the Pakistani Army might furnish for use in elsewhere in Asia. There was a vague but general 

feeling that by extending military assistance Pakistan’s friendship could be won and its 

opposition to the Communist regime can be further strengthened.  

Selig Harrison has traced official American thinking on defense of the subcontinent in the 

writing of Sir Olaf Caroe, the former Governor of the NWFP. In his book ‘Wells of Power 
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(1951)’ Olaf set forth his argument, which was openly directed to the Americans, that 

Western defense of the Middle East had previously been based upon control of the 

subcontinent.350 It was basically his arguments that gave the Americans for the first time a 

vague idea of thinking on strategic issues in unfamiliar lands.351  

The next step which further marked a step ahead in strengthening the relationships between 

the two nations was the appointment of Brigadier General Henry. A. Byroad as Assistant 

Secretary of States for the Near East, South Asia and Africa in December 1951. However 

after the appointment of Byroad Pentagon was given approval by the States to discuss with 

Pakistan a limited arms assistance program and meanwhile talks were held the following 

spring, and agreement in principle was apparently reached by mid- 1952.  

The India Government soon came to know about the intentions of the Americans and they 

privately made serious objections toward the issue. Even Bowles, US Ambassador to New 

Delhi also strongly opposed any arms and aid for Pakistan. He argued that if the United 

States extended military assistance to Pakistan, it would be exacerbating the difference and 

tense relationship between India and Pakistan, partly by upsetting the established balance of 

power and partly by adding difference over their approaches to the cold war and to their 

formidable antagonism. Moreover he also argued that the non-aligned policy which India and 

other nations of the world had adopted toward the issue might take a dynamic shift with such 

steps of the US towards any specific Asian Nation. Ambassador Bowles also argued that the 

military assistance toward Pakistan would also antagonize Afghanistan, which in turn might 

make it closer to the Communist Russia. Even Gorge F. Kennan and Secretary of State’s 

Dean Acheson similarly vehemently opposed the idea and were enthusiastic toward the 

policy.352 Meanwhile during the period Truman administration was in its last months and, 

because of the objections from Bowles, Kennan and Acheson, the United States held off on 

its final decisions.353  
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In early 1953, the Republican Government came into power. For the Republicans the Middle 

East and South Asia were not of top priorities areas but soon thereafter they came into serious 

consideration.  The visit of Secretary of State’s John F. Dulles to eleven countries in the 

Middle East and South Asia in May confirmed his thinking that no area-wide defense 

organization would be possible for some time, particularly based upon Egypt and the Suez 

Canal base. This idea of Dulles was evident from his speech which he gave on June 1, 1953; 

where he said that: “The Middle East Defense Organization is a future rather than an 

immediate possibility. However, there is more concern where the Soviet Union is near. There 

is a vague desire to have a collective security system. But no such system can be imposed 

from without. It should be designed and grow from within out of a sense of common destiny 

and common danger. While awaiting the formal creation of a security association the United 

States can usefully help strengthen the interrelated defense of those countries which want 

strength, not as against each other or the West, but to resist the common threat to all free 

people. ”354 

Thus the United States gave the clear idea that it will strengthen those nations who wanted 

help, but western membership in a defense pact was not foreseen for some time. There were 

three main nations (Turkey, Iran and Pakistan) in the Middle East which had a similar mind 

set like that of the Western powers. They desperately needed any western aid and support for 

their security for their identity and existence.  Among the different nations Turkey was 

obviously the key nations in any Middle East security scheme. As it was the strongest state in 

the area, firmly anti-soviet, and willing to work closely with the United States and the United 

Kingdom to create defensive strength on its eastern borders to prevent being outflanked by a 

Soviet attack. Situation of Iran was also not as good as the western position in Iran was 

similarly on the same time as going from bad to worse, under the Mossadegh’s rule who was 

an anti-British and pro communist influential person. The things however changed with the 

fall of Mossadegh and the return of Shah’s rule on 1953, which strengthened its hold in the 

country and uprooted the Communist entrances from the governmental services. Beyond Iran 

was the nation Pakistan, which the American saw as a greater potential source of strength for 

the region. The American believed that if a Turko-Pakistan tie can be established were 
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gradually Iran and some Arab countries to the South may join the West. American leaders 

apparently came to realize that the specific quarrels then in the headlines, rather than the 

basic antagonism between the neighboring nations were causing major problems. In order to 

help to alleviate the Middle East disputes, the United States tried to foster compromise 

settlements concerning the Islamic oil dispute, the Suez base and the Sudan; it also pulled 

back from Israel and tried to make more even  stances in Arab-Israel affairs.  

Pakistan had followed a policy of non-alignment in fact though not in name since 1947. It did 

not wanted to depart too far in international politics from the other Muslim states, and Arabs 

had generally shown their opposition to the Western defense alignments and organizations. 

Although the Pakistanis had no desire to antagonize the USSR, this was hardly an imperative 

of Pakistani foreign policy. Indeed at this Pakistan could not be too particular. Its economy 

was in trouble and it badly needed arms. Neither the Muslim states nor the USSR could or 

would provide the support which it required as such Pakistan went in forward for 

strengthening a relationship with the US. While Washington was moving ahead slowly in 

order to deal with the situation Pakistan on the other hand was becoming increasingly anxious 

to obtain U.S. Military and economic assistance as fast as it can.  

After the death of P.M Liaquat Ali the nation experienced severe national crisis and constant 

political instability. Wide spread communal riots in West Pakistan in early 1953 forced the 

nation to declare martial law to reestablish order. The attempt to cut the army’s budget during 

a period of general economic retrenchment led Governor General Ghulam Mohammad Ali to 

dismiss the government and install a new cabinet headed by Mohammad Ali of Bogra, then 

ambassador to the United States, who had no substantial political following. Gradually 

Pakistan became under the control of the men aptly labeled their ‘hierarchs’. Among the 

hierarchs the most prominent of them were Governor General Ghulam Mohammad Ali, 

Defense Secretary Iskander Mirza and Army Commander-in-Chief Ayub Khan- all had one 

thing in common as they had initiated the early attempt to secure military assistance from the 

United States. In attempt to pressurize Washington to take early decision Pakistan leaked to 

the New York Times that it “was willing to consider an exchange of airbase for military 

equipments.”355  
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The initial response of the US Government to Pakistani proposal and pressure was negative. 

Even Washington rejected and denied the story which was put forward by Pakistani 

government that two nations were about to conclude arm pact and claimed that only general 

conversation is taking place between the two.  The US President on November 18, 1953 in an 

interview said that the United States would be more cautious about any action that might 

cause trouble for India.356 Moreover some US officials still doubted that the value of such a 

pact in its effect on U.S. relations with India and to a lesser extent, with Afghanistan. There 

was awareness that Pakistan’s first concern was India, and there was much dispute as to what 

Pakistan’s attitude toward the USSR was. But although there were some official who 

believed that United States pact with Pakistan might work well against the anti-communist 

scheme of the United States in the Middle East and South Asia.  

Soviet Union, China and India critically dissuade both Pakistan and United States on this 

issue. Nehru in a public comment on November 15, 1953 said that these developments were 

“intense concern to us”357. India warned Pakistan that a military pact would damage the 

chance of reaching a settlement on Kashmir and to get United States hold back it hinted that 

arms aid would bring the cold war to India’s border and might cause India move closer to 

Soviet Union which might have a far reaching consequence in South Asia. 

Meanwhile in the United States there was a wide spread indignation over the stance taken by 

India on the deal. Washington denounced Indian government’s deportment by in the New 

York Times as an act of “playing with fire”. Secretary Dulles and other leaders seemed to 

feel that any backing down at this point would amount to letting Nehru control American 

foreign policy which they just could not tolerate and they were convinced and confident 

about the validity of the programme. Finally on February 8, 1954, the arms deal was 

approved by the US National Security Council and soon the decision was generally accepted 

in the United States.  US went ahead with its plan to aid Pakistan, though they were anxious 

that it would damage to US-India relations. Thus President Eisenhower wrote to Nehru, 

assuring him that US would come to India’s aid if Pakistan were ever to use the arms for 

aggression against India and also provided a sympathetic consideration to Indian request for 

arms. Unfortunately the letter got a negative and opposite reply as Nehru regarded such 
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assurance as meaningless and regarded that India’s opposition to the pact was on calculations 

rather than on principles. Nehru said that “if we object to military aid being given to Pakistan, 

we would be hypocrite and unprincipled opportunist to accept such aid ourselves.” 358 

However while it was not clear that this treaty was an explicit condition of US military 

assistance, there was an understanding that Pakistan would in time move in the direction of 

regional defense pact which made it more appealing in the context of American’s general 

alliance strategy.  

(3.7) SENTO:  

Before the nebulous status of Pakistan could be solved out in the security arrangements of 

Middle East, few developments in the South Asia region led to formal alliance and pact 

between US and Pakistan. Actually after the defeat of the French at the Battle of Dien Bien 

Phu in 1954 and the Geneva Conference on Indochina it was evident that France was no 

longer willing or able to remain a major power in the South Asia. American policy makers 

did not think they could leisurely approach the creation of a regional defense organization, 

allowing it to develop out of the effort of indigenous forces within the subcontinent. 

Therefore the United States decided to rally as many of nations in the area as were willing 

and were interested in setting up a military regional defense pact with the Western powers, to 

mobilize their strength and develop cohesion. The Americans hoped that such an organization 

would help in combating and countering the rise and spread of the communist forces and 

aggression in that area and in the whole game in order to deter communism Pakistan was 

going to play a very vital role. 

The US believed that not only did Pakistan, bordering on Southeast Asia as well as Middle 

East Nations, seems a logical member, but its membership would also serve to link this 

organization with the one that Washington hoped to create in between the (NATO) North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Middle East Defense Organization (MEDO). Moreover 

the American believed that with only Thailand and Philippines eager to join the organization, 

joining of Pakistan would rather augment its Asian components. However the attitude of the 

Pakistani leaders towards a Southeast Asian defense organization was a bit ambiguous and 

uncertain. They enjoyed satisfactory and distant relationship with Communist China and had 
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no desire to antagonize Peking. At the same time, they realistically reorganized that if 

contrary to the American urging, Pakistan refrained from joining the Southeast Asian Treaty 

Organization (SENTO), its claim on the US military and economic assistances and aid will be 

weakened. Pakistan’s leaders, who had previously been oriented largely toward the Middle 

East, now stressed that their country was a Southeast Asian as well a Middle East Nation.  

In the Manila Conference which set up SENTO, Foreign Minister of Pakistan Zafrullah Khan 

strongly opposed making the treaty applicable only to and for the Communist aggression.359 

He even threatened to leave without signing when the United States refused to have the treaty 

apply to any conflict between Indian and Pakistan. Eventually the American delegation 

agreed that the text would simply refer to the treaty as being directed against communist 

aggression, but insisted on attaching an understanding that only Communist aggression would 

automatically be considered by the United States as endangering its own security and thus 

bringing the operative clause into effect. Thus with the expected change the Pakistani leaders 

were able to bring the treaty to their people as covering all armed aggression (for example, by 

India) but not being aimed by any particular country as thus not formally involving Pakistan 

in the cold war and became a part of the pact. When the foreign minister returned back, 

General Ayub Khan, the Army Chief who by that time has become the defense minister, did 

not see how SEATO would help Pakistan and considered it as a wrong step. Zafrullah argued 

that even if the treaty did not give Pakistan’s security against an attack by India, the country 

would be better off with the Americans if it joined SEATO. The fact that the foreign minister 

had initialed the draft treaty made it difficult, in any case, for Pakistan not to accede without 

appearing to back away from its pro-US policy. Finally, in the end, in January 1955, the 

Pakistan’s cabinet formally ratified its membership in SEATO.  

(3.8) CENTO: 

The northern-tier defense arrangement, which had prompted US interest in providing military 

aid to Pakistan, became more tangible on February 24, 1955, after Iraq and Turkey initialed a 

defense pact in Baghdad, known as the Baghdad Pact and later came to be known as Central 

Treaty Organization (CENTO), formerly Middle East Treaty Organization (MEDO). During 

the period when the Baghdad Pact was taking shape in the Middle East, there was a growing 

step of treaty of friendship and cooperation between Turkey and Pakistan. Due to their 

distance and inability to help each other few nations came to enjoy a very vital strategic 

                                                        
359 Pakistan’s key aim at Manila was to have the SENTO shield including aggression from all quarters especially 
from India and not just from the Communist Regime.  



 

Page | 145  
 

location in the setup among them Iraq, Iran, Egypt. Iran, the geopolitical bridge, was still 

seeking political stability after overthrow of Mossadegh rule. Iran on the other hand was in a 

between prospect than Iran in contrast to the attitude of most Arabs, Iraq’s leaders saw the 

Soviet threat as real, partly because of the geographical proximity, but also because of fear of 

Communist influence within Iraq, particularly among its large Kurdish minority. Similarly 

Turkey was willing to enter a defensive alliance with Iraq as a step towards regional security; 

but it came as a problem as signing of Turkey was bound to cause trouble with Egypt which 

was long time rival of Iraq. Egypt regarded itself as the leader of the region and wanted all 

the Arab states to stand united and refuse military ties with any outside and foreign powers. 

Infact as the strongest Arab state, Egypt had no desire to see any of its rivals strengthened by 

gaining access to outside arms.  

Britain enjoyed close ties with Iraqi leaders and was anxious to participate with Iraq in the 

emerging regional defense organization. Its military base rights in Iraq were due to expire in a 

few years and the only way of holding unto the base was to give them the protective 

collaboration of a multilateral defense organization, even though that was not working for 

Egypt. In April 1955, Britain adhered to the Bagdad pact and Pakistan joined on September 

and Iran on October 1955.  

However although the pact attempts to bring in other Arab nations together failed but 

nonetheless it led for the emergence of a Middle Eastern Defense. Foreign secretary Eden 

stated frankly in his memoires, “Our purpose was very simple. I think by so doing we have 

strengthened our influence and our voice throughout the Middle East.”360 The United States 

however decided not to become a full member of the Bagdad Pact and opted for an observer 

status. There were mainly two factors which led Washington’s action to pull back from the 

northern –tier security group the first was the worry that becoming a full member would 

worsen US relations with nationalist and neutral Egypt which was vociferously against the 

pact and the second concern was that the alliance might take on an anti-Israel coloration and 

run afoul of potent US domestic political support for Israel.361 
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The Pakistani elite, especially Ayub Khan, wondered if it made sense to join the pact after the 

Americans decided to stay out. Turkish PM Adnan Menderes and Nuri Said, however, 

convinced the reluctant Pakistani general that the pact would entail no new obligation for his 

country. Nevertheless the government in Karachi still delayed taking the final step. However 

when Moscow vaulted over the northern tire by sending arms to Egypt, the United States 

renewed its support for the pact and urged the Pakistani government to complete the 

accession process. Finally on September 25, 1955, Karachi became the official member of 

CENTO. It hedged the step, however by stating that the action implied no commitment that 

would detract from Pakistan’s defense capabilities or involve the country in a military 

engagement relating to Turkey’s membership in NATO. Finally the joining of Iran in the pact 

as the fourth regional nation geographically completed the northern tier defense pact. The 

United States indicated that it would establish close political and military liaison with the 

pact, but reaffirmed its decision not to be a full member of the pact.362  

Throughout the twenty four years of the Baghdad pact and its successor, the CENTO, 

America maintained this detached posture: it worked actively in the organization and various 

committees and served as the pacts’ major element, without ever formally joining the 

alliance. However, in the end neither the Baghdad pact not SENTO amounted to much 

military. Specific pact forces never were designated nor were unified command structure 

were created. Nonetheless, by becoming a member of the two security organization Pakistan 

had an important consequence. Joining the Baghdad Pact and the SENTO gave Karachi a 

strengthened claim on the US resources and in turn, the US acquired an even larger stake in 

Pakistan’s well being. As Ayub Khan put in his autobiography, Friends Not Masters, Pakistan 

had become America’s “most allied ally in Asia.”363  

Another benefit to Pakistan was the regular contact and interaction between Pakistan civilian 

and military officials and their interaction between Pakistani civilian and military officials 

and their counterparts from the other pact member and United States. Both SENTO and 

CEATO developed elaborate committee structures and held numerous meetings and 

conferences. The most significant of these were high-level annual gatherings attended by 
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foreign ministers, defense ministers, military chief of staff and other senior officials. Whereas 

on the negative side, displeasure from India membership in SENTO and CEATO earned 

Pakistan the special ire of the Soviet Union and further barrage of brickbats from India. What 

hurt more psychologically was the stinging criticism that Pakistan received from Egypt and 

other Arab states, who favour a neutralist states and were opposed to anything that smacked 

of a revival of Western imperialism.  

Thus the alliance was not an unnatural alliance rather in ideological terms, Pakistan felt 

closer to the West rather than to Communism. Moreover, the Russian had been on an 

expansionist course southward since the previous two centuries and had annexed vast Muslim 

territories in Central Asia with which the Pakistani people had age-old links. Moreover the 

communist involvement in the ‘Rawalpindi Conspiracy’ also led to arouse a negative 

perception in Pakistan about the Russia.364  In fact Pakistan was quite eager to secure a 

military alliance with its Muslim countries friends that give it a sense of security against India 

and was harmony with its Pan-Islamic approach. Thus, the reality was that the decisive factor 

for Pakistan in joining military pacts was the need to find an equalizer against India. The 

Pakistani army chief, General Ayub Khan, was particularly keen to secure the latest 

American military equipments for the Pakistani armed forces with the conviction that 

whereas Pakistan had the manpower to take on India; it was only deficient in military 

equipment. By January 1957, Ayub Khan could declare: “We are no more short of men and 

material.”365 And only a year later, he made the confident claim that “the Pakistani Army 

today is the sharpest instrument of peace or war and the greatest deterrent against 

aggression”366  

Meanwhile against the backdrop of these major Pakistani incursions into the Cold War 

diplomacy, the nation was suffering from acute political instability at its home. The internal 

clashes between P.M Bogra and Governor-General Ghulam Mohammed reached its zenith 

and reached a stage where the governor- general was to suspend the Constituent Assembly 
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and call for a national emergency in Pakistan.  The Times Magazine summed up events by 

stating, but four years prematurely: “Bloodlessly, Pakistan changed from an unstable pro-

Western democracy to a more stable pro-western military dictatorship.”367  

Shaken by its ally’s continuing political instability, the State Department took solace that the 

crisis “did not seem likely to bring about a change in Pakistan’s policy of cooperation with 

the US”368  However finally after a long up and down within and outside the nation after 

eight and a half year after its founding, on March 23, 1956, came to be established as the 

Islamic Republic of Pakistan, with Mirza as its President. This development of the nation to a 

democratic constitutional structure was also covertly and overly backed and supported by the 

US.   

(3.9) Rift in the relations- from the ‘most allied ally’ to a ‘terrible error’: 

The US-Pakistan relations started receiving a severe setback by the end of 1954. The meeting 

of the State Department- and Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) that was hold in January that year 

praised Ayub and his nation. As, a “potential ally of great importance” and a “trained armed 

force which no other friendly power can match.” 369  But unfortunately a month later, 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs Struve Hensel came from 

Pakistan with a different view. He wrote “No member of the country Team had a clear idea of 

the part Pakistan was expected to play in the Middle East….At the same time it seems quite 

clear that the Pakistan regards India threat as much more serious to Pakistan than the Russian 

or the Communist China threat”370 Thus it became evident to the Pentagon that the military 

aid to Pakistan had a very little validity and significance for their geopolitical security 

concern. However meanwhile sensing the problem, the Karachi embassy began to second 
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Pakistan complaints about the slow flow of the arms aid. Ayub was particularly upset in the 

advent of the following issue, since now the Pakistani army had the most to lose; his prestige 

was at stake.371  Taking to Ernest Fisk, the Consulate General in Lahore, Ayub warned that 

there would be much criticism in the Constituent Assembly “that you can’t trust the 

Americans”372 Ayub went beyond American diplomats to make sure that Washington knew 

how unhappy he was. Under Secretary of State’s Herbert Hoover Jt. Wrote to the Defense 

Department that if Ayub’s view gains acceptance, “we would have suffered a serious setback 

in terms of our objectives in the Middle East defense and in the political stability of 

Pakistan”373Finally compelled by the situation Washington determined that not $171 million 

rather force-level goals, would determine the parameters of the program.374  

Quite contrary to these issues, Khrushchev had boisterously backed India and Afghanistan 

and made it evident that if Pakistan wanted to join the free-world group it could make the life 

of the US ally in the region difficult. The next blow to US-Pakistan relation was received 

when Eisenhower administration was in its closing era. The National Intelligence Estimate 

(NIE) painted a gloomy picture of Pakistan’s prospects and expressed doubts as to whether 

America’s shaky ally could provide a meaningful assistance to the Middle East defense 

policy of the West.  The study revealed that fulfilling the October 1954 arm aid commitment 

to Pakistan would cost $505 million –almost three times the original estimate of $171million. 

The report also found that Pakistan would need more than $100 Million a year in ongoing US 

assistance just to maintain the forces.375 On January 3, 1957, in its South Asian policy paper 
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(NSC 5701), three years to the day after Eisenhower had given green light to Pakistani aid, 

the question was raised that how a small amount of arm aid in 1954 had ballooned to a $500 

million commitment. President Eisenhower confessed that in the race for looking ally “it has 

proved costlier to achieve the objective. This was the worst kind of plan and decision we 

could have made. It was a terrible error, but now we seem hopelessly involved in it”376. And 

now in this situation cutting the military aid programme “might severe repercussion on our 

relations” and “even might destroy the Baghdad Pact”377 

(3.10) Ayub and the Relations:  

In the course of the events, Pakistan domestic politics visualized a great turmoil. Unanimity 

between President Mirza and Army Commander in Chief Ayub brought a new phase in the 

internal politics of Pakistan. Ayub Khan seized power in Pakistan in 1958, and became the 

next President of Pakistan. Ayub Khan was first inclined to accept the Western argument that 

communism was a direct threat to the subcontinent. The rarely rifts in Sino-Indian relation on 

border issue had also became know by the time and Ayub was hopeful that he could patch 

things with India enabling the two countries in defending the subcontinent against potential 

foes and to solve out Kashmir problem in  just manner.  Moreover Iran along with few other 

Middle East nations was also eager to conclude a bilateral accord. Thus in early 1959, Ayub 

Khan came forward with the proposal for a “Joint Defense Policy” of the subcontinent 

against any encroachment from the north. 378  Unfortunately Nehru, firmly rebuffed the 

Pakistani leader, stating in Parliament on May 4, 1959, “we do not want to have a common 

defense policy which is almost some kind of military assistance – I do not understand against 

whom people talk about common defense policies”379  
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By March 5, 1959 the US-Pakistan bilateral security agreement was signed. The operative 

language in Article I “take such appropriate action, including the use of armed forces, as may 

be mutually agreed upon”380 But this agreement too did not commit the United States to come 

to Pakistan’s aid against attack by India- the commitment that Pakistan really wanted. On the 

whole it was the quest for arms aid to be used against India, rather than any real fear of 

communist aggression, which was the main motive of Pakistan in joining the western pacts.  

On May 1959, US National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) titled “The Outlook for Pakistan” 

summed up Ayub’s initial six months of office as “so far so good”, and belied that regardless 

of its relationship with neighboring nations Pakistan will expand its ties. On the same month, 

a fresh arm supply issue arose after the Pakistanis asked for supersonic F-104 fighter aircraft. 

In justifying the request, Ayub stressed the problems that the US intelligence facility at 

Badaber had caused Pakistan. He told that “the unit is looked as an actual or potential 

launching site for missile by the Soviet, China and India” and asserted that Pakistan needs the 

F-104 to counter this new threat.381 The initial reaction of U.S to the demand was negative, 

but to manipulate Pentagon, Pakistan came up with a revised moderate military policy; which 

endorsed continued military aid “to protect US investment in Pakistan,” and to maintain the 

military forces developed as a result of US help with “some modernization of equipments”382. 

Due to such change of attitude of Pakistan, US also changed its stand and it stated that “In 

recognition of the need to maintain the excellence of the military units in Pakistan which we 

now support, it is our intention to provide military assistance to Pakistan which would 

logically include some modernization of equipment. This however should in orderly and 
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gradual manner as a result of natural attrition and take into account absorptive capacity as 

well as financial limitations”383  

Meanwhile on December 1959 Dwight Eisenhower visited Pakistan infact he became the first 

US president to visit Pakistan this visit played a very vital role in the relationship between the 

two nations and was a major event. In his visit to Pakistan Ayub portrayed a very gloomy 

picture of the region’s security. He urged the US President not to lower its guards as he 

(Ayub) has sensed a change in the USSR and Chinese policy. The Soviet were trying to 

penetrate Afghanistan and the Chinese were building air bases near the region, which Ayub 

believed might pose a “grave threat to us all” and India might collapse. In order to avoid the 

damage and ensure security of the subcontinent Ayub suggested that India and Pakistan must 

cooperate with each other and “it would be fatal if Pakistan and India remains enemies” and 

also emphasized on the requirement for settlement of Kashmir dispute bilaterally and 

peacefully. 384  The Pakistani President urged the United States to use its “tremendous 

influence” on India to sort out Kashmir issue. Moreover the President also argued that it 

would be “disastrous” if India gets massive economic aid from Washington as it may simply 

divert those aids in for of military arms to settle its scores and maintain its strength in the 

region. Similarly justifying the need for more US arm help to Pakistan Ayub emphasized the 

threat China posed to the sub continent despite of the close Sino-Pakistan security ties. Ayub 

warned that “if Pakistan did not receive American support it was inevitable that the Chinese 

sooner or later would get it, as well as India” 385 Similarly Ayub also portrayed a gloomy 

picture of Afghanistan and cited it as a great threat to the region which is used by the Soviet 

“solely for their own strategic purpose”.386  After returning back to Washington Eisenhower 

further reviewed the F-104 request of Pakistan and after evaluating the situation gave a new 
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thought on Pakistan request to F-104.  Though initially State Department Pakistan desk 

officer William Spengler rejected the demand but later on finally on March 3, 1960 

Washington approved the F-104 based on Pakistan special military requirement.   

Although the F-104 incident though pleased Ayub but soon the U-2 spy fighter plane episode 

created serious tensions between countries.  It happened when in the summit in Paris the 

Russian leader Nikita Khrushchev revealed the details of the American spy plane U-2 which 

was shot down by the Soviet in their land. Khrushchev literally warned Pakistan in the words 

“to make their territory for launching planes with anti-soviet intentions: Do not play with fire 

gentlemen! The government of Turkey, Pakistan and Norway must be clear aware that they 

are accomplices in this flight”387 Though initially rejecting the claims Eisenhower later made 

a clean breast responsibility about the U-2 incident. The Pakistani realized that along with the 

benefits of military and economic aid that alignment with the US entails risks and danger as 

well as. In the words of the New York Times, the Pakistani leaders realized with a shock that 

“such incidents like the U-2 flight could touch off a war, that Pakistan could be a prime target 

and that the Soviet Union, nearly touches Pakistan’s northern border while the United States, 

her ally, is 9000 miles away”388 Perhaps for the first time the incident made the two nations 

realised the severe implication of each other’s acquaintance.  

(3.11) US unequivocal support to Pakistan in the War of 1971:  

In course of time United States and Pakistan started coming closer to each other despite 

smaller and pity differences. Gradually Pakistan again managed to retain its position in the 

good books of United States and became the most trusted ally in the region and the aids and 

assistance that Pakistan was receiving from United States was diverted to settle its scores 

with India instead of USSR. Meanwhile by 1970’s Pakistan was again in a severe problem as 

difference started emerging between the two wings (East and West) of Pakistan which 

culminated in the war of 1971.    

The war of 1971 was basically not a direct war between India and Pakistan but it was an 

outcome or reaction against the East Pakistan’s armed policy against West Pakistan and the 

indulgence of India in favour of East Pakistan in the war against the inhuman atrocities and 
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torture by the former. Even before 1969, the rift between the two wings (East and West) of 

Pakistan was evident. Despite being the majority in numbers East Pakistan did not receive 

their due share in the decision making in Government of Pakistan. All the senior members of 

the administration, military regime, the army, the bureaucracy and the feudal business 

aristocracy were West Pakistanis; whereas only 10% of East Pakistani’s shared the position 

of senior officers in Pakistan top echelons.  Moreover these two wings of Pakistan differed 

with each other in various ways, infact there existed major ethnic, geographical, economic, 

and cultural differences within them. Both these two parts of Pakistan, apart from the factor 

of Islam, had very little in common with each other, as Coggin put it, “the only bonds 

between the diverse and distant wing of their Moslem nation were the Islamic faith and 

Pakistan International Airlines.”389  

Things deteriorated, with the sudden demise of Quaid e Azam, Muhammad Ali Jinnah, and 

assassination of Pakistan’s first Prime Minister, Liyakat Ali Khan within first three years of 

its creation. The sudden loss of these leaders left serious void and contributed to the declining 

popularity of the Muslim League which provided a semblance of unity throughout Pakistan. 

The first unified cry of protest and remonstration was seen in the demand of the official 

language issue. East Pakistani’s proud of their language and its rich literary heritage, were 

greatly shocked when the Pakistani policy makers initially rejected Bengali’s claim for the 

recognition as a national language and attempted to make Urdu- a minority language as the 

only national language throughout Pakistan. Even economically the East Pakistan suffered a 

lot than the West Pakistan, who appeared better off from the American military and economic 

aids. Moreover they only received roughly 25 to 30 percent of Pakistan’s total income.390  

Things got worsened in the year 1969 when the fragile government of Pakistan led by 

General Ayub Khan, collapsed as a result of a Mass movement against President Ayub 

Khan’s authoritarian rule, seeking his overthrow and restoration of  Democracy in Pakistan. 

Ayub Khan, being pressurized by the movement handed over the power to another military 

general, Yahya Khan, who led to the reimposition of direct military rule in Pakistan, with the 

promise to hold elections for an assembly to frame a new constitution, and then convert into a 
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parliament to govern the country. Thus in 1970 for the first time general elections took place 

in Pakistan on basis of the universal adult franchise. After the promised elections were held in 

1970, no party came up with a clear cut majority but the Bengali-nationalist Awami League 

acquired an absolute majority in the assembly, by getting all the seats from East Pakistan. 

The western leadership found this outcome of the election results simply unacceptable. The 

crisis was triggered by Yahya Khan, as he postponed the announcement of the National 

Assembly’s secession to be convened in Dacca.  The Awami League perceived this as a 

deliberate attempt to disregard the popular mandate and they launched a campaign of Civil 

Disobedience under the leadership of Sheikh Mujibur Rahaman. The crisis quickly escalated 

into a major conflict and things starter to get more deteriorate in East Bengal. Broadcasting 

from Karachi that night, Yahya called Mujib a traitor; and blamed him for the crisis, and 

ordered for banning Awami League. Although the foreign press reported widespread shooting 

and tracer round lighting up the Dacca skies, only gradually did a picture of Pakistani army’s 

bloody repression of the Bengalis emerged. In its classified cables; the Dacca consulate 

general reported that “the Pakistani military forces were on a reign of terror. They were 

systematically seeking out and killing Awami League leaders and members, including student 

leaders and university faculties.”391  

Meanwhile the US Consulate General Archer Blood urged the US government to express 

shock at event in the East. Within a few days the US Government accepted Blood’s 

recommendation to evacuate some seven hundred American citizens from East Pakistan, 

leaving only twenty members of the Consulate in Dacca. As the evacuees began to relate the 

harrowing tales of army killings of Bengali civilians, Blood argued that the United States had 

no major national security interst at stake and, therefore, in keeping with traditional American 

support for human rights and self-determination, should condemn the military’s repression of 

East Pakistan.392 However when Nixon heard about this he immediately ordered the transfer 

of Blood as by the time for Nixon, Yahya Khan was the key and pivot role player to open a 

secret dialogue with China. Just as the Pakistani army was in the process of making the 

country an international pariah by its brutal repression of East Pakistani aspirations, the secret 
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Washington-Islamabad-Beijing exchanges were nearly reaching their climax; and knowing 

this Nixon didn’t wanted to change its status quo with Pakistan. The secrecy surrounding the 

China trip prevented the White House from revealing to officials dealing with South Asia the 

most important reason for its refusal to criticize Yahya about events in East Pakistan. The 

best explanation Kissinger could offer was to refer obliquely to ‘Nixon’s special relationship 

with Yahya’ and to say the President ‘does not want to be in the position where he can be 

accused of having encouraged the split-up of Pakistan.’393 

However unlike the American’s hand-off the Soviet Union did not remained silent. A week 

after the army crackdown, on April 2, 1971, Soviet President Nikolai Podgorny publicly 

urged Yahya to take ‘immediate measures so as to put an end to bloodshed and repression 

against the population of East Pakistan’394 Similarly in the United States the situation was 

turning into something else. The public attention to the events and observing the facts that the 

Pakistani’s are using American military aid in order to suppress the East Bengali’s; the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee voted unanimously for an immediate and complete 

cutoff of  economic and arms transfer to Pakistan.  Although Nixon refused to agree to stop 

economic aid, he eventually endorsed the ban on arm exports. In approving it Nixon added a 

personal note: “To all hands. Don’t squeeze Yahya at this time.”395 In keeping with Nixon’s 

stance, the United States in July 1971 refused to join other members of the World Bank’s 

Pakistan consortium in suspending economic aid, on the ground that the renewed assistance 

would serve little purpose in view of the chaotic conditions in East Pakistan; but the moment 

the press came to know about the fact pressure stated increasing on the Nixon 

administration.396 

Meanwhile, relations between India and Pakistan had deteriorated badly. Even though India 

did not recognize the Bangladesh government in –exile established in Calcutta, Pakistani 

leadership accused and alleged New Delhi to train and armed Bengali ex-Pakistani army 

members, which led the birth of Mukti Bahini, which mounted an insurgency and guerilla 
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attack on the oppressor Pakistani armies and provided a significant challenge to the Pakistani 

military.  

Meanwhile Nixon agreed that Pakistan should be pressed to do the maximum to encourage 

the return of the refugees in the hope of lessening the chances of War.397 Finally in the late 

July 1971 Yahya agreed to the permit UN supervision of relief and resettlement efforts. New 

Delhi was however skeptic about the role of UN and as such Indira Gandhi, who insisted on 

the return of all the refuges, was suspicious that UN relief programs might encourage the 

refugees to stay back in India as such she refused to accept the UN operation on its side of 

border.398 

Meanwhile sympathy about the plight of the millions of Bengali refugees and asa stand 

against the policy of Nixon administration on August 3, 1971, the House of Representative 

voted to suspend all assistance to Pakistan.399 In the meantime Indira Gandhi sprung her own 

surprise, by signing a friendship treaty with the Soviet Union on August 9, 1971. Although 

short of a formal alliance, the accord provided for a bilateral consultation in events of crisis 

and pledged that neither country would support a third party against the other. Kissinger’s in 

his book ‘White House Years’ propounded that ‘with the treaty Moscow threw a lightning 

match into a powder keg.’400 However the Soviets’ remain fully cautious about their role and 

support and it was only after the September visit of Indira Gandhi in Moscow that they 

provided the full political support and additional military supplies for which the Indian had 

been pressing. 

Followed by this incident Nixon on August 21, 1971 discussed South Asia in real politick 

term with its Senior Review Group. The President kept the stand that the US aim must be to 

do ‘anything-all we can do to restrain’ those who want war. Moreover he also added that that 

‘the United States must not –cannot-allow India to issues the refugees as a pretext for 

breaking up with Pakistan’. Continuing Nixon added that ‘it is our job to determine the 
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political future of Pakistan.’401 In considering what to do with Pakistan, Kissinger and Nixon 

appointed Ambassador Farland to make private suggestion to Yahya such as not to execute 

Mujib and to build up talks with the refugees in Calcutta.  Eventually Yahya agreed to its 

Western friend’s suggestion not to execute Mujib and gave his blessing for talks between US 

diplomats in Calcutta and the Bangladesh government-in-exile. Yet he refused to consider 

direct negotiations with banned Awami Leaders or with Mujib.402  

 By the time these development were taking place there was ample sighs which indicated that 

a military show-down was approaching. Both India and Pakistan were amassing troops along 

their borders. Guerilla attacks against the Pakistani army in the East were increasing.403 The 

White House saw this action, in effect, as the start of war by India and as such it redoubled its 

diplomatic efforts to avert an all-out conflict. Similarly the Chinese Government passed a 

message to the Washington to ‘exert its influence to prevent the further deterioration of the 

situation.’ Following the day Kissinger accompanied with UN representative George Bush, 

met secretly in New York with Huang Hua, the Chinese UN ambassador, to review how the 

US and China could deal with the East Pakistan issue in the United Nation.404 

Meanwhile, on December 4, 1971, on the advice of Yahya Khan the first strike was launched 

by the Pakistani Air Forces on Indian on December 3, 1971.405 Indira Gandhi immediately 

reacted by providing a go ahead to the Indian Army for defending the country giving the 

green light for planned attack against East Pakistan. Although within few days the wars had 
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inflicted significant Pakistani casualties, Yahya Khan continued to exude an unrealistic air of 

confidence that the United States or China would come to rescue.406 

Once the conflict began, diplomatic action shifted to the UN Security Council, where the 

Soviet Union employed its veto to block U.S. –backed calls for cease-fire. In Washington, 

December 4, 1971 set the pro-Pakistan tone of the U.S reaction. Similary, Bush who worked 

closely with his Pakistani counterpart, Agha Shahi, accused India as the ‘major aggressor’, 

similar was the tone of Bush when he said that ‘there’s quite clear aggression; it obviously 

quite clear’. As an act of punishment the United State even announced that it was freezing 

$87.6 million in development assistance to India.407 An effort to obtain a cease-fine moved to 

the General Assembly after the Soviets vetoed the Security Council resolution. By an 

overwhelming 104-11 votes, with 10 abstention, the assembly called for halt in fighting and 

pull back of forces- i.e., withdraw of Indian forces from the East Pakistan. Apart from Bhutan 

only the Soviet bloc countries supported India.408 

Meanwhile by this time Washington was sure off that India would continue the war in the 

West ‘until the Pakistani army and Airforce were wiped out’ as such immediately Nixon and 

Kissinger turned their attention for saving Pakistan in the West. Stepping up the diplomatic 

pressure, Kissinger called the Indian ambassador L.K. Jha to war against such a course. 

Moreover even Nixon held a secret meeting with the Soviet agricultural minister Vladimir 

Matskevich, where he urged Matskevich to tell the communist party leader Brezhnev, ‘a great 

cloud hangs over US-Soviet relations’ that can ‘poison the whole new relationship between 

US and USSR’. Being stringent Nixon warned that, ‘if the Indians continue their military 

operations against West Pakistan, he must inevitably look toward a confrontation between the 

Soviet Union and the United States. The Soviet Union has a treaty with India; we have one 

with Pakistan.’ 409  Nixon kept up the pressure, informing Soviet charge d’ affaires Yuri 
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Vorontsov that Washington would honour the November 1962 pledge to aid Pakistan against 

an attack by India. To underscore this treatment, Nixon ordered the nuclear aircraft carrier 

‘Enterprise’ to proceed toward Bay of Bengal. The ‘Enterprise’s’ mission was ostensibly to 

available to evacuate U.S personnel form East Pakistan, but in fact , Kissinger declared, was 

intended ‘to give emphasis to our warning against an attack on West Pakistan.’410 Although 

barred from law of providing military help to Pakistan or permitting other countries to give 

American equipment, Kissinger told Xinhua that the administration had hold Jordan, Iran and 

Saudi Arabia and would tell Turkey that Washington would ‘protest’ but would ‘understand’ 

their sending military help to Pakistan. Kissinger paint a dire picture of Pakistan’s plight: ‘the 

immediate objective must be to prevent an attack on the West Pakistan army by India. We are 

afraid that if nothing is done to stop it, East Pakistan will become a Bhutan and West Pakistan 

will become a Nepal.’411  On the similar tone Xinhua sharply criticized the Indians and 

Soviets, for their role in the war. Meanwhile Kissinger urged Yahya to old on in the East a 

while longer. He signaled that ‘the US had now sent the strongest demarche the Soviet 

suggesting ceasefire and negotiations,’ the national security advisor, cabled adding that the 

US Seventh Fleet was on the move but would not reach the area for two days. Since the 

White House believed that the Soviet would intervene to help India, a Sino-Soviet showdown 

seemed possible. President Nixon then decided that the United States would not stand  idly by 

if the Soviets threatened China and would act in support of Beijing, but unfortunately things 

turned out different as Beijing conveyed its stand that t was prepared to accept a cease-fire, 

not that it was going to intervene militarily against India.412  

During wide-ranging talks on December 13, 1971, Nixon stated that ‘our strategy is to create 

enough pressure on Indian and the USSR so they will not pursue the war to its ultimate 

consequence….if the USSR and India succeeded in destroying Pakistan as a military and 

political entity, this can only have a devastating effect in encouraging the USSR to use the 

same tactics elsewhere….This would very definitely change the Balance of Power in the 
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Asian continent….A triumph of India over Pakistan would be the same as the victory of the 

USSR over China’413 

Meanwhile the Indian troops continued to tighten the noose around Dacca, advancing on the 

capital from all sides. When the Indian military began a general assault on December 14, 

1971, Gen Farman Ali and A.A.K Niazi, the Pakistani army commander in east, asked U.S. 

consul general Herbert Spivack to transmit a surrender proposal to New Delhi, as the 

Pakistanis lacked direct communication with the Indians.  The next afternoon, Lt. Gen Jagjit 

Singh Aurora, the Indian commander in East, entered Dacca to receive General Niazi’s 

formal surrender. That night, a triumphant Indira Gandhi proposed cease-fire in the west to 

take effect twenty-four hours later. Finally when Yahya accepted the proposal the war came 

into an end with the creation of a newly independent South Asian nation- Bangladesh and 

signing of the landmark Simla agreement between India and Pakistan. 

 (3.12) Pakistan’s ‘Islamic Bomb’ and relations with US: 

Despite the unequivocal support of United States and China to Pakistan in the 1971 War, the 

befitting reply by India and the shameful defeat of Pakistan impacted severely on its domestic 

policy and global image. However Pakistan’s international stature and geo-strategic 

importance received a yet more decisive boost by two key developments in the late 1970’s – 

The Afghan Embargo and the acquisition of nuclear capability. Pakistan’s evident progress in 

the nuclear field and impression that Pakistan had actually developed a nuclear weapon 

capability-the so-called ‘Islamic Bomb’ -forced the international power brokers to upgrade 

Pakistan’s military importance.  

On December 8, 1953, United States’ President Mr. Dwight D. Eisenhower, in the 470th 

Plenary Meeting of the United Nations General Assembly, December 8, 1953 announced the 

‘Atoms for Peace’ proposal to the United Nations in which he declared U.S. willingness to 

expedite sharing of the peaceful use of nuclear power with other countries. The Pakistani 

press welcomed the proposed peaceful use of atomic energy and Pakistani Foreign Minister 

Zafarullah Khan stated that Pakistan does not have a policy towards the atom bomb. However 

just a year later in 1954 Pakistan announced the plan for the establishment of the atomic 

research body, as part of a new organization for scientific and industrial research in Pakistan. 

In January 1955, the Pakistani government formed a 12-member Atomic Energy Committee 
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chaired by Dr. Nazir Ahmed. The committee was asked to formulate an atomic energy 

program, identify personnel requirements and plan a survey of radioactive materials relevant 

to atomic energy research in Pakistan as well as advise the government on any other matter 

pertaining to the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 414 In the same month Pakistan and the 

United States signed an agreement on cooperation concerning the peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy. Under the agreement, the United States offered Pakistan $350,000 in aid to procure a 

pool type reactor.415 In March 1956, Pakistan announced the formation of an Pakistan Atomic 

Energy Commission (PAEC) for the “peaceful use of atomic energy with special reference to 

survey, procurement, and disposal of radioactive materials; planning and establishment of 

atomic energy and nuclear research institutes, installation of research and power reactors, 

negotiation with international atomic energy bodies, selection and training of personnel, 

application of radio-isotopes to agriculture, health, industry etc.”416  In the year 1962 the 

Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC) obtained a small five megawatt research 

reactor from the United States for the Pakistan Institute of Nuclear Science and Technology 

(PINSTECH). Pakistan’s nuclear programme gained momentum with a new patron - the 

Minister of Mineral and Natural Resources, named Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto. Meanwhile by early 

1960’s it became evident that India was acquiring nuclear technology not only for peaceful 

purpose but also to develop weapons. Facts unmistakably pointed out to the conclusion that 

Indian leaders ‘sought to win for their country all the prestige, status and economic benefits 

associated with being a nuclear power, including the option of building a bomb if 

necessary.417 When India carried out a nuclear explosion in 1974, Pakistan stepped up its 

effort to develop nuclear capacity. Bhutto in his book ‘The Myth of Independence’, stated 

“All wars of our age have become total wars … and our plan should, therefore, include the 

nuclear deterrent ... If Pakistan restricts or suspends her nuclear programme, it would not only 

enable India to blackmail Pakistan with her nuclear advantage, but would impose a crippling 
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limitation on the development of Pakistan’s science and technology.” 418  Under such 

development taking cognizance of the emergent threat to Pakistan’ Security, and the potential 

for blackmailing in an asymmetrical nuclear situation, former Pakistani Foreign Minister 

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto said in 1965, ‘If India makes an atomic bomb, then we will also do so, 

even if we have to eat grass…an atomic bomb can only be answered by an atomic bomb.’419 

But however his rhetoric was not matched with the official reaction. This was evident when 

in the year 1966, PAEC proposed purchase of a plutonium separation plant that France was 

willing to sell, but the Ministry of Finance and Defense opposed the proposal and even 

President Ayub Khan too, did not favored the idea.420 Even apparently the military leadership 

believed that a strong conventional defense capability would suffice for deterrence. Pakistan 

vested hope on the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and actively participated in efforts at the 

United Nations to promote its early conclusion. At its initiative, a conference of non-nuclear 

state recommended that nuclear- weapon state should provide ‘negative’ and ‘positive’ 

guarantees pledging (a) non-use of nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear states, and (b) 

assistance to a non-nuclear state threatened with nuclear weapons. Both proposals were 

conceded in principle, but the pledge on reduction of Nuclear weapon in NTP remained non 

binding, and the resolution on security guarantees permanent members, was far from 

reassuring. Pakistan nevertheless announced its readiness to sign the NPT, providing India 

did the same. India however refused to sign the treaty. Pakistan had its own reason to follow 

India where as India did not signed the NPT though champion in Nuclear disarmament as it 

wanted proliferation of all sorts sponsored by members to stop. 

The disaster of 1971 further gave a fresh impetus to Pakistan’s nuclear programme it 

compelled Pakistan to undertake the proverbial ‘painful reprisal’ of its policy of nuclear 

abstinence. Pakistan’s conventional defense capacity had proved inadequate to safeguard its 

territorial integrity, as East Pakistan was surrendered by Indian military intervention to create 

Bangladesh and thus Pakistan had to devise its own means to ensure its security and survival. 

Soon after talking over the reins of government, President Zulfikar Ali Bhutto convened a 

meeting of nuclear scientists at Multan in January 1972, and later at Quetta, to review the 
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nuclear programme. Participants included renowned nuclear physicist Professor Abdus Salam 

and Munir Ahmad Khan, a nuclear engineer serving at IAEA. Already convinced of the 

necessity of acquiring the weapons opinion, Bhutto’s main purpose was to discuss the 

expeditious acquisition fuel cycle facilities. To pursue the plan, he adopted Munir Ahmad 

Khan as chairman of the PAEC.421 But simultaneously this time too the decision was more 

easily made than implemented. Pakistan possessed neither fissile material nor explosion 

technology. Nuclear suppliers were already strengthening controls on nuclear technology 

transfer. The restrictions were further tightened after India, conducted the test explosion in 

1974. Ironically, the anxieties generated by India’s progress in the nuclear field had more of a 

fall-out on Pakistan. India did not face any significant Western disapproval and to Pakistan’s 

shock Washington’s reaction to the Indian Nuclear explosion was particularly muted. 

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger decided it was futile to fight the fait accompli.422  Pakistan 

however came under vigorous scrutiny and strong pressure, as soon as it proceeded to 

develop its nuclear capability. The West clearly feared that the ‘Islam Bomb’ in Pakistan’s 

possession might eventually pass for ideological as well as financial reasons, into the hands 

of some of its ‘volatile and unstable’ Muslim, Arab neighbours in the Middle East.  

Canada unilaterally cancelled the cooperation agreement and simultaneously United States 

led other industrialised states in the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) to tightened restriction 

on the export of nuclear technology. Instead, the United States now focused its non-

proliferation agenda on Pakistan. The next target was the reprocessing plant Pakistan was to 

build with French collaboration under an agreement signed in 1973, providing for application 

of IAEA safeguards. Moreover, the agreement prohibited Pakistan from replicating the 

technology for twenty years.423 Meanwhile, Pakistan embarked on ‘imaginative diplomacy’ 

to counter the pressure of the United States and other industrialised countries, the landmark 

among them was when in 1974 Pakistan proposed a motion in the United Nation General 

Assembly for creation of a nuclear weapon free zone in the South Asian region. 

By the November of 1972, Pakistan departed from the Western defense pact SENTO, but 

eager to retain a cordial relationship with the United States it however did not withdrew itself 
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from the CENTO. Meanwhile, the Nixon administration in March 1973 continued to manifest 

understanding Pakistan’s economy and security problem authorized a ‘one time exception’ 

for delivery of 300 armored personnel carriers Pakistan had purchased three years earlier. The 

bonhomie went a step ahead when on September same year President Bhutto was invited to 

United States. In his banquet speech Nixon said-‘The independence and integrity of Pakistan 

is a corner stone of American foreign policy.’ United States again resumed its economic and 

military aid to Pakistan and an amount of $24 Million for wheat and $18 Million as AID loan 

was granted to the later. Further Nixon also urged the US Congress to approve an amount of 

$40-50 million as rehabilitation loan, and allowed procure of arms and spare parts worth 

$160 million.424  But despite such goodwill United States stick to its stand on Pakistan’s 

nuclear development and showed intent concerning its nuclear programme. However Bhutto 

made no secret of his view and was adamant, he publicly said: ‘It is vital for Pakistan to give 

the greatest possible attention to nuclear technology, rather than allow them to be deceived by 

an international treaty limiting this deterrent to the present Nuclear Powers.’425  Initially 

United States tried to allure Pakistan by offering it 120 fighter aircraft in lieu of cancellation 

of its contract with France for the construction of the reprocessing plant, but when all went in 

attempts went in vain, the Washington started pressurizing France to cancel the agreement. 
426 

By 1976 Pakistan embarked on a substitute plan for the manufacture of the fissile material. 

Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan, Pakistani Metallurgist, who had returned from Holland after stealing 

nuclear technology with information about different kind of nuclear technology than the 

reprocessing technology which Pakistan had received from France, was given the full hand 

power and authority to build up a uranium enrichment plant at Kahuta. Regardless of 

international pressure and impediment Dr. A.Q Khan and his associates within few years 

succeeded in building the key centrifuges indigenously and by 1982, they achieved the 

capability to enrich uranium to the level required for building an explosive device.427 By 
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1983 PAEC manufactured the first atomic device and planned to test in a tunnel in Chagai 

Mountain. The Ford administration desperately sought to convince Pakistan to dispose of its 

nuclear programme even the Secretary of State Henry Kissinger paid a visit to Pakistan on 

August 1976 and offered to the sale of 110 A-7 aircraft. But Bhutto was adamant to his point 

and strait away rejected the proposal. Meanwhile the United States enacted the famous 

Symington and Glenn Amendments in 1977 and 1978 to the Foreign Assistance Act- under 

which there was economic sanctions and penalties were to be charged against the nations who 

are non signatories of the NPT and still pursue to import equipment and technology for 

production of plutonium and enriched uranium.428  Nominally aided at South Asia this law in 

practical singled out for Pakistan alone; as it had a built in loophole to exempt out India and 

Israel. The relationship between Pakistan and United States slid more when Carter 

Administration came in power. As Presidents Carter policy in South Asia tended to support 

India more became India centric, Pakistan was highly concerned that National Security 

Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinsky’s concept of ‘regional influential’s’ would encourage and 

reinforce India’s ambitions and this so called night-mare of Pakistan came to be true after the 

rise of General Zia-ul Haq in July 1977. In 1979, Washington withdrew its offer to sell the A-

7 aircraft to Pakistan; even President Carter decided to apply sanction against Pakistan and 

also decided to cut off the US aid to Pakistan of around $50million per year. Islamabad 

protested against this ‘act of discrimination…applying different standard to different 

states’429 and duality of act of United States against India and Pakistan; but It evoked no 

sympathy. In August 1979 even there was a report that the United States was reported to have 

been considered the option of destroying Pakistan’s nuclear capability by attacking Kahuta.430 

Although, categorically denied by Washington but the reports illustrated a dangerous 

deterioration in the US-Pak relations in the succeeding days.   

Meanwhile, under the leadership of A.Q. Khan Pakistan steadily overcoming all the obstacles 

and hindrances were moving ahead of attaining its goal for a nuclear empowered state and in 

course of time the scientists at the PAEC were able to master the design of the nuclear device. 

By the mid-1980’s Pakistan despite international pressure, sanctions, domestic turmoil and 

                                                        
428 Sattar, Abdul; Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 1947-2005; (OUP; Karachi; 2007)’ pp  148 
 
429 Sattar, Abdul; Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 1947-2005; (OUP; Karachi; 2007)’ pp  148 
 
430 Kux, Dennis; The United States and Pakistan 1947-2000 Disenchanted Allies; (OUP; New 
York; 2001); pp 220 
 



 

Page | 167  
 

obstacles publicly acknowledged the capability, although it disclaimed having nuclear 

weapons.431  

The A.Q. Khan Network’s Nuclear Proliferation and Important Events in Pakistan 
(Mid 1980s – 2004)432 

 
No Year Country Incidents of Proliferation 
1 Mid 1980’s Pakistan KRL shifts its focus from P-1 to P-2 centrifuge 

technology. 
Iran Begins to explore uranium enrichment technology. 
Iran Approaches Zia-ul Haq government for nuclear 

cooperation, but is reportedly rebuffed. 
2 1986 Iran Khan reportedly visits Iran’s Bushehr reactor. 
3 1987 Iran Pakistani and Iranian atomic energy commissions 

conclude formal agreement on peaceful nuclear 
cooperation 

Iran Approaches Khan network 
Iran Khan network and Iran close $3 million deal for 

centrifuge technology 
4 1989 Iran Khan network’s first deliveries of P-1 centrifuges 
5 1990 Iran 6 October: Iraqi intelligence memo cites offer from 

Khan intermediary to help Iraq develop nuclear 
weapons 

6 1991 Iran November: reported agreement between Pakistan’s 
General Mirza Aslam Beg and Iran on nuclear and 
conventional cooperation in return for oil 

7 1992 Iran North Korea begins to share missile expertise with 
Pakistan 

8 1993 Iran Buhary Syed Ali Tahir offers Iran P-1 centrifuge 
components and drawings for more advanced P-2 
machines 

Iran December: Pakistani prime minister Benazir Bhutto 
initiates deal with North Korea for No-dong missile 
technology 

9 1994 Iran March, May: Iran begins to receive components for 
500 P-1 centrifuges and P-2 drawings 

10 1995 North 
Korea 

November: North Korea and Pakistan reportedly 
finalise No-dong deal 

                                                        
431 Sattar, Abdul; Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 1947-2005; (OUP; Karachi; 2007)’ pp  149 
 
432 Nuclear Black Markets: Pakistan, A.Q. Khan and the rise of proliferation networks, 
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2007, p. 68 
 



 

Page | 168  
 

11 1996-97 North 
Korea 

Pakistan begins to receive No-dong missiles from 
North Korea 

12 1997 Iran Network sends three P-2 centrifuges to Iran, according 
to Tahir (unconfirmed) 

Libya Libyan intelligence first contacts Khan 
Libya Shipments to Libya begin (20 complete P-1 

centrifuges, most 
components for another 200) and continue until late 
2003 

13 1998 Pakistan 6 April: Khan tests Ghauri missile 
14 Late 1990s North 

Korea 
Khan reportedly begins delivery to North Korea of 
used centrifuges, drawings, depleted uranium 
hexafluoride (UF6) 

15 1999 Iran Last acknowledged meeting between Khan network 
and Iranians 

Saudi 
Arabia 

March: Saudi Arabian defence minister first foreign 
leader to visit KRL 

North 
Korea 

US intelligence report cites North Korean enrichment 
programme 

16 2000 Libya September: Libya receives two P-2 centrifuges, places 
order for 10,000 more 

Libya September: Libya receives 50kg of UF6 
17 2001 Libya Feb: Khan network sends Libya 1,750kg of UF6 

Pakistan March: Khan is removed from KRL 
Libya December: Tahir signs $13m contract with Malaysian 

company SCOPE for 25,000 centrifuge parts 
Libya Late (or early 2002): Khan network provides Libya 

with a design for a nuclear weapon 
18 2002 Iran Iran procures magnets for P-2 centrifuges from other 

foreign suppliers and claims no P-2 design work 
before this year 

Libya December: deliveries of P-2 components from SCOPE 
to Libya 

19 2003 Pakistan March: US government places sanctions on KRL 
North 
Korea 

April: Interception of aluminium tubing shipment en 
route to North Korea 

Iran August: Iran changes story that its enrichment 
programme was indigenous, acknowledges to IAEA 
that it obtained assistance from foreign intermediaries 
beginning in 1987 

Libya October: Interception of BBC China, ship headed to 
Libya with components for 1,000 centrifuges 

Libya December: Libya renounces nuclear weapons 
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programme 
20 2004 Libya   US–UK teams begin dismantlement of Libyan 

programme, taking out nuclear weapon designs, UF6, 
centrifuges and other key equipment 

Pakistan 4 February: Khan’s public confession 
Libya March: BBC China delivers P-2 centrifuge parts to 

Libya from Turkish workshops 
Source: Nuclear Black Markets: Pakistan, A.Q. Khan and the rise of proliferation networks, International 

Institute for Strategic Studies, 2007, p. 68 
 

But by this point of time other strategic imperatives dictated a different priority to the United 

States, as a result of Soviet Military intervention on Afghanistan in December 1979 and due 

to geo-strategic importance of Pakistan soon it became in the good book of United States and 

the relationship between the two nations under the Regan administration took a U-turn. 

(3.13) Afghan Crisis:  

Apart from the importance that Pakistan gained from the development of its nuclear 

capability, Pakistan’s geo-strategic importance came to force during the same time due to two 

important developments in the regions. First it was the deadly war between anti US-Iran and 

Iraq which posed a serious question on the stability of the region and second was the Soviet 

armed intervention in the Afghanistan. Against this backdrop the importance of Pakistan 

acquired a new significance in the eyes of West as well as the oil-rich Gulf states and indeed 

for most of the non-communist world. 

On the eve of the establishment of Pakistan, the Afghan Government denounced the treaty 

Amir Abdurrahaman had concluded in 1893, establishing the Durand Line as the boundary 

with British India. It launched territorial claim in the guise of support for ‘Pushtoonistan’, 

which it wanted to be cared out of Pakistan. When Sardar Mohammaad Daoud assumed 

power on July 17, 1973 apprehensions of deterioration of bilateral relations rose in 

Islamabad, as he was known Pakistan-baiter. Aiming to use Soviet Support to consolidate its 

power Daoud entered into a close relationship within Soviet Union. However, soon Daoud 

realized that the Soviet had an agenda of its own, through penetrating in the internal politics 

of the country, by providing support and assistance to the revolutionary People’s Democratic 

Party of Afghanistan (PDPA). To counterbalance the Soviet he embarked on to improve the 

relationship with Pakistan, Iran and other Muslim nations. By 1976 Bhutto and Daoud 

exchanged visits and bilateral relationship between the two improved and proved extremely 

useful. This rising graph kept on moving high with the coming up of General Zia-ul-Haq in 
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power. However this new policy of Daoud did not please Moscow or the PDPA the contest 

culminated in a coup on 27 April 1978 that the PDPA called the ‘Saur Revolution’. Daoud 

and his family were murdered, the constitution was abrogated and a revolution proclaimed by 

a clique of communist intellectuals.  Nur Muhammad Taraki assumed the office of President 

in the name of PDPA but due to lack of ground support and rivalry between predominated 

rural and Pushto-speaking Khalq, and urban based Persian-speaking Parcham, Taraki was 

murdered and was succeed by Hafizullah Amin a strong and defiant of Soviet guidance. On 

26 December 1979, the Soviet forces rolled back in the Afghanistan, eliminated Amin and 

installed Babrak Karmal, leader of the Parcham faction, as President in his place. This 

intervention of Soviet provoked a deep sense of alarm not only in Pakistan but in the entire 

Western Power.  

By the end of II World War, alarmed by this pattern of communist expansion, the United 

States adopted the policy of ‘Containment of Communism’ in early 1950, which involved 

building military alliance including countries on the periphery of the communist bloc, but the 

Afghan intervention proved the fact that the ‘containment’ policy succeeded partially in 

holding back the tide of Communism which was evident in Vietnam, Cuba, South Yemen, 

Cambodia, Laos, Ethiopia, Angola., Mozambique and Nicaragua. The Communist take-over 

in Afghanistan in 1978, followed by the actual Soviet Military intervention, was not an 

isolated development, but part of the chain wherein Soviet- inspired communism was seizing 

control in one country after another.  

Pakistan’s reaction to the intervention was highly instinctive in nature, but in deciding its 

policy it sought to exercise detailed and careful steps before taking any actions,433 as Pakistan 

was ‘fully aware’ about the risk in provoking and pitting itself against the super power. But at 

the same time it also realized the acquiescence in the fait accompli would entail even greater 

danger exposing Pakistan to the nightmare exposing Pakistan to the nightmare of an Indo 

Soviet ‘nut cracker’. Thus initially Zia adopted a very impartial and played a very safe game 

in handling the issue of Soviet intervention. However although adoption a non-aligning 

policy and approach the initial thrust of Pakistan’s policy was diplomatic in orientation. 

Pakistan noted the strong reaction of the United States and the Western powers against the 

Soviet but apprehensive of the possible dangerous implications of the involvement in the 
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Cold War, it hitched its diplomacy to the hope of a political resolution of the crisis through 

the United Nations. Islamabad without naming Soviet Union called for a resolution for 

unconditional immediate withdrawal of the foreign troops. The resolution was taken up by 

the General Assembly under the ‘Uniting for Peace’ procedure and after a short debate; it got 

adopted by a majority vote of 104 on January 14, 1980 which came up as a serious blow to 

the Soviet Union.  

Meanwhile in the domestic Kabul there was seen the emergence of a resistance against the 

alien intervention which was raised by the traditional people. The indigenous people 

transformed this resistance movement into a people’s war and this gave the birth of Afghan 

Mujahedeen who were ready to fight for their own security and survival. Pakistan was 

sympathetic to the Afghan cause and decided to provide discreet help to them, simultaneously 

the CIA also began to provide some assistance to the Afghan resistance but still things were 

hardly change. However this merger of commonality of interest between the two still again 

proved as a boon for mending up the relation between Islamabad and Washington despite the 

discriminatory sanction imposed by President Carter on Pakistan in 1979.434 Unknown to 

Islamabad, the US, National Security Council advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski recommended to 

President Carter to ‘review our policy toward Pakistan, more guarantee to it, more aid, and 

alas, a decision that our security policy toward Pakistan could be dictated by our non-

proliferation policy.’435 Looking at the rise of the power of Soviet and the vulnerability of the 

regions geo-strategic implication in the world and Pakistan’s utmost will to surrender the 

Afghan Mujahedeen; Washington in the year 1980 announced an offer of $400 million in 

economic and military assistance for Pakistan over 18 months. As the amount offered was too 

insignificant to consider President Zia denounced the offer on the lieu of describing it as 

‘peanuts’ that were ‘wrapped up in onerous conditions’ and could affect the pursuit of their 

Nuclear Programme.436 

Things however changed in 1981, when President Carter was succeeded by President Ronald 

Reagan and Washington received an offer of cooperation with Pakistan. The senior US 
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Officials visited Islamabad for talks. By April, the US decided on a new package, with loans 

and grants amounting to three billion dollars over five years.437 Even though an huge amount 

of $600 million per year was granted to Pakistan for strengthening and empowering its 

defense capabilities but yet Islamabad felt that the grant was insufficient to counter the 

communist threat. Thus as an earnest of US concern for Pakistan’s vulnerabilities as a front-

line state and its security, it agreed to consider the sale of 40 F-16 aircraft which along with 

the 5-years programme generated an aura of durability around the US commitment.438 On 

nuclear issue the two countries sustained their official positions as before; Pakistan clearly 

maintained its aim to continue the research and the US sustained its stand on non-

proliferation concern but it however made it clear that for Washington nuclear was no longer 

the issue of priority. Recognizing the past prejudice and expressing a sympathetic attitude 

towards Pakistan’s rationale Washington accepted Zia’s assurance that Pakistan wouldn’t 

develop nuclear weapon or transfers of sensitive technology.439 Thus as a binding factor and 

more importantly as a commonality of interest the Afghan crisis and the armed Soviet 

intervention again brought the two nations close to each other. 

(3.14) Kargil:  

The May 1998 nuclear explosions in both the nations led a major turn in the relationship and 

the world leaders became involved in the India-Pakistan dialogue and also projected a 

gloomy and dreadful picture of the region.  However during the 1990’s attempts were made 

between to re-start India-Pakistan Dialogues. This time the initiative was taken by Pakistan’s 

Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif. Indian Prime Mister Vajpayee was quick on expressing the 

proposal and offered to take a bus ride on a route which was inaugurated between India and 

Pakistan which came to known as the- Lahore Summit. Speaking in Hindi at a regal dinner in 

his honour of at the resplendent Mughal Fort of Lahore, Vajpayee declared: ‘dushmani baut 

ho chuki. Ab dosti karni cahiye. Dosti ke liye mushkil faislay karnay hai. Dosti ke liye 

Kashmir pe baat karni hai’.440 Which reposted the fact that the two nations were ready to 
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eradicate the bleakly past and are ready for the bright future. Moreover the friendly bus 

diplomacy of Vajpayee also led the birth of the significant ‘Chenab Formula’- which was a 

proposed solution of the Kashmir dispute formulated by Pakistan. 

But unfortunately three and a half months after the Lahore Summit the ‘peace bus’ as 

Vajpayee described ; ‘collide with the peaks of Kargil; and was shattered to pieces.’ In the 

aftermath the US became actively involved in the affairs of both states fairly heavily, but the 

Indian reaction was entirely different. India was receptive to the US involvement. The Kargil 

conflict took place between 8 May 1999 when the Pakistani forces and Kashmiri militants 

numbering around 5,000 were detected atop the Kargil ridges. As retaliation from the Indian 

Army and Air Force gathered momentum and Pakistani forces atop the Kargil were about to 

be completely ejected, the outbreak of an India Pakistan war across the international border 

became a distinct possibility. Islamabad denied the facts and attributed the fighting to 

Kashmiri freedom fighters, recalling that after promising, at Lahore Summit, to intensify 

efforts to resolve all issues, including Jammu and Kashmir. Pakistan even recalled the UN 

Security Council’s resolution of June 1998 from the resumption of dialogue to remove the 

root causes of tensions, including Kashmir was not followed up, and that the Indian Home 

Minister Lal Krishna Advani had embarked on a ‘proactive policy’ in Kashmir and LoC 

which to Pakistan had led the rise of the Kargil Uprising.441 Few foreign countries credited 

Pakistan’s disclaimer, however, shockingly to Pakistan statements issued by the G-8, the 

United States, Britain, and Germany implicitly blamed Pakistan for the ‘intruders’ in Kargil. 

The G-8 considered the ‘infiltration of the armed intruders’ as ‘irresponsible.’442 The EU 

called for the immediate withdrawal of infiltrators and Washington asked Pakistan to 

withdraw ‘its forces’ and ‘restore status quo ante’. However Pakistan got the support of the 

Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) by asking for de-escalation and dialogue. China 

adopted a neutral stand point with both the nations and called for India and Pakistan to 

respect the Line of Control.443 

Meanwhile since the Kargil conflict took place after the nuclear explosion, Pakistan’s 

calculation was that it would involve the world community, and especially the US, which 
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might benefit Pakistan. But incidentally in the same manner Pakistan had miscalculated in 

1967 War, much to the Pakistan’s chagrin the US held Pakistan responsible for violating the 

LoC and occupying the ‘evacuated position of the Indians’.444 Prime Mister Nawaz Shareef 

sued for the US President’s intercession to defuse the crisis. Clinton received Sharif for an 

emergency meeting on Sunday, 4 July- ‘US Independence Day’. He discussed the situation 

with Prime Minter Vajpayee over the phone and persuaded Sharif to agree to a joint 

statement which provided for immediate cessation of hostilities, a concrete step to be taken 

for the restoration of Line of Control in accordance with the Shimla Agreement, and a 

resumption of a Pakistan-India dialogue as began in Lahore in February 1999 for resolving all 

issues dividing India and Pakistan, including Kashmir. President Clinton promised to take up 

a personal interest in encouraging an expeditious resumption and intensification of the 

bilateral efforts, ‘once the sanctity of the Line of Control has been fully restored.’ Highly 

convinced and pressurized by Washington and projecting the fate of the unending weak war 

Islamabad agreed to withdraw the Pakistan personnel from Kargil by 16 July. Prime Mister 

Nawaz Sharif and Chief of Army Staff General Pervez Musharraf were held ‘responsible for 

approving this misconceived operation’ 445  and most commentators blamed Pakistan 

government for losing sight of strategy in a tactical bid to awaken international attention to 

the festering Kashmir dispute. The misconceived policies and action not only isolated 

Pakistan internationally, they also gravely damaged the domestic milieu of Pakistan. Not only 

the Pakistani misadventure in Kargil brought a thaw in US-Pakistan relations but the Kargil 

episode also exposed Pakistan to international censure and it opened a breach between the 

Prime Minister and the Army hierarchy later resulting in a coup in Pakistan. 

(3.15): 9/11 Attack and its aftermath: 

Post Kargil episode US and Pakistan shared a brittle relationship with each other as 

Pakistan’s real face of sponsoring terrorism and destabilizing the peace process in the region 

was unveiled and exposed, which led the birth of a closer bonhomie between US and India.  

However it was the 9/11 incident which further again brought Pakistan in the good books of 

US policy makers. The terrorist attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon on 11 

September 2001 triggered a transformation of world politics and it dawned a new era of ‘War 

on Terror’ in international Politics. With three thousand peoples killed and material losses 
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amounting to a hundred billion dollars or more, the unprecedented and never imagined 

assault on the US mainland was not merely more destructive than the attack on Pearl Harbor 

in 1941, it traumatized the American nation and deeply hunted the pride and confidence of 

the United States seethed with anger and urge for revenge.  

As the US media instantly pointed a finger of accusing at Osama bin Laden, naming him as 

the mastermind behind the terrorist attacks, and a sense of crisis and foreboding dominated 

the air in Islamabad, because of its geographical location and being the sole supporter of the 

Taliban. The entire world community reacted with shock even the President of Pakistan 

issued a strong statement of condemnation and sympathy and affirmed Pakistan’s readiness to 

join the United States in the fight against terrorism. President Musharraf who was in a tour in 

Karachi, returned to Islamabad on the evening of 12 September immediately attended a high-

level meeting to discuss the grave situation and its implications for Pakistan. Although until 

then there was no communication with Islamabad and Washington but it was clearly evident 

that United States would take military action against the Taliban. In the word of Zahid 

Hussain Pakistan after the terror attack became a ‘frontline state’ in the war on terror. 

Recalling the Security Council resolution of December 2000 which had imposed sanctions 

against the Taliban under Chapter VII Pakistan was in a dead fear that its close cooperation 

with the Taliban controlled banks and official might pose a grave situation and problem for 

its existence. Pakistan feared that it too might be bracketed with the Taliban, declared a 

‘terrorist state’ and its territory might be subjected to attack to neutralize resistance. Its 

horizons were dark as it knew that the major powers of the worlds would extend cooperation 

to the United States and whilst it was obvious that Pakistan’s refusal to cooperate would not 

be ineffectual but might also provoke US hostility. Thus, it was necessary for Pakistan to 

evolve a strategic approach keeping in the forefront both the national interest and the need for 

realist assessment of the obtaining environment. The question was not whether Pakistan 

could exploit its strategic locations for economic and political benefits from the United 

States; the weightier and decisive factor was he predictable cost of non-cooperation. At the 

same time, long term considerations and cultural and geographical bonds with Afghanistan 

precluded any actions that might offend the interest or sensibilities of the Afghan people.  

Meanwhile post attack the Security Council and General Assembly adopted a unanimous 

resolution on 12 September, which condemned the terrorist outrage, extended condolences to 

the United States and called for bringing the perpetrators, sponsors and organizers to justice. 

NATO invoked the treaty provision for joint defense. Canada, UK, Germany, France and 
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Denmark offered military contingents and for a coalitions force to attack the Taliban. China, 

Japan, Russia expressed solidarity with the coalition. Turkey and the states of Central and 

South Asia including India, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka indicated willingness to provide 

logistic facilities, as did several Arab countries.446  

The same day on 12 September President of the United States George W Bush spoke of a 

‘monumental struggle of good versus evil.’447 Secretary of State Collin Powell announced 

that the US expected ‘the fullest cooperation’ of Pakistan. In other statement on 13 

September, President Bush said those who harbored terrorist would be treated as terrorist. 

Asked whether he made any progress in obtaining cooperation with Pakistan, Bush replied, 

‘we will give the Pakistani government a chance to cooperate.’448 The United States were 

very much concerned and highly apprehensive about the role the Pakistan were supposed to 

be playing in the entire game as such they completely ,made it clear to Pakistan about their 

stand and the expectation they held form the Pakistan Government in  Islamabad.449 

On September 13, the United States Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage, summoned 

the Ambassador of Pakistan (and the Director General of Inter-Services Intelligence, then on 

a visit to Washington) for a meeting to convey the list of ‘seven steps’ the United Nations 

wanted from Pakistan to take. He was reported to have painted a stark picture: the situation 

was black or white. Pakistan had no choice to make. Either it was with the US or it was not. 

There was no half measure they had to accept the ‘seven steps’ which were: 

a. To stop Al Qaeda operations at its border and end all logistical support for  Osama bin 

Laden. 

b. To give the United States blanket over flight and landing rights for all necessary 

 military and intelligence operations. 

c. To provide United States with intelligence information’s. 
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d. To provide territorial access to US and allied military intelligence and other  personnel 

to conduct operations against al Qaeda.  

e. To continue to publicly condemn the terrorist acts. 

f. To cut off all shipments of fuel to the Taliban and stop recruits from going to 

 Afghanistan. 

g. If the evidence implicated bin Laden and Al Qaeda and the Taliban continued to 

 harbor them, to break relations with the Taliban government.450 

Over a period of about two weeks, President Musharraf held lengthy and interactive 

discussions with a dozen groups of prominent people from various walks of national life, 

including leaders of political parties, the intelligentsia, media luminaries, ulema and 

mashaikh; influential persons from adjoining Afghanistan and minorities. Their response was 

reassuring except the ulema (religious scholars) differed. A majority of them opposed the 

cooperation with US, arguing that right was on the side of Taliban, and therefore religious 

duty required Pakistan to support them, regardless of cost and consequences. But Musharraf 

having decided on its strategy in advance, Islamabad was in opposition to give a prompt and 

generally positive response, when the US request was received.451 However the impression 

that Pakistan had ‘totally’ acquiesced in is demands was incorrect. Still Pakistan made 

substantial concessions and President Musharraf made that point in his response, suggesting 

that the people needed to see Pakistan was benefitting from the decision.452  

The US led coalition attacked Afghanistan on 6 October 2001, Pakistani religious parties 

called for a demonstration. Some misguided imams in the border areas encouraged simple 

youth to go to Afghanistan and fight on the side of the Taliban but this was never approved or 

encouraged by the Government. But the government intelligently handed the situation and the 

wisdom of the protest and its participation was narrowed down to narrow section of opinion. 

The US and the West applauded the Pakistani Government for the enlightened leadership; 

and manifested their solidarity by visiting to Pakistan. Never before have so many leaders 

came to Pakistan as in the months after September, one on the heels of the other and 
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sometimes on the same day.453 Thus soon Pakistan became in the good book of America and 

the entire word seriously commended the positive role and assistance which Pakistan had 

rendered in the war against the Taliban and the Al Qaeda. Although Islamabad did not 

bargain for a quid pro quo, it was not unmindful of the value and importance of its 

contribution to the fight against terrorism, and hence of Pakistan’s enlightenment to 

reciprocity by the US and other Western Countries. Appreciating Pakistan’s key role as 

‘frontline state’ in the war on terrorism, the United States, the EU and Japan dismantled 

nuclear and democratic sanctions and resumed assistance to Pakistan. The Brownback-II 

amendment authorized the US President to annually waive ‘democracy sanctions’ and the 

Akerman Amendment in 2004 waived the nuclear sanction for five years. By March 2002, 

Pakistan received over one billion dollar in aid and debt write-off.454 Resumed late on 2001, 

the US economic and military aid and assistance to Pakistan amounted to $1,766 million by 

2003.455 In 2004 the US announced a 5 years package of $3 Billion in grant for economic and 

military assistance. Also the Bush administration extended low interest credits for the 

purchase of airliners of PIA, expanded trade access with long term benefits for Pakistan’s 

export that rose to nearly three billion dollar in 2004, and agreed to sell C-130 transport 

planes, P-3 Orion marine surveillance aircraft, TOW anti-tank missiles and other equipment 

for defense, valued at $1.2 billion. March 2005 the United States further decided to sell the F-

16 aircraft to Pakistan.456 Apart from immediate fiscal relief, improvement of relations with 

major countries yielded long term aid and trade benefits as well as an empathetic political 

environment conducive to the maintenance of peace in the region.  

The post 9/11 period, Pakistan-US relations turned a new dimension of positive relationship. 

After the incident the US spokesman repeatedly sought to assure the nations in the region of 

the durability of their country’s new policy, emphasizing especially the continuity of US 

cooperation with Pakistan. The priorities of Bush administration in its second term was 

‘further broadening of the bilateral relations with Pakistan in economic and security fields,’ 

said the United States Deputy Secretary of States, Richard Armitage, on the visit to 
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Islamabad after the reelection of President Bush. He noted that ‘Pakistan enjoyed broad based 

and solid support in the United States.’ Moreover the 9/11 Commission recommended that 

the United States should make ‘the difficult long term commitments the future of Pakistan 

sustaining the current aid of scale to Pakistan.’457 The US congress even passed an act in 

December 2004 with provisions assuring continued assistance after the expiry of five-year 

package plans in 2009. Even the Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice expressed that 

‘Pakistan has become a vital ally with US in the war on terror’. Recalling that ‘at one time in 

our history we did not maintain and continued deep relations with Pakistan after having 

shared interests during the Cold War,’ she assured her Pakistani audience during her visit to 

Islamabad, ‘The US will be a friend for life.’458 

(3.16) Abbottabad Incident and US-Pakistan Relations 

Hardly the myth of Pakistan lasted for long and again with the Abbottbad incident the real 

face of Pakistan- a haven for organized global terrorism got exposed yet again and the US 

Pakistan relations plummeted to a new low. Coded as Operation Geronimo in the night of 

May 1, 2011 US Special Forces’ and Navy Seals killed Osama Bin Laden and his associates 

in a highly secretive night raid in Abbottabad, where the Al Qaeda chief was hiding in a 

secure and fortified bungalow, a city located just 90 miles from Islamabad. The incident, 

brought in serious questions regarding the manner in which Pakistani sovereignty was 

breached while carrying out such an operation, the role of Pakistani intelligence and how did 

someone like Bin Laden be living in a place so close to headquarters of military intelligence 

and Islamabad for years without the knowledge of the Pakistani intelligence and 

administration. Naturally, the true intent of Pakistan’s war on terror was questioned, which 

justified the action taken by the US in eliminating one of the main architects of Al Qaeda.459 

However, finding Bin Laden in Abbottabad and killing him was a reminder that Pakistan was 

the global epicenter for Islamist terrorists. Other than Al-Zarqavi, all the top most leaders of 
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Al-Qaeda were and found in Pakistan. The Pakistani state is challenged by multiple militant 

outfits with different agendas and capacities. This is a result of three decades of misplaced 

policies which saw militants as tools of foreign policy.460 

(3.17) Obama and US-Pakistan Relations 

Post Abbottabad the relations between Obama and the Pakistani administration have been 

more based on mutual need than on friendship and commitment. US, during Obama, have 

used the carrot and stick approach all through while dealing with Pakistan. In the post-9/11 

period, assisting in the establishment of a stable and secure democratic governmental setup, 

and affluent Pakistan actively combating the menace of organized religious militancy has 

turned to be been the most important vision of U.S. foreign policy. Vital U.S. interests are 

seen to be at stake in its engagement with Pakistan related to regional and global terrorism; 

efforts to stabilize neighboring Afghanistan; nuclear weapons proliferation; links between 

Pakistan and indigenous American terrorism; Pakistan-India tensions and conflict; 

democratization and human rights protection; and economic development. As a haven for 

numerous Islamist extremist and terrorist groups, and as the world’s most rapid proliferators 

of nuclear weapons, Pakistan presents a combination that places it at the top of many 

governments’ international security agendas.461 

In the post-2001 era the perils of organized Islamic extremist and militant forces has scathed 

Pakistan’s domestic stability which became increasingly dominant since 2007. The 

innumerable and incongruent Islamist terrorist groups there, many of which displayed mutual 

rivalry in the past, became more intermingled and mutually supportive after 2009. 462 

Although US administrators have continuously kept a pressure on Pakistani administration to 

take positive actions against terrorism but hardly the leaders of Islamabad could take nay 

coherent steps against them. However on June 2014 the Pakistani armed forces lodged a 

major military onslaught over the Islamist militant groups those who have taken sheltered in 
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the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) of the country, which propped up a great 

positive response from the US officials and raised great confidence over Pakistan.  

Meanwhile some scholar also have argued that the operative wings of Islamic State is holding 

their active presence in some regions of Pakistan, facts and study reviles that the insurgents of 

Haqqani Network of Afghan have their base in some of the regions of North Waziristan and 

Kurram agencies of the FATA463  However, US analysts are cynical that any qualitative 

conversion of state policies will be seen, given the Pakistani military’s long history of 

distinctive steps between “bad militants” (those that attack Pakistanis and the state apparatus) 

and “good militants” (those that the government has used as proxy forces against India and in 

Afghanistan).464 

In order to curb down the terrorists and insurgents Pakistan is employing the U.S unmanned 

aerial vehicles - Predator and Reaper in the remote regions of western Pakistan. Till 2010 the 

rate of such drone attack were at the peak with 122 attacks reported, but gradually its being 

declining in the days post 2010. The DC-based New American Foundation counted only 22 

strikes in Pakistan in 2014, the lowest annual total of the Obama Administration. A similarly 

slow pace has continued in 2015.465 

The Pentagon’s biannual report to Congress states “Afghan- and Indian-focused militants 

continue to operate from Pakistan territory to the detriment of Afghan and regional stability. 

Pakistan uses these proxy forces to hedge against the loss of influence in Afghanistan and to 

counter India’s superior military. These relationships run counter to Pakistan’s public 

commitment to support Afghan-led reconciliation.... Pakistan also seeks sufficient Pashtun 

representation in the Afghan government to prevent Pashtun discontent along the Afghan-

Pakistan border and limit India’s influence”.466For more than a decade the U.S. and NATO 

officials have grumbled the fact that the Afghan insurgents are taking safe refuge on the 
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Pakistani side of the Durand Line. However in the recent years, a “reverse infiltration” 

synonym has been witnessed as the insurgents and fugitive of Pakistan based terror 

organization are using the topography of eastern Afghanistan as their safe havens.  has 

emerged as Pakistan-based militants find refuge in eastern Afghanistan. In a new twist the 

Pakistani officials now are reproaching the Afghan and allied forces for failing to intercept 

militants fleeing from Pakistan’s operations in the FATA.467 

Islamabad ranks in the tops among the leading beneficiary of U.S. foreign aid in the post-9/11 

era. It is believed that more than $18 billion of such assistance for FY2002-FY2015, 

including $10.5 billion in economic development, and humanitarian aid, and over $7.6 billion 

in security allied aid has been provided to Pakistan since 2001. Moreover apart from this it 

has also been the recipient of about $13 billion in Coalition Support Fund (CSF) payments 

for its logistical and operational support in the U.S.-led military operations in Afghanistan.468 

Since 2001 the US Congress has allotted more than $8 billion in Economic Support Funds for 

Pakistan (along with another $2 billion in other forms of development and humanitarian aid). 

Via Kerry-Lugar-Berman (KLB) Bill, the United States has devoted $5 billion in civilian aid 

in addition to more than $1 billion for emergency humanitarian response, mainly for flood 

recovery.469 The growing aid has kept Pakistan stay close to the US administration, and has 

been forced to formulate policies that could build in the process of promoting stability in the 

region. 

 (3.18) Assessment: 

As has been mentioned before the relationship between US and Pakistan has gone through 

serious us and downs depending on changing geo-political nature and policy making of both 

the leaderships. US policy makers concentrated more on enhancing their sphere of influence 

and protecting their assets on the grounds where as Pakistan relationship with US was mostly 

built on strengthening itself against India. US used Pakistan either to contain communism, 

tame India when needed or to fulfill the global imperatives, which the US had launched.  The 

Pakistani leadership including the army from the very beginning till date has not been able to 
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consider US as an ally similar to that of China and has been extremely cautious while forging 

relationship with the super power. US however have failed miserably to access Pakistan even 

during the friendliest of time where finding Osama bin Laden in Abbotbad came as a shocker 

to them. But due t the geo-strategic location of the country US neither has been able to take 

stringent action on Pakistan similar to that of Afghanistan nor antagonize China by punishing 

Pakistan for its follies. On the Kashmir issue US can be a party to be blamed for not 

punishing for an amicable relation during the late forties identifying the justified claims of 

India and rather nurtured bruised egos and conceptualizing future battle fronts. 
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Chapter-4 

THE UNITED STATES - INDIA RELATIONS:  
PERCEPTIONS AND REALITIES 

 

In the year immediately after independence India adopted the policy of Non-Alignment under 

the leadership of Jawaharlal Nehru and decided to follow a policy of peace and friendship 

with all nations. But the two great powers of the world did were not so benign and supportive 

towards this stand of India and viewed such possession with suspicion. While the Soviet 

Union under Stalin treated India as still not free and under the dominance of imperialist 

nations, the United States viewed it as potentially rich for private investment, and a source of 

minerals and other materials of strategic use in the American development of atomic 

power.470  

The two countries –India and America whose democratic traditions and rule of law stands as 

an aspiration to millions of people in the world had closer and intimate relations of mutual 

contact with them much before India attained its independence. As N.D Palmer says “India 

and America have been linked ever since 1492, when Christopher Columbus, sailing boldly 

over unknown seas in his search for passage to India discovered America”471  It was nearly 

after four centuries of Columbus historic voyage that significant relations between India and 

United States began to develop. Norman Brown believes that the “American contacts with the 

India started before the American Revolution through soldiers and seamen who had lived 

both in the American colonies and in India”472 These two regions, so distinct from each other, 

were parts of the expanding British Empire, and were already the brightest jewel in British 

crown. However official relations between the United States and India really developed to a 

significant degree only after India achieved its independence and entered into independent 

relations with each other. 
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(4.1) Evolution of American Interest in the South Asian region: 

Until the late 1930’s the operative word for American foreign policy was ‘isolation’; as was 

addressed by President Washington in his farewell speech as he warned America against 

entanglement in European quarrels. American entry into World War I and II was the first 

major breach after 100 years which brought the US again into the vortex of world politics. On 

each occasion the country displayed a greater degree of consensus that there was a threat to 

national security and the task at hand was to defeat or contains it. It also emphasized the fact 

that the concept of security to the Americans was not merely limited to the security of its 

geographical boundaries but more that physical security.473  By the time the Second World 

War ended, the United States at almost a fractional cost to itself as compared to other 

belligerents of  that conflict, had accumulated the greatest amount of power-both 

economically as well as militarily including that of the atomic bomb-ever known in human 

history. While the power of the British Empire degenerated, Europe devastated, and Japan 

almost wiped out as an entity, the Americans emerged as the most powerful country of the 

world.474 In the year 1949, two major events took place in the world one was the explosion of 

the Atomic Bomb by the Soviet Union in September, and the other was the establishment of a 

Communist Government by the Chinese Communist Party in the mainland of China.  

The United States policy towards South Asia grew out of US interest in maintaining a global 

as well as regional balance in various regions. Apart from this the enormous and promising 

market and raw materials was also a matter of great concern for the United States.  However 

it was the emergence of communism which made the American task all the more important. 

(4.2) Role of US in the Indian Freedom Movement: 

In Washington the question of India’s status became a matter of interest at the senior levels of 

government by early 1941. Although the anti war sentiments remained strong in the United 

States, the sympathy of the US was very clear. As the American looked more closely at India 

they saw possibilities of sub-continent making a major contribution to the war effort, but 

soon they became disenchanted with the British attitude. Secretary of State’s Cordell Hull 

and President Roosevelt were convinced that “the Indians would cooperate better with the 
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British if they if they were assured of independence, atleast after war.”475 Thus the United 

States began to take interest in the political situation and gradually moved towards favoring 

Indian independence movement during the thirties and forties when they started frequently 

discussing the Indian situation in every diplomatic conference. By early 1940’s President 

Roosevelt tried to persuade Prime Minister Churchill to pledge Indian independence on the 

basis of Atlantic Charter and later he sends his personal emissary, Louis Johnson to India 

during the Cripps mission to act as an intermediary.476 Referring the positive and helpful 

attitude of the American’s Nehru referred US as “a great democratic country which seems 

alone to keep the torch of democratic freedom alight in a world given over to violence and 

aggression and opportunism of the worst kind.”477 During the World War II, the United States 

and India were drawn closer to their problems-economic and political and settled through the 

British embassy in London. Even before the end of the war Indo-American relations began to 

strengthen through various diplomatic channels. It played a very vital role in the 1945 Simla 

Conference in the release of the Indian leaders.478  The more immediate reason for the US 

intervention was its belief that the security of the democratic America was inextricably 

interwoven with the survival of other democracies, especially France, Britain and India.  

The new era of Indo-US cordiality and reciprocation in international affairs began with the 

greeting from President Harry S. Truman on August 15, 1947: “We welcome India’s new and 

enhanced status in the world community of sovereign independent nations, assures the new 

dominion of our continued friendly and goodwill and reaffirm our confidence that India, 

dedicated to the cause of peace and to the advancement of all peoples, will take its place at 

the forefront of the nation of the world in the struggle to fashion world society founded in 

mutual trust and respect…I earnestly hope that our friendship will in future as in the past 
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continue to be expressed in close and fruitful co-operational in international understandings 

and in cordiality in our relations one with the other.” 479  

(4.3) Indonesian Crisis of 1949: 

Soon after independence the Indonesian crisis of 1949 brought India and United States in the 

forefront for the first time in the history of independent India to test the reciprocity in the 

international affairs between the two countries. As an Asian neighbour India strongly favored 

Indonesian independence from the Dutch dominations. United States and Australia called for 

an immediate meeting of the Security Council, where the delegates of India, Australia and 

USSR condemned the Dutch action as ‘deliberate act of aggression.’480 Condemning the 

Dutch action as ‘monstrous’ Nehru on January 20, 1949, called the Eighteen Nation 

Conference on Indonesia in New Delhi, where Nehru said “we meet today because the 

freedom of sister country of ours has been impelled and a dying colonialism of the past has 

raised its head again and called all the forces that are struggling to build up a new structure of 

the world”481. This was apparently the kind of statement for which the United States had been 

looking from India. The American Ambassador, Henderson quickly declared in Calcutta that 

America would appreciate such conference which would help world understand in an 

atmosphere like that mentioned by Nehru. The Eighteen Nation Conference on Indonesia in 

New Delhi passed a resolution for the withdrawal of Dutch troops from Republican areas, 

which was forwarded to the Security Council where China, Cuba, Norway and the United 

States spoke in favor of Delhi. Within the initial years of Independence Indian managed to 

develop a very close affinity with Washington. But however with the course of time his 

closeness between the two nations started getting strained because of multiple developments 

one such major irritant factor lies to be the like the socialist outlook of Nehru and the birth of 

NAM. 
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(4.4) NAM: 

The foreign policy of the two nations became divergent because of the cold war that followed 

World War II. During that point of time US was already a major player in the Cold War game 

and its foreign policy veered around- Truman Doctrine, Marshal Plan, Containment of 

Alliance and Foreign Aid; whereas India during the point of time had already insisted in 

taking a non-aligned, and peaceful friendly relationship between the world and its 

neighboring nations states. Jawaharlal Nehru believed that it was creation of military power 

blocks that was the cause of the two major wars in 20th century. Hence he propounded that 

India will follow a path of Non Alignment. For the American policy makers, India’s policy of 

Non Alignment was something which they compared with the US policy of ‘isolation’ that it 

adopted in its initial years of independence. However unlike US’s policy of ‘isolation’ which 

meant to remain aloof of European military power, non-alignment meant the freedom of the 

nation to judge every international issue 

(4.5) 1962 Sino-Indian War and the Role of US: 

Meanwhile with the course of development in Indian politics, the Indo-US relations started 

drifting away from each other. India’s non-aligned stand during the cold war, Nehru’s mixed 

economic policy and socialist outlook and the rising US-Pak nexus in the region further 

brought an estrangement in the relations. However the rise of Kennedy in power in United 

States and the growing Sino-Indian rivalry brought a new turn in the relations between India 

and United States. For the Kennedy administration India occupied a very crucial stature 

basically due to the-then various international developments and its lucrative strategic 

position. Among them one of the vital issues was the Chinese threat to the Asian equilibrium. 

Which was evident from the letter written by Under Secretary of State’s Chester Bowles to 

the President of USA Kennedy, where he mentioned ‘the existence of Communist China as 

the central problem in Asia’482. With the growing hostile and military adversities between 

China and Soviet Russia, US feared that the Chinese policy toward Asia might become 

bolder and aggressive. Some senior US officials believed that in the current juncture New 

Delhi could play a vital role and as such insisted that India along with Japan must be 

recognized in their own sake for the containment of rising China and should take the 
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initiatives in guaranteeing the security of Asia against Communist China. But unfortunately 

despite such initiations the Kennedy administration failed to bring about any major 

fundamental recognition it sought in Indo-American relationship against China; until it was 

the late October 1962, when there was the outbreak of open hostilities between India and 

China.  

The Chinese attack on India began on 20 October 1962. They invaded in the Northeast 

Frontier Agency and Ladakh section of Kashmir. The attack led to the forced departure of 

Indian Defense Minister V.K. Krishna Menon from his post and Nehru soon came to realize 

that we are living in ‘own world of Illusion’.  Within days of the Chinese attack, White 

House National Security Council (NSC) aide Robert Komer predicted that “we may have a 

golden opportunity for a major gain in our relations with India.”483 Komer and other policy 

maker believed that India, due to this attack will awaken finally to the realty of the Chinese 

threat and would need – and request-American military aid, thereby tactically abandoning of 

its non-aligned stance and enabling Washington to draw New Delhi into its orbit. 484 

Meanwhile in Washington American policy makers were stirred by the attack and were ready 

to support and assist India in every possible way. Nehru’s policy of Non-alignment was in 

flux. Compelled by the situation he was now ready to denounce its policy of reaming aloof 

from any block and was looking for military assistance from any quarters. Kennedy 

responded promptly to the Indian feelers.  On October 28, 1962 he offered American aid in a 

personal letter to Nehru, which was immediately accepted by the Indian Prime Minister.485 In 

a speedy response to the Indian military requirement, Washington was so desperate in order 

to assist and rescue India that without waiting for the conclusion of formal pact between the 
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two countries it sent a small arms and equipment package of the value $5 millions.486 The US 

arms aid arrived on 3 November 1962, while the pact was signed between the two nations on 

November 14 1962.487 However in the wake of the war there was a major uproar within a 

section of Indian policy makers who believed that accepting the US military assistance would 

dismantle and will force India to abandon its policy of non-alignment. But Nehru assured that 

the US military aid came without any political string attached to it. While thanking the 

Western Nation for the aid Prime Minister Nehru said that the “the head of one western 

country now giving us arms has written to me saying he had not wanted India to change its 

traditional policy of non-alignment”488 Basically the Kennedy administration soon directed 

American policy along three related tracks: first it decided to provide India rapidly with 

appropriate military assistance; second, it chose to use its new leverage with New Delhi to 

break the Kashmir stalemate and third it sought to mollify the Pakistanis with the prospect of 

a more moderate Indian position toward that dispute while, at the same time warning them 

against the consequence of drawing closer to the Chinese.489  

Meanwhile India’s position in the war was getting more and more critical day by day. By 

November 20, 1962 the Chinese forces broke through the last line of Indian defense and 

almost reached the borders of Assam. They threatened the Indian Government to over-run 

Tezpur and Digboi oilfields. In this grave situation the Indian Government made very urgent 

request to the Kennedy Administration for more arms aid. India submitted five list of request 

to the US government which included small arms, artillery, road building equipment, radars 

and transport plane.490 The States Department and the Pentagon were urgently working out 

the emergency request for India. Beside arms the US government also sent twelve C-130 
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Hercules transport plans which American crews to ferry troops and equipment to the border 

battle region.491 Apart from this President Kennedy also announced on 20 November the 

dispatch of an American mission under the leadership of Assistant Secretary of States for Far 

Eastern Affairs, Averell H. Harriman, to India to make an on-spot survey of India’s long-term 

requirements.492 Moreover later it was unveiled in a report of conversation between President 

Kennedy and Sudhir Ghosh, the then MP, that Nehru proceed further and made a very 

specific request to the United States for “American fighting air support” to protect India’s 

defenseless territories.493 This was further validated and substantiated by Thodore C. Soreson, 

Special Counsel to President Kennedy in his book where he reported that President Kennedy 

worked out a joint agreement with the British to provide air defense to India.494 But before 

the western powers could take any action the Chinese troops declared a unilateral ceasefire.  

However despite India got defeated in the war but the Sino-Indian conflict opened up a new 

paradigm shift of relationship between India and United States. India drew up plans to 

strengthen mountain welfare divisions with the assistance from the US and Nehru drew up a 

plan for a long-term defense preparedness involving estimated US aid of a billion dollar. 

Pakistan strongly protested to such a move; Mohammad Ali Bogra the External Affairs 

Minister of Pakistan asserted that the Sino- Indian conflict was not a “major” but “a localized 

one restricted to the are under dispute.” So the US aid to India was just meaningless and 

unnecessary.495 Even President of Pakistan Ayub Khan in July 1963 also hinted that if the US 

military aid and flow continued to India then Pakistan would positively drift toward China. 

He indicated that the western arms supply to India will only aggravate the threat from India 

and Pakistan would be compelled to seek Chinese protection. As a result of such threat and 
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pressure US offer of military aid to India was just restricted to $500 millions.496 The US also 

pressurized India to negotiate with Pakistan on a settlement over Kashmir issue. It was thus 

under the US pressure that Nehru for the first time proposed internationalizing existing cease 

fire line between India and Pakistan which however turned to be a failure.497 

(4.6) PL-480: 

Post 1962 Sino-Indian war US and India started cultivating a strong essence of closeness with 

each other. The US aid and assistance in various fields to strengthen and develop India 

further boosted the relationship much more. Moreover it was basically the threat perception 

from the rising Communist China to the Indian economy that induced United States to assign 

priority to India’s sinking economic development. The Kennedy-Cooper Resolutions, which 

drew the attention of the World Bank to the situation in the sub-continent and the 

Development Loan Fund of 1960’s marked the opening of a new chapter of better 

relationship between the two nations. Kennedy’s perceptions about India were completely 

different from its predecessors.498 He fascinated India as economic modernized nation within 

a democratic polity which could lead the East and all Asia.499  

In course of time gradually US came to occupy a very vital position in the domestic policy of 

India despite the ups and down of the relations. Not only had this but United States tried to 

back India’s demand and its demand s for aid in every possible international debates and 

meetings. It played a major role in the formulations of the Third Five Year plan for India and 

also played a havoc role in the ‘Aid India Consortium’ which was set up in 1958 by the 

World Bank. One such extension of aid that India received from the United States was with 

regard to agricultural and food related area which unveiled the historic Green Revolution in 

India was the US Public Law 480 also famous as PL780.  
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Under the leadership of President Dwight D Eisenhower on July 10, 1954 the Department of 

States formulates the famous policy of PL-480 (Public Law 480) for providing food and 

agricultural aid. Pl-480 since its inception was used as a vehicle to dispose of unwanted US 

surplus agricultural produce within the twin objectives of ensuring profitable return to 

American farmers and expand the developing market of US agriculture. Under the Title-I of 

PL-480 US government was supposed to sell agricultural and food items in and under a 

concessional rate.500 With regard to India, the food assistance package that the US provided 

under the PL-480 reflected the convergence of interests of both the nations. As such India 

concluded the first PL-480 agreements on August 1956 with USA, which proved a great 

benefit and saved the Indian foreign expenditure of a large magnitude and it also offered 

rupees resource for economic development. 501 

However Kennedy’s approach to the issue of PL-480 was a bit different from his 

predecessors. Although he visualized that the development of those receptive countries was 

linked with the economic growth of US as well but he seriously disliked the ‘surplus disposal 

philosophy’ which to him had serious limitations to the programme both as aid and 

development tool. He believed that the philosophy of surplus disposal in PL-480 looked upon 

the recipient nations with a skeptic attitude and he gave a prompt attention in reorienting the 

food aid philosophy. Finally his appointment of a task force under the chairmanship of Murry 

Lincoln recommended for the transformation of what was known as the surplus disposal act 

into a ‘food for peace act’ to meet the human need of the world over and to meet the world 

economic development. 502 Under the new policy and philosophy India was granted a loan of 

$256.8 million from the sales proceeds of agricultural commodities on 26 March 1962, 

signatories of the agreement were there then Secretary, Ministry of  Finance, L.K. Jha and 

Prof J.K. Galbraith, US Ambassador to India. The agreement also provided for ‘the sales of 

food and fiber valued $1,370 million,’ which was the biggest agreement ever conceded by the 
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US government.503 Besides the supply of the food grains, the US government contributed to 

the development of India’s textile industries under the agreement as such US agreed to sale 

$46.6millio long staple cotton from India.504 The next dynamic development that took place 

under the agreement was in the 1963 when Indian the then Agricultural Minster S.K. Patil 

visited US and held discussion with Orvill L. Freeman the US Agricultural Secretary 

regarding India’s immediate need for rice for which it received considerable and 

commendable amount of help and support in return from the Kennedy administration. In a 

joint communiqué signed in Washington on 8 June 1963 ‘it was finally agreed that shipment 

of about 150,000 tons (of rice) under the current agreement would be made available to 

India…’505 Thus Kennedy’s Food for Peace Programme not only played a notable role in 

averting mass food shortage in India but also open up a new era in strengthening the 

relationships and confidence between the two nations. As Professor Chandra Shekhar, argues 

that, it gave ‘sufficient economic independence to pursue an independent foreign policy - that 

of non alignment’ for country like India.506 

(4.7): Kashmir and the Indo- US relations: 

However in the course of time the Indo-US relations took again a new turn and gradually 

misunderstanding started ruining the relations in between the two and the long drawn 

unsettled issue of Kashmir again crept up a thorn between the two nations. The unfinished 

business of partition centering round the Princely state of ‘Kashmir’ was perhaps first major 

issue of divergence between the Indo-US relations immediately in the post independence 

era.507  

The Kashmir dispute emerged within a couple of month after the independence of Indi and 

Pakistan. It was alleged in the month of October Pakistan fabricated a civil and political strife 
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in Kashmir against Maharaja Hari Singh through Pathan tribe men from the Pakistan’s North-

West Frontier of Pakistan. Helpless Maharaja unable to settle the dispute approached the 

Government of India for help and signed the treaty of Accession with Nehru making Kashmir 

an integral part of India, followed by which the first ever war between India and Pakistan 

took place details of which are given in the preceding chapters.  

Initially the reaction of President Truman was neutral in nature as it didn’t want to interfere in 

the bilateral issue between the two nations. Even the Director of the Near East Office in the 

State Department, Loy Henderson, recommended the Acting Secretary of State Robert Lovett 

to keep their hands off of the dispute to avoid ‘making a choice between giving support to the 

interests of India or of Pakistan.’508 Things however changed when Prime Minister Nehru at 

the initiation of Lord Mountbatten took up the ‘Kashmir Question’ in UNSC for an amicable 

and peaceful solution of the problem, and this made the US representatives in UNSC took 

active interest in the issue. As the Kashmir Question was raised in the UNSC, UK and USA 

moved a resolution by which they made the UNO fail to treat Islamabad as the only aggressor 

nation and rather blamed both the nations equally. Infuriated with this approach of the two 

major world powers Nehru stated that Washington and London played a ‘dirty role’ in the 

UN on the Kashmir Issue.509  Thus, since from the initial stage the Indian leaders have 

considered the US stand regarding the Kashmir Question as very much discriminatory and 

anti-Indian in nature, similarly the United States believes that the main problem to resolve the 

issue remains to be the uncooperative and unsupportive stand of India; which has thus made 

Kashmir as a vitiate issue preventing India and the US from moving politically closer towards 

each other.  

Meanwhile as United States occasionally kept on interfering in matters related to the Kashmir 

Question the relations between India and US kept on getting more and more strained. In 

1953, when Sheikh Mohammad Abdullah wanted to change its position and was even toying 

for demanding for the idea of Azad Kashmir, his meet with a former US Democratic 

Presidential candidate lighted a severe political upheaval between New Delhi and 

Washington, as it was believed that the Americans were conspiring with Abdullah to create 
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an independent Kashmir so that its geo-strategic goal in the regions could be secured.510 

Similarly was the case with the pro-Pakistani stand adopted by United States in the 1965 

India-Pakistan War over Kashmir; when despite of adopting a neutral approach towards both 

the nations it equated the aggressor with the victim of aggression.511 This truth unveiled when 

UNSC Representative Goldberg on September 18, 1956, supported the UN Secretary General 

U Thant’s report on the series of infringement in Kashmir that started from 5 August 1965 

blaming Pakistan as the real  aggressor, by saying, ‘….The Secretary General has reported to 

us in full on his mission of peace. The United States commended to Secretary General for his 

impartial efforts to give effect to the Council’s resolution and achieve an honorable 

settlement.’512  Even though the United States silently accepted that fact that Pakistan was the 

real aggressor and that it was Pakistan who had initiated (Operation Gibralter) to destabilize 

the peace process in India and the region; yet they forcefully imposed an arm embargo on 

both the nations which offended India and estranged the Indo-US relationship further which 

made US lost all good will in India.513  

Similarly again the pro-Pakistani closed eye attitude of United States in the Bangladesh 

Liberation War of 1971 again validated its anti-India discriminatory stand creating a thaw in 

the relations. However the Simla Agreement between India and Pakistan, post 1971 war 

proved to be a positive step for resolving the dispute between the two nations as both agreed 

to resolve any indifference, even Kashmir, bilaterally without any third party mediation. 

Washington significantly came around to accept this position.514 
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(4.8) US role in the Bangladesh Liberation War: 

With the advent of Richard Nixon as the 37th President of United States the equations 

between US and Pakistan changed a lot.  Nixon was not like its predecessors; rather he had 

developed a deep sense of prejudice against India and a very special liking for Pakistan, since 

ever he became the vice-president of US in 1953. During his visit to India and Pakistan the 

sense of cold reception that he received from India disappointed him a lot whereas on the 

contrary he was much influenced and appreciated by the warm and cordial relations that 

Pakistan showed.515 Thus when Nixon became the President of the State in 1968, Washington 

moved a little more closely to Islamabad. New developments were taking place in the arena. 

The growing Sino-Soviet rift and the nuclear parity that Soviet Union maintained with United 

States motivated the Nixon administration to normalize its relations with People’s Republic 

of China. Pakistan out here played a very significant role in developing pathways of 

communication between the US and China that resulted in the historic President Richard 

Nixon’s visit and consolidation of Sino-US relations.516 Pakistani President Yahya Khan went 

to Peking on July 1971 with a personal message from President Nixon for Mao-Tse-tung and 

arranged a secret visit of Nixon’s National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger to Peaking.517 

Moreover the growing Indo-Soviet intimacy and the consolidation  of Treaty of Peace, 

Friendship and Cooperation with the Soviet Union and India in the 1970’s, made Nixon 

administration even more pro Pakistan and a bitter relationship with India grew.  Things 

came out openly when in the year December 1971 the war broke out between India and 

Pakistan. The American government under Nixon, in disregard of American public opinion, 

and of Congressman, Senators and other influential sections of the American public; not only 

helped the Pakistani military junta but also held India responsible for the Bangladesh Crisis.  
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The War of 1971 also known as Bangladesh Liberation War, basically developed due to the 

extreme dissatisfaction and tensions between the two wings of Pakistan –East and West. The 

previous chapter of the study has dealt the causes of the war in a detailed manner. During the 

brutal military repression, countless thousands were killed and millions left their homes and 

fled to India for safety. As the campaign of death and destruction unleashed by the Pakistani 

armed forces continued unabated in Bangladesh, the influx of refugees into India also 

continued. The Indian Government faced the tremendous problem of providing shelter, food 

and clothing to these refugees, as its own resources were meager to meet the situation. The 

initial response of the Nixon Administration to the issue was very reluctant.  Washington 

basically deemed it as an internal affair of Pakistan and was not that interested in the issue. It 

became evident from the words of Henry Kissinger, the-then, National Security Adviser to 

President Nixon, who while summing up the attitude of the US Government toward the issue, 

argued that almost all nations would fight for their unity, even if a large segment of 

population of the affected area was overwhelmingly for secession. He stated that the events in 

East Bengal were the “internal problems of a friendly country.”518  

Although US public opinion, represented by many Senators, Congressmen, intellectuals and 

the press, severely condemned the Yahya regime for its brutal suppression of the Bengalese 

and urged the US Government to stop military supplied to Pakistan and provide more relief 

supplies to the refugees, yet Nixon Administration remained unmoved by the Pakistani 

atrocities and the American public sentiments. Moreover by that time even New Delhi made 

an appeal to the world powers, including the United States, to exert pressure on the Pakistani 

President Yahya Khan, to stop the genocide in what subsequently became Bangladesh and 

find a political solution to the crisis, so that the refugees could return to their homes. But all 

appeals remained unheeded and the US Government did not even issue a statement 

disapproving Islamabad’s repressive measures in East Pakistan. Even the American Consul-

General in Dacca (East Pakistan) was sending cables to Washington urging the US 

Government to criticize the Pakistani repression there. The American Ambassador in New 

Delhi, Kenneth B. Keating, also told Washington that he was “deeply shocked at the 

massacre” and was “greatly concerned at the United States’ vulnerability to damaging 

association with a reign of military terror.” Keating urged that the United States promptly, 

publicly and prominently deplore “this brutality,” privately intervene with Yahya Khan and 
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suspend all military deliveries to Pakistan. But nothing could turn the cards of the President 

any way and despite looking to the facts and real source of problem Nixon found it 

“outrageous” that his diplomats were sending “petitions, rather than reports.” He transferred 

the Consul-General from Dacca and chided Keating for having been “taken over by the 

Indians.”519   

Surprisingly, the Nixon administration threw the blame for the situation mainly on India and 

tried to bail out the West Pakistani military junta from the critical situation. He praised 

Pakistan for internationalization of relief efforts in East Pakistan; replacement of the military 

governor in East Pakistan by a civilian rule; proclamation of general amnesty; the promise 

not to execute Mujibur Rahman; agreement to unilateral withdrawal of Pakistani forces from 

the border; Yahya Khan’s willingness to talk to the leaders of the Bangladesh Government-

in-exile, and; acceptance of the good offices of the UN Secretary-General and the UN 

observers on both sides of the borders and much more.520 On each of these counts he bitterly 

criticized India for neither cooperating with Pakistan, nor with the United States and the 

United Nations.521  A senior State Department official said in a statement that the Indian 

policy led to the deepening of the crisis. He cited three areas where the Government of India 

had thwarted the US efforts for peace. The Indian Government rejected the US proposal for a 

mutual withdrawal of Indian and Pakistani troops from the border. He disclosed that 

President Nixon informed Prime Minister Indira Gandhi during her November visit to 

Washington that Pakistani President Yahya Khan would pull back his troops, if India 

reciprocated later. But India rejected that offer. The official also blamed Prime Minister 

Indira Gandhi for refusing to use Indian influence to help to arrange talks between Yahya 

Khan and the representatives of the Bangladesh Government-in-exile in Calcutta. On the 

military front, he said, India not only trained and equipped the Bengali guerrillas, but the 

Indian forces were engaged in direct support of guerrilla border crossings into East Pakistan. 
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The regular Indian forces along with the Mukti Bahini (the guerrilla fighters of the 

Bangladesh liberation movement) were operative in East Pakistan, In the humanitarian 

efforts, he said India, had hurt relief to the people of East Pakistan by refusing to restrain 

Bengali guerrillas trained on Indian soil from attacking the transport system essential for 

moving relief supplies. The Indian Government linked the return of the refugees to East 

Pakistan to a political settlement in Pakistan, rather than dealing with the issue on a purely 

humanitarian basis.522 

All these accusations were refuted by India ambassador L.K. Jha described State Government 

allegations as “distortion of facts”. Not only this even Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi 

herself India had nothing to do with Bangladesh and she added “If we wanted to create 

trouble for Pakistan, we could have done so. But we do not want to do so.”523 She argued that 

it was due to the strong repressive measures adopted Pakistani military junta in East Pakistan 

which had driven million of refuges into India, and it had put a great strain on India internal 

resources and economy. Moreover she also urged Washington to put pressure on Islamabad 

to come to terms with the elected representatives of East Pakistan so that the refuges could go 

home. In June 1971 when India’s External Affairs minister Swaran Singh visited Washington 

he appealed President Nixon and Secretary of State’s William Roger to persuade Pakistan to 

find a political solution and also expressed deep concern regarding the US economic and 

military aid to Pakistan. But despite US assurance of not sending arms and aid the promise 

was violated and US speeded up the economic and military aid to Pakistan and continued to 

pres India not to intervene in East Bengal.524 Not only this but even Nixon administration 

threatened India that if India intervene or continue to create trouble for Pakistan in East 

Pakistan then if China come to help Pakistan; New Delhi , ‘must not expect any help for the 

United States.’525 
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There are multiple versions of ‘who attacked whom, who shot the first bullet’ between India 

during the liberation war of Bangladesh but the study has tried to maintain a neutral stand. On 

the night of 3 December, Pakistan attacked eight Indian airfields in the western parts of the 

country, and the next day it declared war on India.526 The Indian counter attacked in the east 

and mounting probing operations in the west to pin down the Pakistani forces. On 6 

December, India recognized the Awami League government-in-exile as the government of 

Bangladesh. As tensions mounted during November, the United States perceptively hardened 

its stance toward India, which Kissinger and Nixon claimed was inciting the conflict. On 2 

December, Washington announced a suspension of military sale to India (of which most 

important was the $70million communications system designed to improve air defense 

capabilities). On 6 December, the US froze its economic assistance to India, including $87.6 

million worth foreign aid already in pipeline.527  

Soon the matter escalated to the UN Security Council where, acting under the direct orders of 

Nixon, US Representative George Bush criticized India as responsible for the war. Moreover 

Bush also requested an urgent secession of Security Council to examine the deteriorating 

situation in the Indian sub-continent. The Security Council met on 4 December 1971 and 

George Bush accused India of “incursion across borders of East Pakistan”528 Introducing a 

draft resolution Bush also asked for an immediate ceasefire and withdrawal of Indian and 

Pakistani troops to their own sides.529 However both the resolutions against India were vetoed 

by the Soviet Union. Participating for the first time as Security Council member, Communist 

China joined the United States. France, Britain and other permanent members of UN 

abstained from the vote.530 As a result the US and its allies shifted their focus from Security 
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Council to General Assembly on 7 December 1971, where the US representative strongly and 

bitterly criticized India and accused it of invasion and dismemberment of sovereign state of 

Pakistan. Bush condemned India’s action and urged the Council “to end this threat to world 

peace on the most urgent basis”. Moreover he wanted to know the ‘intentions of India’ and 

also to “give assurance that it does not intend to annex Pakistani territory and change the 

status quo n Kashmir” Finally, the call of cease fire won overwhelming support by a vote of 

104-11 with 10 abstentions. 531 

Nixon in order to further pressurize India took up the issue to the Special Action Group. The 

Minutes of the meeting of the National Security Council’s Washington Special Action Group 

(WSAG) which was later revealed by columnist Jack Anderson fully exposed the anti-Indian 

basis of Nixon Administration. Anderson in his report exposed how President Nixon ordered 

Kissinger to “tilt American policy in favour of Pakistan”. One memorandum from the WSAG 

quotes Henry Kissinger as saying “I am getting hell every half hour from the President that 

we are not being tough enough on India…He wants to tilt in favour of Pakistan.” Kissinger 

continued: “He has just called me. He does not believe we are carrying out his wishes. We 

have to take action; the President is blaming me.”532 Anderson Paper further revealed that in 

one f the meetings of the WSAG, Kissinger directed the administration to show coolness to 

Indian and the Indian subcontinent and the Indian ambassador is not to be treated at too high 

level.”533 

Moreover the US stand on Bangladesh question was affected by the fact that Nixon and 

Kissinger were then deeply preoccupied with secret diplomacy to patch up relations with 

People’s Republic of China about which the State Department and the American Diplomats 

in Dacca and New Delhi were then unaware. On 5 December in a meeting Kissinger directed 

that aids to India should be cut-off and thus the cut should apply to India alone. Consequently 

the US Government suspended an aid of $87 million economic assistance loan to India on the 
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grounds that such aid might be used by the Indians on war with Pakistan.534 Meanwhile after 

the heavy loose of men and arms in war when Pakistani government asked for arms and war 

planes from US; despite several international limitations and constraints  President Nixon 

directed the high US officials to find out the possibility of providing American arms and war 

planes to Pakistan through third world countries like Jordan, Libya and Saudi Arabia. 535 

Even Nixon and Kissinger in a bid to help Pakistan proposed to revoke SEATO military 

alliance to provide military aid to Pakistan, but the States Department refuted the proposal of 

Kissinger on the ground that such aids were to given only with reference to communist 

aggression only. 536  Having failed in the diplomatic effort to pressurize India to end the 

military operations against Pakistan, President Nixon pursued gun-boat diplomacy. He 

ordered the USS Enterprise, a nuclear powered aircraft carrier of the Seventh Fleet, to sail 

toward Bay of Bengal. Officially it was stated that the purpose behind the dispatch of the 

Seventh Fleet was to evacuate American nationals from Bangladesh. But it was a patently, 

lame excuse which was exposed later as when the Seventh Fleet steamed into Bay of Bengal, 

only seventeen Americans were in the East Bengal.537 Later Andersons’ report established the 

fact that the deployment of the US Seventh Fleet was mainly intended - (a) to compel India to 

divert both ships and war planes to shadow the task-force; (b) to weaken India’s blocked 

against East Pakistan, (c) possibly to divert Indian Aircraft carrier INS Vikrant from its 

military mission; (d) to force India to keep planes on defense alert, thus reducing their 

operation against Pakistani ground force.538 But however with the intervention and support of 

the USSR, US had to back-off its Seventh Fleet, and finally on December 10, 1971 Pakistani 

army surrendered themselves to the Indian army calling a cease fire.  
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(4.9) NPT and Pokhran-I: 

In the shadow of the Atomic cloud that hangs over all of human kind, the United Sates and 

India found themselves at odds on wide variety of nuclear issue. The prospects of using 

atomic and nuclear energy for peaceful purposes had been the aim of Jawaharlal Nehru and it 

was at his initiative that the Indian Atomic Energy Commission was established on August 

10, 1948. Since then the AEC has been engaged in such programmes of peaceful nature. 

During the cold war in order to eliminate the spread of the atomic power to the non-nuclear 

nation United Sates came up with the policy of Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), 

India however refused to adhere to the NPT on the ground that it was discriminatory in its 

policies and their political falls. India did not sign Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968 

along with the Super Powers because she thought it would be a major hurdle for peaceful 

experiments and considered the treaty agreement to be extremely biased for the members 

who had achieved a level of technological development regarding nuclear weapons. Thus 

difference over the nuclear issues greatly complicated the overall course of Indo-American 

relations since the late 1960’s. The difference created a number of political dilemmas for both 

the countries, and it adversely affected the overall relation between the two nations. The 

difference became magnified as a result of India’s unexpected explosion of a nuclear device 

in May 1974, the US reactions to this momentous event, and the controversies that soon 

developed over the nuclear intention and policies of both countries. It was in August 1972 

itself when Mrs. Gandhi had made her intentions obvious to carry out underground nuclear 

explosion for economic advancement of the country. Finally the long cherished dream of 

India came true when she successfully exploded her first nuclear device on May 18, 1974 at 

about 08.05 A.M. at Pokhran in the Thar Desert of Rajasthan. Thus followed by the test India 

emerged as the sixth nation to conduct such a test.539  

The Government of India in its official announcement on the test made it clear that it had “no 

intention of nuclear weapons”. While speaking to media, Gandhi reiterated, the 

Government’s strong opposition to military uses of nuclear devices. She made it clear that 

India’s “nuclear programme was designed for peaceful uses”. The Indian Atomic Energy 

Commission declared: “It was part of the programme to keep India abreast of developments 

in underground explosions technology, particularly with reference to its use in the field of 
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mining and earth moving operations”540. Foreign Minister, Swaran Singh issued a statement 

on India’s peaceful nuclear explosion to the Press on May 21, 1974, ‘….represents a step 

forward on the road to peaceful uses of nuclear energy for the welfare of our people. I would 

like to congratulate our scientists and others who have made it possible for this achievement 

by our country. This experiment is an important land-mark in the development of nuclear 

technology for peaceful and economic uses. We have no intention of developing nuclear 

weapons.’541 Dr. H.N. Sethna, Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission stated that it was 

a peaceful nuclear test and a part of the overall research and development experiment to 

utilize nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. Dr. H.N. Sethna emphasized was to utilize the 

blasting technique for extracting gas and oil from the depleted fields by the stimulation 

method. The object of the experiment was in fact to study crater mechanics, rock dynamics 

and to understand how these could be used to construct dams and canals. It would be the 

Atomic Energy Commission efforts to overcome the conventional methods so that expenses 

would be curtailed while deploying the new technique.542 

The Pokhran test carried out by the Indian Atomic Energy Commission by and large evoked 

predictable repercussion and reverberated around the world that it was contrary to the norms 

of non-alignment and thus it would pose a threat to the neighboring countries. Moscow 

published without embellishment the official statement issued by the Indian Atomic Energy 

Department. The Soviet news agency, Tass commented: “String to keep at the level of world 

technology in the peaceful uses of nuclear explosions, the Indian Government carried out a 

research programme. The results of these investigations may be used in mining and earth 

moving jobs.”543 The official statement in Washington said: “The United States has always 

been against nuclear proliferation for the adverse impact it will have on world stability. That 

remains our position”.544 Japan protested against India’s underground nuclear test, but hoped 
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it would not disrupt the peace in the sub-continent. “The Government can only express regret 

(for the test) because we have been and are still, against any nuclear test by any nation for 

any reason.”545 Since the French Government had adopted the policy of building up a nuclear 

arsenal in defiance of world opinion, she did not hesitate to congratulate the nuclear scientists 

of India. The Chinese did not comment on the explosion. Britain approved the Indian 

contention of using nuclear energy for civil purposes.546  Indeed most of the non-aligned 

countries of Africa, Asia and Latin America hailed the nuclear blast as ‘a major triumph’ to 

India.547  

However, Pakistan Prime Minister Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto had held out a solemn pledge to his 

countrymen that he would never allow Pakistan to become a victim of nuclear blackmail and 

declared that Pakistan would never surrender its rights just only because of India’s nuclear 

status and would not be deflected from its policies by this fateful development. He declared 

publicly that the people of Pakistan would be ready to offer any sacrifices and even eat grass 

to ensure nuclear parity with India.548 The Canadian Government also sharply reacted and 

suspended its nuclear aid to India on May 22, 1974 on the ground that India exploded her 

nuclear blast in contravention to the agreement signed between the two countries. The 

Canadian External Affairs Minister, Mitchell W Sharp said that the Government would 

review the aid programmes “to be sure that our priorities are the same as the Indians.” He 

further declared that Canada was seeking assistance from other Governments for joint 

consideration of “the broad international implications of the explosion”. Sharp said “What 

concerns us about this matter is that the Indians, notwithstanding their great economic 

difficulties should have devoted tens or hundreds of millions of dollars to the creation of a 
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nuclear device for a nuclear explosion”. The aid suspension affected all shipment of nuclear 

equipment as well as technological information.549  

Both the American officials and press were outraged by the Pokhran experiment and reacted 

rather angrily to the so-called nuclear proliferation and they condemned India for it’s over 

ambitious and audacious move. They regarded it as “moral and political sins”, “national 

hypocrisy” and “callous endangerment of humanity”. The United States, Defense Secretary, 

Schlesinger threatened to withdraw is country’s commitment to protect India with nuclear 

weapons if India enters into the nuclear era.550 Senator Edward Kennedy, however, supported 

India’s action and held the Super Powers responsible for it. He charged: “The real failure to 

prevent the spread of nuclear weapons rests not with India, but with United States, with the 

Soviet Union, with France, with China and with Britain. Although France and China have 

declined to accede to the partial test ban treaty, the United States and the Soviet Union bear 

the major responsibility for our failure to conclude a comprehensive test ban treaty. Although 

we have endorsed, encouraged and proselytized on behalf of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, we 

have refused to take the basic steps that could have dissuaded India from its action.”551 

Kissinger’s reaction to the Indian explosion was however a mild one where he remonstrated 

indirectly: “I do not believe that the Indian nuclear explosion changes the balance of power, 

though if India had asked our advice we would probably had not recommended it. But we do 

not believe it changes the balance of power, since its resources will be relatively limited. 

Nevertheless, we are opposed to proliferation.”552  

The news that India exploded an atomic bomb, however, did not come as a great surprise to 

American nuclear experts. Nevertheless, they were dismayed by it out of the apprehension 

that other nations might follow India’s steps. “I am very discouraged that they joined the 

club”, said Dr. Theodore B. Taylor, a onetime designer of nuclear weapons at the Los 

Alamos Scientific Laboratory. “Peaceful or not, whatever they want to call their reason for 

                                                        
549Facts on Files; Volume-34; No: 1751; 1 June; 1974; pp 432 quoted in Rahamtullah B. 
Indo-American Politics 1970-78; (Surjet Publications; New Delhi; 1980) pp 58 
 
550 Kaul, Ravi; India’s Nuclear Spin off; (Chanaya Publishing House; Allahabad; 1974); pp 
40 
 
551 Congressional Record, 93rd Congress; 2ND Secession; Vol 12; Part 12 (May 20-28; 1974); 
pp 16020; as quoted in Rahamtullah B. Indo-American Politics 1970-78; (Surjet Publications; 
New Delhi; 1980) pp 70  
 
552 Department of State Bulletin; Vol LXX; No- 1826; June 24; 1974; pp 708 



 

Page | 208  
 

blowing up a bomb, it still means they now have nuclear weapons.”553 The US officials were 

of the view that the development of India’s nuclear capacity could disrupt Indo-US relations 

at a time when they are beginning to improve. They felt that questions would be raised in 

Congress about giving New Delhi economic aid. As, one of the officials said: “I do not see 

how this is going to grow more rice, which is what the Indians need.”554 While speaking in 

the House of Representatives on May 22, 1974, Gross questioned Mrs. Gandhi’s Government 

for having ventured such a costly project when 75% of India’s children are suffering from 

malnutrition. He pleaded with the Congress to suspend the aid to Indian Government whose 

priority is to manufacture nuclear weapons.555 

The press reaction and resentment to Indian nuclear explosion, however, followed the lines of 

the State Department and the White House. The Los Angeles Times commented, “Often 

running only a borrowed bushel ahead of famine, torn by political and labor dissent in large 

measure the result of unrealized expectations and despite of all this, deciding to go ahead 

with a massive deployment of scare resources to join the exclusive circle of nuclear nations. 

And if the leaders of India feel this way what then will be the force of their example on the 

labor of Israel, or Brazil or Japan?”556 The Boston Herald American, while blaming Mrs. 

Gandhi’s Government, expressed its pessimistic view about the future industrialization of 

India even if she masters nuclear energy.557 The Washington Post cartoonist, Herblock drew a 

cartoon depicting India as the “Fakir” clad in nothing but a loin cloth with a beggar’s bowl 

and a puffing at a mushroom - cloud producing cigar and leaning on the chair of a wealthy 
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looking person in western dress and remarking : “Surely you would not let a fellow club 

member down”.558 

Mrs. Gandhi’s explanation that the manufacturing of nuclear weapons was meant to test the 

utility of such power for building dams or oil exploration could not convince either the 

American officials or other western nations. Inevitably, this led to a set-back in Indo-

American relations for some time and India had to dispense with, for the time being, the US 

aid.559  The Central Treaty Organization at the end of the two day Ministerial Conference in 

Washington in a statement on May 22, 1974 took note of India’s nuclear test and expressed 

opposition to nuclear proliferation. The United States Senate decided by a voice vote to 

prohibit military aid or US grant or sales of equipment to India except for military training 

purposes.560 The Senate Committee also suspended the US economic aid, military assistance 

and sales credit to India to a combined total of 850 million, 825.6 million less than proposed 

by the Administration.561 The officials of the United States Atomic Energy Commission also 

suspended on September 7, 1974 the delivery of enriched uranium fuel to India until New 

Delhi pledged not to use the atomic fuel in any nuclear explosion. 562  The Ford-Tanaka 

Accord on nuclear safeguards and the United States resolution to support the idea of nuclear 

free-zone in the West Asia, South Asia and elsewhere in the world was, in fact, an indirect 

outcome and reaction to the Indian nuclear explosion.563 The United States started paying 

more attention to nuclear safeguards particularly in Asia after the Indian nuclear blast. This 
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was, however, contrary to the United States initial preaching’s sometime in 1950s, when she 

had favored the use of small scale nuclear weapons. 

However despite such harsh criticism from every quarter of the world leaders Mrs. Gandhi 

unequivocally stated and assured all the nations that India’s intention was to utilize nuclear 

technology for economic advancement of the country. She even sent a letter to Pakistan 

Prime Minister Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto on May 22, 1974 in which she said to have reaffirmed 

India’s commitment to peace agreements with Pakistan and to have denied that India had any 

intention to dominate or exercise any hegemony over other sub-continent countries. 564 

Pakistan allegations of radio-activity in the explosion were repudiated by Dr. Raja Ramanna, 

Director of the Bhabha Atomic Research Centre, Bombay. Dr. H.N. Sethna pointed out that 

India was the first country to explode an atomic device underground. “We did so because”, 

he declared: “We did not want to add to radio-activity in the atmosphere”.565 Mrs. Gandhi in 

a Danish Television interview confirmed: “We are against atmospheric tests and we have 

signed the treaty and because we genuinely believe that, that is not good for the world, for the 

environment, we wanted till we could have a more contained underground explosion And, I 

am glad that there was no increase of radio-activity seen by our scientists, who went to the 

spot almost immediately afterwards. Here again I would like to clear another 

misapprehension because I have seen a report in a foreign paper that radio-activity was felt or 

detected in another country. Now this is entirely false. As a matter of fact, the wind that day 

was in the opposite direction. We waited for the wind to blow eastwards.”566 India’s peaceful 

nuclear explosion hit the head-lines of all leading newspapers in the world. There was in fact, 

great jubilation at home; the event was failed as a great land mark in India’s nuclear history. 

The Hindustan Times saw it as “a tremendous morale booster to the people” and felt it had 

enhanced “the Government’s sagging prestige both at home and abroad.” 567  However, 

nuclear India created as much of misunderstanding as non-aligned India had. The nuclear 
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India posed a challenge to the five monopolistic and privileged nuclear nations who 

disapproved India’s completion to a status of equality with them in a multibillion dollar world 

of nuclear market.568 While giving a statement in both the Houses of Parliament on July 12, 

1974 on India’s nuclear explosion the then Prime Minister Mrs. Gandhi expressed India’s 

genuine desire to utilize nuclear energy for constructive purposes. She reiterated: “This 

experiment was part of the research and development work which the Atomic Energy 

Commission has been carrying on in pursuance of our national objective of harnessing atomic 

energy for peaceful purposes.” She made clear to the Members of Parliament that the 

materials, equipment and the personnel used in the project were totally Indian. Nor India had 

conducted the experiment in contravention to any International Law or obligation or any 

commitment with any country. She regretted the western reaction to nuclear experiment. 

However, she welcomed the developing countries’ favorable response because they accepted 

Indian nuclear device as a ‘step in the research and developmental work’, Mrs. Gandhi 

refuted Pakistani allegations of ‘nuclear blackmail’ and assured Pakistan that nuclear device 

was absolutely free from ratio-activity. 569  Mrs. Gandhi felt that it was unreasonable to 

criticize India as she never had an intention of using nuclear technology for military 

purposes. She declared: No technology is evil in itself; it is the use that nations make of 

technology which determines its character. India does not accept the principle of apartheid in 

any matter and technology is no exception.570 Initiating the discussion in the Lok Sabha, 

Samar Guha (PSP) described 18 May, 1974 as a ‘Red Letter Day’ in the history of our 

scientific and technological development. He was of the view that the atomic test created a 

sense of respectability to the Indians of the western countries and explained to the Members 

in the House that: “Many of the countries in the world firstly do not want us to get into the 

world of scientific and technological development after having affirmed self-confidence and 

mastering nuclearing engineering technology.”571  

 (4.10) Indo-US Relations post Nuke Test: 
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The United States had promised to supply uranium fuel to the Tarapur Atomic Power Plant 

for over 30 years in accordance with the agreement signed between the two countries. The 

atomic power plant near Bombay was built with the American assistance in 1963.572 The 

United States officials had suspended the delivery of uranium fuel to India in the wake of her 

nuclear blast in May, 1974. However, at meeting in Washington between Indian Ambassador, 

Kewal Singh and the Secretary of State, Kissinger on August 2, 1974 it was decided in 

principle that the Indo American Atomic Agreement of 1963 for the supply of enriched 

uranium 235 fuel elements for the Tarapur Atomic Power Plant should be specifically 

modified. It was decided that the supply of uranium fuel would be only for power generation 

at this particular plant and not elsewhere for any other purpose without prior US approval.573 

The issue was again discussed in September 1974 by the US Atomic Energy Commission 

Chairman, Dixie Lee Ray and Dr. H.N. Sethna, Chairman of the Indian Atomic Energy 

Commission during the Annual Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agency in 

Vienna. Dr. H.N Sethna assured the US AEC Chairman that India would utilize the enriched 

uranium fuel exclusively for power generation purpose at Tarapur Atomic Power Plant. Dr. 

Ray and State Department official in Washington denied a report that the United States had 

stopped delivery of uranium fuel to India-pending clarification of nuclear policy by India.574 

The United States officially notified on September 16, 1974 that it would maintain 

uninterrupted supply of uranium fuel in India.575 

In March 1976, however, three private domestic groups which had the support of 

Congressmen filed a petition before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission of the US Congress 

demanding that the supply of nuclear fuel to India should be suspended or stopped because 

they were skeptic of India’s intention of using uranium for peaceful purposes. 576 
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Nevertheless, the Union Deputy External Affairs Minister, Bipin Pal Das expressed optimism 

in the Rajya Sabha on April 2, over the United States intention to fulfill its 1963 contractual 

agreement despite the controversy over US supplied enriched uranium to Tarapur Atomic 

Plant.577 

The US continued to be suspicious of India’s nuclear advances more particularly till the 

present Janata Government in India clearly declared its nuclear non-proliferation policy. 

Prime Minister Morarji Desai categorically stated that India would not manufacture nuclear 

weapons for defense although China possessed them and Pakistan was frantically trying to 

get the same. He outlined for the first time Janata Government’s nuclear policy at a Press 

Conference in New Delhi on May 16, 1977. In an unequivocal rejection of nuclear weapons, 

Morarji Desai said, “Such weapons were no good for defense; they were meant only for 

destruction. To defend itself, the country needs conventional weaponry, ‘conventional army’ 

and ‘courage of the people’. Since nuclear weapons would only destroy the world, they 

should be removed from the earth. If we go on saying to everybody that such weapons are 

bad, should be take to them?” Prime Minister Morarji Desai in the same Press Conference 

went on to add that India would not sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty unless all 

those who have atomic weapons give them up.578 

The Carter Administration after having examined Prime Minister Morarji Desai’s statement 

decided to supply uranium to meet several months’ needs of the Tarapur Plant on the 

condition that the two countries start broad talks on their future nuclear relations. Joseph Nye, 

State Department’s Senior Nuclear Expert told the Senate Foreign Relations sub-Committee 

that the United States is prepared to negotiate with India a wide variety of objectives in the 

non-proliferation field.579 

These statements of the Prime Minister and the External Affairs Minister gave an added 

impetus to the US to supply enriched uranium fuel for the Tarapur Atomic Power Plant. 
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Prime Minister Morarji Desai declared in the Lok Sabha on July 13, 1977 that the license for 

12tonnes of enriched uranium for the Tarapur Atomic Power Station had been cleared on 

June 29, 1977 by the US Administration and the consignment was shortly expected. During 

the debate on the US supply of uranium in the Lok Sabha, Morarji Desai informed Jyotirmoy 

Basu (CPIM), G.M. Banatwala (ML), C.K. Chandrappan (CPI) and others that : “The US 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission had directed the issuance of the pending export license 

DSNM-845, authorizing the shipment of enriched uranium fuel for the Tarapur Atomic 

Station. There is no precondition as such but there is an understanding that discussion would 

be held between US and India on the larger questions of nuclear proliferation.”580 

During the initial stages, the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission had blocked the shipment 

of uranium fuel to India on the ground that its proliferation would affect the environment 

adversely and at the same time it would encourage other nations to follow India’s course. But 

the State Department made a strong appeal to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that the 

export license for the shipment of the second installment of enriched uranium to India for the 

Tarapur Atomic Power Plant should be allowed without any pre-conditions. The NRC 

ultimately agreed to issue export license for shipment of enriched uranium to India. In the 

course of time, Victor Gilinsky, the US Commissioner of the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission had spelt out the conditions under which future shipments of nuclear fuel to 

India’s Tarapur Plant should be made. While approving the shipment Gilinsky said: “The 

Indian Government understands that permission to extract plutonium from the Tarapur spent 

fuel will not be forthcoming. It is further my understanding that the State Department has 

informed the Indian Government that it will recommend against further shipment of fuel 

should India explode another nuclear device.” He further said that serious problems remained 

and “there is little reason to be sanguine about the licensing action” because India continues 

to maintain in its claim for fuel that there is a difference between a “peaceful” nuclear device 

and a nuclear weapon.”581 
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Meanwhile Jimmy Carter in his first address after sworn-in-ceremony as President of the 

United States on January 20, 1977 assured that he would move for the elimination of all 

nuclear weapons. He said: “We pledge wisdom in our efforts to limit the world’s armaments 

to those necessary for each nation’s own domestic safety. We still move this year a step 

towards our ultimate goal - the elimination of all nuclear weapons from the earth.”582 Thus it 

appears President Jimmy Carter sincerely believes in pursuance of anti-proliferation policy 

all over the world. He insists on banning the sale of the reprocessing and enrichment plants 

which might be used to provide material for nuclear weapons.  

The American nuclear experts and intelligentsia are well aware of the nuclear capability of 

India and it is also known to them that it is beyond the means of India to attain nuclear parity 

with the United States in the near future, yet, the US public and press got alarmed and lashed 

out at the trifle Indian blast. This is in fact had an adverse impact on Indo-American relations. 

However, Prime Minister Morarji Desai’s recent repeated utterance that India does not 

believe in the manufacturing of nuclear weapons has appreciated by the US Administration. 

There is great similarity of views between Prime Minister Morarji Desai and President Jimmy 

Carter on anti-proliferation policy both at home and elsewhere in the world. The emphasis on 

the use of nuclear energy exclusively for civil purposes may help other nations take a 

direction and discourage the manufacturing of nuclear weapons. The grounds on which India 

objected to signed the Non Proliferation Treaty were: firstly: the treaty did not guarantee the 

nonproliferation of nuclear weapons but rather it only prevented the spreading of nuclear 

weapons to non-nuclear weapon States without daunting any stringent actions on the 

manufactures, stockpiling and sophisticating nuclear weapon by the existing nuclear weapon 

states; secondly: The treaty was lopsided as it gave special superior status of power and 

prestige to those nations who possessed nuclear weapons;  thirdly the treaty lacked in 

balancing properly the obligation and responsibility which needs to be shared between the 

nuclear and non-nuclear weapon states; fourthly the treaty lacks concrete and systemic steps 

needed to proceed towards global nuclear disarmament; fifthly the treaty strangely provides 

provision of assistance in form of technical aid and advice to a nonnuclear state from a 

nuclear state; sixthly Article X of the treaty endorse to legitimize an unrestricted vertical 

proliferation among the nuclear empower states; seventhly Article VI of the treaty fails to 
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generate any judicial obligation with regards to the termination of nuclear arms race; eighthly 

the treaty conveys a fake sense of security to the world; ninthly it extremely discriminatory 

with regard to the peaceful  use of nuclear power through explosion; tenthly the treaty is 

highly prejudiced with regard to the safeguards and controls that are  imposed on the non-

nuclear-weapon states while on the other hand none such safeguards were obligatory on the 

nuclear weapon states; lastly India believe that the guarantee of security to the non nuclear 

states could not be a quid pro quo for the acceptance of a treaty. Rather this need to be a 

mandatory guideline even for a nuclear state.583  India’s participation in discussions to the 

Non Proliferation Treaty had led the inclusion of Article VI in the NPT which talks of the 

complete nuclear disarmament. Thus, finally the Indian Parliament vetoed Indian signature of 

the recently completed Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty584 and since from then India’s stand 

on the nonproliferation remains the same.  

(4.11)  Carter, Reagan, Rajiv and the Bonhomie: 

Indo-US relationship till the mid- of 1970’s was mainly a relationship which Denis Kux has 

called as relationship of estranged democracies. However this estranged relationship might be 

but the seed of the Indo-US defense ties were sown in the midst of the Cold War period itself. 

This relationship got further strengthen by the beginning of the change that was seen with the 

emergence of Carter’s Administration. During the initial years Carter’s administration, 

President Carter was apparently pleased by the Janata Government’s foreign policy. As Prime 

Minster Morarji Desai and his Foreign Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee vowed to practice 

‘genuine non-alignment’, the leadership in the two countries got along quite well. The 

climate of Indo-US relationship appeared bright and positive, despite Moraji’s refusal to 

come under Washington’s pressure particularly on the issue of the fuel supply to Tarapur. 

However in 1979 when the Soviet intervention took place in Afghanistan, the relationship 

between the two received a thaw when President Carter’s policy to encourage India for 

condemning the Soviet attack in Afghanistan went in vain. In the 1980’s things were turning 

out a bright when an Indian team visited the United Sates in 1980’s to explore possibility of 

buying TOW anti-tank missiles and long-range howitzers. The Carter administration not only 
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gave a positive response to the demands but even it moved a step further by also reversed its 

earlier policy of disapproving the use of and advanced American electronic guidance system 

in India’s Jaguar aircraft.585 Similarly in the nuclear field too, while waving the Symington 

Amendment in the case of Pakistan, President Carter approved two more enriched uranium 

fuel shipments to Tarapur in the face of stiff domestic opposition. These landmark 

developments in the relationship of the two nations somewhere proved the fact that as if 

President Carter was seeking to balance his policies towards India and Pakistan, in the wake 

of the Afghanistan crisis.  

Ronald Reagan who succeeded President Carter also adopted a somewhat similar approach 

towards India, though the emphasis was different. President Reagan’s goal was to wean out 

India away from the Soviet Union. Even as the Cold war ravaged Afghanistan, the US policy 

maker during the Reagan administration began to think in terms of forging defense and 

security ties with India. In the midst of unprecedented arming of Pakistan and overlooking 

Islamabad quest for a nuclear weapon capability, the Reagan administration adopted certain 

polices that characterised that non containment of India but its engagement that would make 

India more self-reliant and would move away from the Soviet Union. The comeback of Indira 

in power in India, had a belief that the relation between the nations would receive a back 

forth but when the two head of states met at the Cancun Summit in Mexico for the creation of 

a new international economic order in October 1981, the ‘personal chemistry’ between the 

two leaders were remarkably positive in terms.586As New Delhi was seeking to diversify its 

sources of military acquisition, scientific and technological cooperating and trade and 

investment destinations, improvement of the relations with US was considered to be 

important. Indira Gandhi with all these objectives, in the year 1982 thus visited to United 

States. This was one of the most important developments between the relations of the, as for 

the first time in the last eleven years the India went ahead for an official bilateral trip in 

United States. Among many other things she launched an initiative on scientific and 

technological cooperation with the United Sates. As a result to her initiatives, ‘for the first 

time in many years the possibility of transfer of high technology, including military, from US 
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to India was discussed seriously.’587 The famous MoU on transfer of technology which came 

in force in 1985 was actually signed in this trip was made in the backdrop of strengthening 

the friendly ties between the two nations.  

When Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in Moscow and President Reagan got re-elected for 

the second time there were few major international political events that changed world 

politics entirely. The policy of Glasnost and Perestroika adopted by Gorbachev, made way 

for an unprecedented détente between the US and USSR. However this did not lead to any 

major change in the Reagan administration’s thinking on India. The disintegration of the 

Soviet Union was not even in the realm of dreams at that time; Washington continued to 

follow a policy of improving relationship and defense ties with India. Since 1985 mid and 

high level policy makers in Reagan administration began to use the term ‘opening’ to 

India. 588  Infact, the Reagan Administration officials considered the emergence of young 

leadership in the Indian policy as a positive development from the American perspective. 

According to Reagan’s foreign policy advisor’s Rajiv’s concept of 21st century India and his 

ides of bringing about a technological revolution in Indian society would induce India to look 

at the United States for friendship and close cooperation. The Reagan administration aspired 

to take advantage of it and sought to build defense and friendly ties with India. Thus when 

Rajiv himself endeavored to repair the political damage between the two nations, the Reagan 

administration officials reciprocated Rajiv’s gesture and sought to transfer certain high 

technology items to India by implementing the MoU on transfer of technology. It was in 

October 1984 that the National Security Decision Directives 147 (NSDD-147) of the Reagan 

administration was called for establishment of closer US-Indian relations by accommodation 

New Delhi’s request for high technology items with framework of US export control regime. 

In the period from 1984-1988 there was almost a five-fold increase in the US Government 

approvals of civilian technology export to India.589 In October 1986, Us Defense Secretary 

Caspar Weinberger visited India and discussed the supply of defense related technology, 
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including engines and equipments for the Light Combat Aircraft project and advanced 

electronic systems. Weinberger came to discuss this issue despite the continuing reservations 

in certain circles of Pentagon but despite the fact India at that time received better terms on 

high technology trade than China and Pakistan, especially in areas of Computer and Jet 

Engines.590 Around this time, the US also refrained from making any unfriendly remarks on 

the Indian Peace-Keeping Forces (IPKF) operations in Sri Lanka and the role of the Indian 

Navy in the Maldives, despite Pakistan’s intense propaganda against India. For the first time 

in so many years India and United States very close to each other in every field. However the 

domestic turmoil in India and Rajiv’s preoccupation with the worsening domestic economic 

situation, regional crisis and unprecedented political development along with Pakistan’s 

continued hurdles created a thaw and paws in the relations between the two. 

 (4.12) CTBT, Pokhran—II & US’s Sanctions: 

So divergent were the security perception of Indian and the United States during the first 

forty-five years of the post World War II period that there was no meeting of mind between 

them on most key international security issues. The security and defense relationship between 

India and America during all these years was aptly characterized by Selig Harrison, a US 

Specialist on South Asian Affairs, as ‘dialogue between the deaf.’591 

In the course of time the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) came up as a new shield to 

the issue of nuclear proliferation on September 24, 1996. Seventy-one states were its 

signatories which includes five out of eight nuclear empowered nations. The main essence of 

the treaty was: firstly that the signatories will remains abstain from carrying out any form of 

nuclear test or explosion and will also prevent any such tests and explosion to happen under 

its jurisdiction; secondly each signatories will desist itself and encourage others in 

participating or carrying out and nuclear test or explosion. Meanwhile in the course of 

negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament on CTBT in Geneva, Indian representative 

participated actively and put forwarded its long-standing proposals constructively to the 
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forum. When the discussions began India positively hold the position, that, the nuclear 

weapon states (NWSs) were ready to take such a first step on the road to nuclear disarmament 

but afterwards India realized that “NWSs show no interest in giving up their nuclear 

hegemony.”592 Finally the negotiation ended up without a consensus decision as it ws blamed 

to have a discriminatory text and it failed to satisfy the ambitions for creating a nuclear 

weapon free world.593  As Desai points out “With a declared NWS to our north, another 

undeclared NWS to our west and vessels carrying nuclear weapons sailing in the Indian 

Ocean, India cannot afford to give up her nuclear option or accept any restraint on it unless 

there is genuine acceptance of the goal of nuclear disarmament.”594  

India aspired CTBT as a tool for the complete elimination and disarmament of all form of 

nuclear weapon globally but it failed to quench its desire. Although India did not signed the 

CTBT but it has always vowed for a nuclear weapon free world order. Thus, India’s stand is 

quite distinct from the U.S. principle of “Nuclear proliferation is inevitable; at best it can be 

managed, not prevented.”595 However before analyzing and interpreting the credibility of the 

CTBT it would be sensible to have a look on the development of India’s Indigenous nuclear 

programme. 

On May 11 1998, India conducted three underground nuclear tests at Pokhran. A couple of 

days later, on May 13, India conducted two more nuclear tests a low yield fission device and 

a thermonuclear device. Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee announcing the successful 

conduct of the N-tests said at a Press Conference in the capital that twenty-four year after its 

first and only “peaceful nuclear explosion”, India had moved decisively towards exercising 

the nuclear option by conducting three underground tests including that of a thermonuclear 

device. The then Vajpayee Government officially justified the action in the light of the 

“dangerous nuclear environment” and claimed that the people of India now has a “credible 
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nuclear deterrent” and went on to offer the world, particularly the United States an olive 

branch by offering to consider “being an adherent to some of the undertakings in the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.”596 Supplementing to this view Brajesh Mishra, the then 

Prime Minister’s Special Secretary claimed that the tests established that India now had a 

proven capacity for a weaponised nuclear programme and said they “also provide a valuable 

database useful in the design of nuclear weapons of different yields for different applications 

and for different delivery systems.” Mishra however pointed it out that these test were not 

directed at the US, as he believed that; “the US would like to secure its interests, so would the 

people of India. I hope the US understands our security concerns” While the government had 

taken into account the possibility of economic sanctions, he was optimistic that none would 

be imposed. Mishra stoutly denied suggestions that the Indian action was part of any ‘deal’ or 

‘quid pro quo’ with Washington on the question of the CTBT. He pointed out that there was a 

‘big difference’ between ascending to the treaty and adhering to some of its 

understandings.597 

The twin test which India conducted within 24 hours was done despite of an unequivocal 

warning by US President Bill Clinton that New Delhi should stop further testing any sign the 

CTBT without any precondition. This adamant move of India was basically a signal to the 

international community that New Delhi could not be pressurized into giving up the option it 

had chosen “in defense of its security interests.” In other word the test entailed a message that 

the answer to the problem lay in negotiations and not in any unilateral diktat. Even Vajpayee 

said in one of the rally that “If such steps are taken, we will face them. If we have to take 

difficult routes, we will not shy away from them.” However at the same time he asserted that, 

“we believe in a nuclear-free world, but this policy cannot be one-sided”. In a letter to the US 

President Bill Clinton, Prime Minster Vajpayee expressed that “I assure you that India will 

continue to work with your country in a multilateral or bilateral framework to promote the 

cause of nuclear disarmament.”598 
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President Clinton found the tests by India an affront to the US efforts to prevent nuclear 

proliferation. He stated that he was “deeply disturbed by the nuclear tests” and argued that 

such tests is a challenge to “building a safer 21st century”. Clinton further expressed that the 

belief that “this action by India not only threatens the stability of the region, it directly 

challenges the firm international consensus to stop the proliferation of weapons of mass 

destructions.”599 Washington’s intention of taking stringent action against India was clearly 

visible in President Clinton’s statement issued on May 12, 1998. It read: “I want to make it 

very, very clear that I am deeply disturbed by the nuclear tests which India has conducted, 

and I do not believe it contributes to building a safer 21st century. The United States strongly 

opposes any new nuclear testing. This action by India has not only endangered the solidity of 

the region, but it has directly challenged the firm international harmony to stop the 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. I call on India to announce that it will conduct 

no further tests and that it will sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty now and without 

conditions. I also urge India’s neighbors not to follow suit - not to follow down the path of a 

dangerous arms race. As most of you know, our laws have very stringent provisions, signed 

into law by me in 1994, in response to nuclear tests by non-nuclear weapons states. And I 

intend to implement them fully.” The US reaction transformed into action and economic 

sanctions were imposed under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act, 1994 (Glenn Amendment) 

on both India and Pakistan.600 The Deputy Secretary of US Department of States, Strobe 

Talbot, characterized the explosion by the two nations as an important path to “dead end” and 

advised other not to “follow those paths”601  Things turned out more acute when Henry 

Sokolski, a former senior Pentagon official for non-proliferation policy commented that 

“India has just dug a hole for itself by doing this test- a military, political and economic 

hole…..It is about to get a death blow. This is not just a nuclear test for India. It is a political 
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test for the United States”.602 Thus, finally on May 13 he went on to announce imposition of 

sanctions against India under Section 102 of the US Arm Export Control Act, also known as 

the Glenn Amendment. Madeleine Albright the Secretary of State stated that the Indians had 

deceived the United States by conducting the nuclear tests.603 

Thus acting under the law Washington imposed the following sanctions over India on May 

13, 1998: Firstly except for humanitarian assistance US terminated all forms of assistance to 

India under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; secondly Washington terminated all forms of 

defense equipments, license and military transactions with India under the Arms Export 

Control Act; fourthly it denounced all form of credit and financial assistance and denied 

extension of any form of loan, aid or technical assistance to New Delhi; and fifthly it 

prohibited the export of any form of good and technology to India. These sanction soon 

sparked a severe outrage not only in India but even among other nations of the world. 

Although nations like Japan, Australia, New Zealand and a few European countries following 

the US line and imposed their own sets of sanctions over India, but nations like Russia, 

France, Britain and Germany were relatively more restrained in reacting to the Indian nuclear 

tests. France, Russia and Britain openly went against the US policy of imposing blanket 

sanctions against India. 

Where on one hand numerous scholars and foreign policy analysts projected the US 

resentment as a result of the surprise nuclear explosion by India, similarly on the other the 

closed eyed attitude of Washington during the Regan and Bush era by acknowledging the 

Pressler Amendment certifying Pakistan’s nuclear virginity and the Brown Amendment 

during the Clinton administration projected the duality of US stand with regard to the 

nuclearization of South Asia. Similarly the US inaction over the Sino-Pakistan nuclear and 

missile cooperation, in addition, sets another example of US soft policy towards Pakistan’s 

nuclear activities. 604  In course of such sanctions imposed on India, Pakistan however 

audaciously went ahead for conducting its nuclear explosion within a couple of week after the 
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Indian tests, which turned the heat in favour of Pakistan and in the similar lines United States 

was compelled to set off the sanctions against Pakistan too by which the US wanted to “to 

send a message to would be nuclear testers; to have maximum influence on Indian and 

Pakistani behavior; to target the governments, rather than the people; and to minimize the 

damage to other US interests.”605 The last part of the statement “to minimize the damage to 

other US interests” is significant. 

 (4.13) US pro Pakistani outlook in Kashmir and the Relations: 

Post Simla agreement Pakistan was actively involved in the Afghanistan crisis and during this 

time period there was a halt in Kashmir issue, but soon the communist forces moved out of 

Afghanistan, problems in Kashmir got invigorated with the  rise of terrorist activities in the 

valley from December 1989. It was believe that the rise of militant activities in the valley 

could have been easily resolve if the democratic leadership of Pakistani under the Prime 

Ministership of Mrs. Benazir Bhutto would have desisted itself from capitalizing on brewing 

unrest in Kashmir. But despite having a cordial relationship with India and having a positive 

improvement in multiple areas Bhutto was forced and compelled by her opponents to take 

advantage of the law and order problem in Kashmir and supporting efforts at formation and 

training of anti-Indian and pro-Pakistani groups in Kashmir and within few months the valley 

was scathed by trans-border terrorist activities and violent insurgencies and uprising. 606 

Meanwhile terrorism in Kashmir started growing more and more strident in nature, moreover 

the domestic turmoil in India like militancy in Punjab, Babri Masjid crisis, communal 

catastrophe etc were giving enough space to Pakistan for breeding and sponsoring terrorist 

activities in the Kashmir valley. Despite India’s constant claim of Pakistani involvement in a 

game of destabilization United States’ attitude was very much lethargic in nature and it 

considered the problems in Kashmir as mere human rights issue and domestic strife, which 

further complicated the Indo-US differences. By 1990’s when the difference between India 

and Pakistan reached its zenith following the growing frequency of Islamabad-backed 

militancy in Kashmir, President Bush in order to settle difference sent his deputy National 

Security Advisor, Robert Gates, and Assistant Secretary of State, John Kelly to the region, 
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who suggested that any new confrontation with regard to Kashmir between India and 

Pakistan might led to a nuclear holocaust in South Asia.607 This created a serious upheaval 

among the administrator and leaders of Washington as by any means they desperately wanted 

to ease off the nuclear outbreak. By early 1955 in his speech US Secretary of Defense 

William Perry stated that "I would start off by observing that India and Pakistan have long-

standing ethnic, religious, and territorial differences dating back to their partition in 1947. 

These differences have caused them to fight three wars since partition. Today each of them 

has the capability to build nuclear weapons. Because of this nuclear capability, a fourth 

Indian/Pakistan war would not just be a tragedy, it could be a catastrophe--so we care a lot 

about what happens there."608 In the similar tone In March 1996, in his annual report to the 

Congress on the global situation and the role of the US military, Perry wrote: "...The ongoing 

dialogue can help all three countries (US, India and Pakistan) to focus on areas of common 

interest, such as international peacekeeping, nuclear proliferation and the long-simmering 

conflict over Kashmir," 609  which showed the US concern regard the nuclear holocaust. 

However although India managed to provide convincing evidences regarding the Pakistani 

involvement in Kashmir, yet the Bush administration keeping a closed eyes on Pakistan failed 

to declare Pakistan as a destabilizing entity in the region. Meanwhile the birth of Jammu and 

Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF) which aims for an independent Kashmir including the 

Pakistan Occupied Kashmir (POK) in 1989 came as a boon for Pakistan as Islamabad used all 

possible ways to encourage them in destabilizing the valley either by economically or by 

providing arms, ammunition and trainings, which led to the birth of organization like Hizb-

ul-Mujaheedin, Tehrik-ul Mujaheedin and others. During the early 90’s when US was 

undergoing through the process of Presidential election, Indo-Pakistan relation centering 

Kashmir deteriorated to the maximum followed by the incidents like Islamabad’s initial 

permission to JKLF leader Amanullah Khan to march across the LOC in Kashmir, kidnap 

and torture of Indian diplomat in Islamabad and clashes in the Siachen Glacier, but still US 

kept a blind eye toward the role of Pakistan in destabilizing the valley. The emergence of Bill 

Clinton as the new President of the United States raised high hopes within New Delhi. It was 

believed that he would take more serious look at Pakistani activities in Kashmir and take 
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appropriate steps to discourage Islamabad from fomenting the regional instability. But soon 

such hopes were belied when Clinton’s approach was indicated by a speech he made in the 

United Nation General Assembly in 1993 and branded the Kashmir dispute as a mere ‘ethnic 

conflict.’610 Clinton’s remarks highly disappointed India and it’s proved the fact again that 

Washington has still kept its eyes closed on Pakistan. Things turned much grave when on 

October 1993 in a statement Robin Raphel, Assistant Secretary of State for South Asian 

Affairs argued off record that United States does not considers the instrument of accession as 

valid document regarding the merger of Kashmir to India. By the late 1993, the Indo-US split 

got further widened as President Clinton shared Pakistan's concern over the "human rights 

violation" in Kashmir. 

With the rise of Narasimha Rao Government in India there was seen a new impetus in Indo-

US relations, for the first time perhaps in many years Washington refrain itself from making 

any rhetorical statements on Kashmir. Soon within few years the Pakistani misadventure in 

Kargil proved yet again a blow to Pakistan from the United States as they didn’t received the 

favorable support it desired from the United States. The  9/11 terror attack, 26/11 Mumbai 

terror attack, Abbotabad incident and the recent Uri and Pathankot terror attacks completely 

unveiled the real face of Pakistan globally as a nation which breeds and harbor terrorism. 

(4.14):  Kargil & Indo-US: 

In the late 1990s, high publicity American engagement with South Asia took place on nuclear 

issues, sparked off by multiple Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests in May 1998. On 11 and 13 

May 1998, India carried out a series of five underground nuclear tests, twenty-four years after 

its first ‘peaceful nuclear explosion’ on 18 May 1974. This was promptly followed by six 

Pakistani nuclear tests on 28 and 30 May 1998. Although the immediate American reaction 

was to impose economic and military-related sanctions on both India and Pakistan, their 

respective importance in United States foreign policy soon generated less coercive measures 

to counter proliferation. In a significant development, within the Lahore Memorandum of 

Understanding (MoU), both countries agreed to develop confidence-building measures 

(CBMs) in the nuclear and conventional fields aimed at the avoidance of conflict within nine 
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months of the nuclear tests. 611  The Lahore documents—signed at the Summit between 

Vajpayee and Pakistani Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif in Lahore—appeared to provide the 

momentum towards enhanced and formalized nuclear stability in South Asia.  

However, the feeling of euphoria generated by the Lahore Declaration proved to be short-

lived. Pakistan’s military intrusion across the LoC, allegedly at the time of the Lahore 

Summit, effectively ended all moves towards regional nuclear stability. Instead, India and 

Pakistan were involved in an armed conflict with each other for the first time after their 

nuclear tests in the Kargil conflict of May-July 1999 which formally ended with United 

States facilitation. Code-named Operation AI Badr, the Pakistani misadventure involved yet 

another Operation Gibraltar (1965) type operation, led by infiltrators in Jammu and Kashmir. 

The infiltrators this time were mostly Pakistani army regulars disguised as mujahideens. The 

deliberate employment of Pakistani army regulars disguised as mujahideens was to project 

Operation AI Badras an action by "Kashmiri freedom fighters."In early 1999, Pakistan’s 

regular and irregular forces crossed the LoC and occupied positions in the Kargil sector of 

Indian-administered Jammu and Kashmir. When this was detected in early May 1999, Delhi’s 

response was swift and comprehensive, involving the use of land and air forces to evict the 

intruders from the Indian side of the LoC. On May 25, 1999 the high-powered Cabinet 

Committee on Security (CCS) met in New Delhi to take stock of the situation and undertake a 

comprehensive political-military analysis of the emergent problem.  

When the Indian Army began its offensive against the intruders on May 8, 1999, Washington 

paid little attention to the initial reports of clashes, assuming them as domestic turmoil 

between the Indian forces and Kashmiri "insurgents" along the LoC. As a US official later 

explained, "Everyone assumed it was the usual shootouts that happen after the snows 

melt."612  However gradually as the things started getting intensified, Washington became 

more concerned and began to receive a steady flow of intelligence reports about the 

happenings at the Kargil front. President Bill Clinton put special attention on the Kargil 

conflict and on 28 May 1999, the US State Department in a major diplomatic move, 

summoned the Indian and Pakistani Ambassadors to underline the need for utmost restraint in 
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handling the sensitive situation which had the potential of getting out of control. Assistant 

Secretary of State for South Asian Affairs, Karl Inderfurth held separate meetings with 

India's envoy Naresh Chandra and Pakistani envoy Riaz Khokkar and expressed "very strong 

concern" over the fighting in Kargil. He urged both the parties to show respect to Lahore 

peace process of February 1999.613 In the meantime, the US Ambassador to India, Richard 

Celeste, personally carried President Clinton's appeal for restraint to the Indian Defense 

Minister George Fernandes. Similarly, the US diplomats in Islamabad met with the Pakistani 

officials to convey the American concern. Although the US refused to intervene directly in 

the conflict and was also reluctant to mediate to end the crisis but still it continued to expect 

both the contending parties to negotiate directly to find a solution. The US Ambassador to 

India, Richard Celeste, also echoed such a policy of non-interference. As the fighting 

intensified, Pakistan began its diplomatic offensive against India and its overall plan was to 

have the UN Security Council (UNSC) take up the issue and, as it had done in previous Indo-

Pakistani conflicts, -call for a cease-fire. Islamabad seemed to have hoped that if a cease-fire 

'Was called, the LoC would shift and Pakistan would be allowed to hold on to the territory it 

had seized.614 

However, the US policy response at this period came to direct conflict with the Pakistani 

objectives. By early June, the US had got confirmed reports and evidence from satellite 

surveillance and intelligence sources about the direct involvement of Pakistani Army in the 

Kargil intrusions. Thus Washington unequivocally held Pakistan responsible for the conflict 

and asked Islamabad to vacate the intrusion to end the conflict. The US was also at the 

forefront to prevent the Pakistani attempt to internationalize the conflict, or to gain any 

mileage from its aggression. The US ascertained by early June that the positions of the other 

P-5 nations complemented its own. Throughout the conflict, Washington repeatedly stressed 

that it believed India was a victim of aggression and was well within its rights to use its 

military to push them out.615 More significantly, the US showed little inclination to support a 

Pakistani effort to bring the issue before the UNSC. Washington also blocked a Canadian 
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attempt to bring Kargil to the attention of the Security Council.616 In the first week of June, 

President Clinton personally involved himself in the diplomatic effort to defuse the crisis. On 

2 June, he spoke to Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee and Pakistani Prime Minister Sharif and 

once again urged them to resolve the conflict by negotiations and in the spirit of Lahore 

Declaration. In his communication to Sharif, Clinton called upon Islamabad to take steps to 

defuse the crisis and respect the LoC. In effect, he blamed Pakistan for Kargil war and told 

Nawaz Sharif government to withdraw the Pakistani intruders out of Kargil. President 

Clinton then wrote to Vajpayee about the advice he gave to Sharif. At the same time, he 

expressed his appreciation for the "restrain" shown by India in dealing with the situation. The 

US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright also told Sharif to use every possible means to get 

the intruders out and restore the LoC.617 To, build further pressure on Sharif, the Chairman of 

the House International Committee, Benjamin Gilman, sent a letter to him, bluntly instructing 

him to "withdraw" the military forces and end the fighting. Gilman wrote: “... The insertion 

of a large Pakistan-supported military force across the LoC threatens the peace and stability 

of South Asia... Pakistan has nothing to gain by permitting the fighting to continue and much 

to lose by prolonging the crisis. I urge you to instruct Pakistan's military forces to withdraw 

and to end its support for the current fighting."618 It was clear that the US executive as well as 

the legislative branch refused to believe in the Pakistani version of the Kargil event. In effect, 

both the executive and the legislative branches of the US government were united in their 

response to the Kargil conflict.  

Consequently, having realized the explosive nature of the crisis and wary of the danger of a 

wider war, the Clinton Administration decided to involve itself directly in the crisis and take 

pro-active steps to defuse the situation. Worried about the possible escalation of the crisis, 

which would lead to an all-out Indo-Pakistani war, President Clinton rang up Vajpayee and 

urged him to hold to a policy of restraint. He then called Sharif on 15 June and asked him to 
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pull back his forces out of the Indian side of the LoC, warning that the deployment would 

hold up any effort to end the fighting between the two countries. He also persuaded both the 

sides to resume direct -talks in the spirit of Lahore Declaration to defuse the crisis.619 The US 

also stepped up its diplomatic efforts and took a number of initiatives to exert pressure on 

Pakistan to withdraw the intruders and de-escalate the conflict. First, it persuaded the G-8 

countries then meeting at Cologne, to issue a statement expressing deep concern over the 

"infiltration of armed intruders which violated the Line of Control."620 Moreover, President 

Clinton decided to send a two-member delegation to Islamabad consisting of General 

Anthony Zinni, the Commander-in-Chief of the US Central Command, and Gibson Lanpher, 

the US Deputy Assistant Secretary of State. According to a State Department official, the 

purpose of the US delegation to Islamabad was to ensure the withdrawal of Pakistani 

incursion from the Indian side of the LoC. 621  However, Zinni-Sharif meeting ended 

inconclusively as both sides remained stuck to their known and stated positions on the Kargil 

crisis. After the return of Zinni and Lanpher mission, Pakistan turned towards China for 

support but Pakistan did not received any positive response from China Desperate to find a 

way out, Sharif finally called Clinton on 3 July and requested for an early meeting. The US 

President agreed, but on the understanding that Pakistan would accept a pullback from 

Kargil. Sharif agreed and left for Washington that night with 26-member delegation. 622 After 

the end of Clinton-Sharif meeting, a joint statement was issued by Washington on 5 July 

1999, where it clearly stated that both the US President Clinton and Pakistani Prime Mister 

Nawaz Sharif have unanimously agreed immediately to cease the hostilities between India 

and Pakistan. They also shared the viability of the potential threat and collateral damage of 

the war in Kargil and as such they have agreed that for maintenance of international and 

regional peace the sacred LOC in Kashmir must be respect and restored by both the 
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contending parties following the guidelines of Simla Accord. Moreover Clinton also assured 

a personal interest in encouraging an expeditious resumption and intensification of these 

bilateral efforts.623 Thus finally with the mediation of the United States the war came to an 

end and the fear of a nuclear breakdown between two nuclear empowered states was 

subsided. The Kargil episode not only marked US fair and positive stand on the Indo-Pak 

enduring rivalries but it yet again exposed the face and reality of Pakistan as a nation which 

breed terrorism.  

(4.15) India- US 10 Year Defense Pact: 

On June 28, 2005 in order to further strengthen its strategic, military and defense alliance 

with India the two nations signed a 10-year Defense Pact in Washington D.C. This landmark 

agreement provided a boon for the joint weapons production, co-operation on missile defense 

and the transfer of civil and military technology to India.624 Washington justified that the pact 

was based on the global security challenges and its perceived strategic interests in South 

Asia. The defense pact which came after intense talk’s hours before the formal negotiations 

of Indian Defense Minister Pranab Mukkherjee and the US Secretary of Defense Donald 

Rumsfeld is a logical offshoot of the strategic partnership.625 The agreement paved the way 

for the possible lifting of US export controls for sensitive military technology to India 

without signing the CTBT.626  Mainly the two main objectives of the agreement was a. to 

help India to advance America’s strategic goals in Asia b. to help India to become a major 

world power this may project its military presence beyond its border.627  

From the US government perspective, the New York Times wrote: “Weapon supply to 

Pakistan and India strengthen the American presence on the Chinese border and its interest in 

this region. The deal will open the new markets for US throughout the Asian region for 

military contractors, which are looking for the more foreign buyers as the Pentagon budget 
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comes under pressure.” 628  On June 30, 2005, the Pakistan foreign office spokesman 

expressed Islamabad’s concern over the defense pact. He said that Pakistan had already 

conveyed its concern to Bush administration over its negative consequences of the Indo-US 

strategic partnership, in particular, over the induction of new weapons system such as missile 

defense that would destabilize the strategic balance in the region and may trigger an arms 

race here”.629 In the wake of the events on June 2005 Nicholas Burns, Assistant Secretary of 

State visited New Delhi and said that US has devolved a strategic partnership with India as 

she is a rising and democratic power in the world and a trusted friendly country”630. The 

statement testified the fact clearly that the Washington has recognized India to play a vital 

role in South Asia. Washington also believes that Asia is poised to become flush point of 

strategic gravity in international politics and is keen to develop its ties with India due to the 

vitality and importance of India and its long- term interests in South Asia and beyond. Alan 

Kroonstad of the Congressional Research Centre has also acknowledged this claim. 

According to report prepared by this centre: Washington has changed its policy in South Asia 

and it appears to be inserting a bigger gamble on India and according to various political 

analysts; New Delhi and Islamabad are no longer recognized as the same in Washington. 

Pakistan is observed as a middle power and India has the much larger prospective down the 

road. You would not listen to strategic associate being used much with Pakistan but you will 

hear it with India.”631 An Indian leading English daily, The Indian Express stated this pact a 

“Path breaking Defense Agreement” that will make out the mutual goals on which 

collaboration between armed services of both countries can be identified. The agreement is 

being witnessed as a noteworthy accomplishment as it is for the first time after the Pokharan 

tests that Washington has determined to advance defense ties with New Delhi.632 It was thus 

for the first time in Indo-US relationship that both countries recognized the political 

parameters for further significant defense cooperation.  
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(4.16):  The Nuclear Deal: 

The Indo-US nuclear agreement was the result of the close Indo-US bonhomie, India’s strong 

policy in the field of non-proliferation despite not being a part of it and the Washington’s 

recognition of India as -“an anchor of stability in Asia and an engine of global economic 

growth.”633 In October 8, 2008 George W. Bush the President of United States signed the 

landmark law on the Indo-US nuclear deal which later on became famous as the ‘United 

States-India Nuclear Cooperation Approval and Nonproliferation Enhancement Act’ under 

the safe guidelines of IAEA and Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG). The foundation of the deal 

traced back to civil nuclear cooperation that initiated with the joint statement between US 

President Bush and Indian P.M Dr. Manmohan Singh in the year 2005 with a broad 

framework of cooperation. Apart from the strong scrutiny of NSG, IAEA guidelines the act 

was scrutinized under the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and India’s 

“Weapons of Mass Destruction and their Delivery Systems (Prohibition of Unlawful 

Activities) Act, 2005,” which brought about more stringent non-proliferation regulations and 

tighter export control measures projecting India’s dedicated obligation to the cause of non-

proliferation.634 Thus finally in March 2006 in his visit to New Delhi President Bush and 

Prime Minister Manmohan Singh went ahead to sign the landmark and historic Civil Nuclear 

Cooperation Agreement which brought forth a bright beginning in the Indo-US bonhomie.635 
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Consequently, in May 2006, a separation plan was announced by the Indian government, 

separating it was immediately opposed: as per this separation plan, eight plants would be left 

outside international safeguards. In addition, the Fast Breeder Reactors (FBRs) located at 

Kalpakkam were not offered for safeguards, as the Fast Breeder programme is still at the 

R&D stage and the technology will take time to mature. This came under sharp criticism 

from the non-proliferation activists in the US who argued that the large number of facilities 

outside the safeguards would make available “significant additional nuclear weapons 

production capacity’ to India.636 Upon finalization of the separation plan, the US agreed to 

build into the bilateral 123 Agreement, fuel supply assurances; help negotiate with the IAEA 

and India specific Safeguards Agreement; help develop a strategic reserve of nuclear fuel to 

“guard against any disruption of supply”; and in case of disruption, the US and India agreed 

to put in place alternatives - countries like France, Russia and UK, which might be able to 

restore fuel supply to India. After the separation plan was agreed upon, the Hyde Act was 

signed into law by President Bush in December 2006. (The Hyde Act, considered the parent 

act of the 123 Agreement, provides the legal basis for nuclear commerce between India and 

the US, since India is not party to the NPT.)637  

However the Hyde Act came under sharp criticism because of certain clauses which stated 

that India would work with the US in containing Iran’s nuclear programme and that the two 

would work together on a Fissile Materials Control Treaty. Apart from several negative 

factors in the Hyde Act one was with regard to the preventive provisions with regard to 

India’s autonomous right to nuke test in future, on which the then opposition party in 
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parliament criticized the Manmohan Government a lot. But despite the hurdles, opposition 

and high hullabaloo, the 123 Agreement got finally signed in  August 2007, makes it 

copiously clear that the Indo-US nuclear deal will not impact India’s strategic weapons 

programme in any manner. In lieu of the above the accord also stated that Washington will 

positively work to facilitate and assist India in making nuclear trade with other nations. 

Although the agreement was supposed to be for a tem period of forty years but conditions 

were set to extend it for more ten years and if found discriminatory any of the party can 

terminate it after a one-year notice. However it also stated that in case of termination of the 

agreement, the US retains the right to take back “any nuclear material, equipment, non-

nuclear material or components transferred.” The understanding is that the “right of return” 

will impact bilateral relations significantly, and therefore, a consultative mechanism has been 

put in place that will “give special consideration to the importance of uninterrupted operation 

of nuclear reactors of the party (country) concerned with respect to the availability of nuclear 

energy for peaceful purposes as a means of achieving energy security.”638 

The signing of the 123 agreement moved the Indo-US nuclear deal a step further; by July 

2008 the India-specific IAEA Safeguards were secured and a waiver of NSG rules came by 

September 2008. Finally the agreement was placed for the approval of US Congress where 

despite stiff opposition from the strong nonproliferation lobby supporters of the agreements 

like Senators Richard Lugar and Christopher Dodd and others smoothly passed the agreement 

out. While justifying the agreement Senator Dodd highlighted that “compelling geopolitical 

reasons” like the India geographic propinquity to China, Pakistan and Afghanistan, are some 

vital reasons for passing the bill to strengthen Indo-US bonhomie, similarly Senator Lugar 

accentuated that the shared its democratic values which the two nations enjoys could “exert 

increasing influence on the world stage.”639   
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Cooperation between the Government of India and the Government of the United States of 
America Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy,” 01 August 2007, available at  
http://meaindia.nic.in/cgibin/db2www/meaxpsite/coverpage.d2w/coverpg?sec=pr&filename=
pressrelease/2007/08/03pr01.pdf 
 
639Foster Klug, “Senate debates US-India Nuclear Deal,” The Associated Press, 01 October 
2008, available at 
http://ap.google.com/article/ALeqM5hjHnPz7XX0WpdjPiswhHLvaXj0pAD93HPTU83 

http://meaindia.nic.in/cgibin/db2www/meaxpsite/coverpage.d2w/coverpg?sec=pr&filename=
http://ap.google.com/article/ALeqM5hjHnPz7XX0WpdjPiswhHLvaXj0pAD93HPTU83
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The Indo-US nuclear deal not only just marked an agreement of energy for India but it had 

severe regional strategic implication especially with regard to China and Pakistan. Firstly the 

agreement projected US’s acknowledgment of India’s rising potential not only regionally but 

even globally in the 21st century. Moreover the rising power of China, Japan and Russia 

compels US to have a strengthened and comprehensive relationship with India for the sake of 

its geo-strategic policy in South Asia. Moreover the rise of China and its rampant military 

modernization and economic development further necessitate Washington for biding the deal 

with India. Secondly a common goal of trade in strategic goods and technology further makes 

the relationship an enduring one. 640  Thirdly the deal marks an end to the long nuclear 

apartheid India has been subject to in the last three decades and lastly the impact of the deal 

will encourage the use of nuclear technology globally instead of proliferating it for the sake 

of weapons. 

(4.17):  9/11 Terror Attacks: 

As Indo-US bilateral relations were on the ascendancy, the terrorist attacks on the World 

Trade Center and the Pentagon transformed the overall situation in South Asia. It brought 

Pakistan back to centre stage and put parts of India-US relations on hold.641 “Pessimism 

began to cloud public thinking in Delhi on the future of India-US relations based on the 

feelings that the post-9/11 developments had swept away more than a decade of political 

efforts to restructure the relationship.642 India gave assurance to US to full cooperate in war 

on terror after 9/11 the assurance which US was searching during the long period of cold war. 

Moreover US policy makers also realized the fact that the Kashmiri freedom movement 

which they had always projected as regional domestic problem as terrorism. American policy 
                                                                                                                                                                            
 
640Several analysts maintain that it is the trade in strategic goods that will take the bilateral 
relations to a higher level. For instance, Varun Sahni, in an essay, states, “access to dual-use 
technology” will be the “litmus test” of this strategic relationship between India and the US. 
See, Varun Sahni, “Limited Cooperation Between Limited Allies,” in SumitGanguly, Brian 
Shoup and Andrew Scobell (eds.), US-Indian Strategic Cooperation into the21st Century: 
More than Words (London and New York: Routledge, 2006), p.178. 
 
641 Teresita C. Schaffer, “The US and South Asia: New Priorities, Familiar Interests”, The 
Global Beat Issue Brief, (66) available at www.nyu.edu/globalbeat/pubs/ib66.html 
 
642 Advocated by C Raja Mohan as cited in Mishra, Vivek; Indo-US Relations: After 
Narendra Modi’s Visit; Issue Brief; Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies; 
http://www.ipcs.org/issue-brief/us-south-asia/indo-us-relations-after-narendra-modirsquos-
visit-257.html 
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for fighting terrorism somewhat gave a false nation of Indian hopes because the Bush policy 

of pre-emptive strike was not making according with Indian interests.  

The September 11 terrorist attacks established very close and powerful attachment between 

the US and India. The attacks was created horrible effects on US mind and after these attacks 

the US arranged her policies, the South Asia and the Middle East centric with its objective to 

take out the terrorism roots from the use of force at both the places. So America attacked 

Afghanistan and later on Iraq according to its master-plan to stop the more terrorist activities. 

In the South Asia region India was located on a valuable spot to check and to find alternative 

of Pakistan if needed but its importance was less than Pakistan, because Pakistan was more 

helpful for America to play a role as a frontline state in the war against terrorism in 

Afghanistan. India had great expectations with US and made a great effort to get US attention 

from Pakistan to India as a regional allay and help India on the high level diplomacy. The 

Indian government offered ‘unconditional and unambivalent’ support to America to achieve 

its objectives in Afghanistan.643 However, the ulterior motive of the India was to get peace in 

the back yard of Pakistan consequently it was considered security to threat to Pakistan by 

Pakistan security analyst. Some Indian officials showed uneasy attitude towards the US 

policies to support Pakistan in the war against terrorism, on the pattern of cold war 

conditions. America lifted sanctions and gave economic aid and provided legitimacy to the 

Pakistani government that it has not enjoyed before.644  Ever since 9/11 both India and the US 

have embarked on security cooperation like never before. The cooperation that began with 

the “war against terror” has only grown, particularly with new and divergent modes of threat 

facing both the countries. In fact security cooperation has been one of the hallmarks of 

bilateral cooperation. The US has recently hinted that it would provide an exhortative ground 

for new cooperation with India in the area of security. It recently described cooperation in 

security as, "a central element of the broad US-India strategic partnership" and pledged that it 

looked forward to work with the new government in New Delhi. More in the consecutive 

                                                        
643 Washington Post, 2001 September 17  
 
644 Mohan, C Raja, (2002-3 Winter), “A Paradigm Shift towards South Asia,” (The 
Washington Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 1) pp 144 
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meetings of John Kerry and Chuck Hagel with India’s National Security Adviser points to 

important aspects of homeland security as a common agenda for both governments.645 

(4.18): Modi-Obama and the Relations: 

Post 9/11 decade India-U.S. bilateral relations have gradually developed and evolved into a 

"global strategic partnership", based on shared democratic values and increasing convergence 

of interests on bilateral, regional and global issues. The emphasis placed by the new 

Government in India on development and good governance has created new opportunity to 

reinvigorate bilateral ties and enhance cooperation under the new motto --- “Chalein Saath 

Saath: Forward Together We Go”, which was adopted following Prime Minister Narendra 

Modi's first summit with President Barack Obama on 30 September 2014 in Washington DC. 

Regular exchange of high level political visits has provided sustained momentum to bilateral 

cooperation, while the wide-ranging and ever-expanding dialogue architecture has established 

a long-term framework for India-U.S. engagement. Today, the India-U.S. bilateral 

cooperation is broad-based and multi-sectoral, covering trade and investment, defense and 

security, education, science and technology, cyber security, high-technology, civil nuclear 

energy, space technology and applications, clean energy, environment, agriculture and health. 

Vibrant people-to-people interaction and support across the political spectrum in both 

countries nurture our bilateral relationship.646 

In less than two months after the visit by Prime Minister Narendra Modi to the US, President 

Barak Obama accepted the invitation to become the first President of the United States to be 

the Guest of Honour at the Republic Day celebrations in India. The acceptance of the 

invitation through the social media was, perhaps, to indicate the personal equation that has 

developed between the two leaders. It is an established fact in diplomacy that good personal 

relations between political leaders are crucial to building an understanding between two 

nations especially on controversial and/or important issues. India has a commitment to 

regional development but it could now define for the US how it could influence the States of 

the region to advance security interests of the nations and how India would like to use its 

                                                        
645 Mishra, Vivek; Indo-US Relations: After Narendra Modi’s Visit; Issue Brief; Institute of 
Peace and Conflict Studies; http://www.ipcs.org/issue-brief/us-south-asia/indo-us-relations-
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646 India and United States Relation, Ministry of External Affairs, Government of India, 
https://mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/USA_Dec2014.pdf 
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leadership position for regional integration and take advantage of opportunities for economic 

and political cooperation. The US could support India in its endeavour for regional 

cooperation and seek views and counterview on its policy discussion with respect to region. It 

has to be understood that the relationship is no longer a zero sum game, which is based on 

certain select issues. It is based on long term gains and encompasses a range of issues.647 

It has to be kept in mind that the relationship between these two nations is evolving at a time 

when cooperation is needed to address key international issues, such as the crisis in Ukraine 

and the tensions between ‘the West’ and Russia, the challenges in Afghanistan, the situation 

in Pakistan, the rise of the Islamic State, outbreak of epidemics like the Ebola virus that can 

spread quickly across borders. These varied events are proof that nations are individually ill 

prepared to address them and international cooperation is a necessity. There is growing 

recognition within the Indian government that the US is a partner despite the differences that 

persist between the two countries and the questions about reliability. India is critical to the 

US as it is politically stable, and perhaps, is the only country that follows a very similar 

concept of democracy as the US in the subcontinent. Economically, India has a stable 

economy which is crucial for US trade, commerce and industry. The Obama administration, 

on its part, has repeatedly stated that even if India and the US may not always be on the same 

page, India’s rise is in US interest—not least because a strong, prosperous, inclusive India 

could help manage global and regional disorder.648 

(4.19) Assessment: 

United States and India remain to be the two largest democracies in the world, and could 

have had closer and more amicable relations with each other, if their strategic perceptions 

were similar. For India, sovereignty, pride on the history and ideology that the country 

represents, the magic of democracy that it represents, where equality is practically based on 

its diverse nature, its secular character, having the second largest Muslim population in the 

world after Indonesia, where poverty and economic development prevail hand in hand, 

growth and the will of the people remaining high in the agenda of all political parties. It 
                                                        
647 Stuti Banerjee, “India and the United States: Strengthening the Partnership”, Policy Brief, 
Indian Council of World Affairs, March 9, 2015, 
http://www.icwa.in/pdfs/PB/2014/Indiausstrengthing09032015PB.pdf 
 
648Stuti Banerjee, “India and the United States: Strengthening the Partnership”, Policy Brief, 
Indian Council of World Affairs, March 9, 2015, 
http://www.icwa.in/pdfs/PB/2014/Indiausstrengthing09032015PB.pdf 
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remains difficult for the West to understand, how a country that has been robbed and 

plundered for centuries, partitioned, bombed, terrorized, facing constant threats from various 

non state actors, overflowing with population and unbalanced growth can still be the home of 

the largest skilled and educated work force, birth place for two major religions of the world, 

culturally vibrant, and a major cohesive force for Asia, which no other country can compete 

with, excluding its geo strategic location. United States in that perspective has been self-

centric and had its own hurdles on its path to achieve the super power status that it gained 

from the time it used two atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. When India did not 

agree to be a satellite state in the grander strategy that US had in plan for itself then 

immediately India lost its prominence in their policy making. Events and policies adapted by 

Indian decision makers, sometimes brought them to the front of their decision makers, 

sometimes they lost prominence to other global events, which became important for US. But 

with the beginning of the millennium, the issue of terrorism along with nuclear politics 

started bringing India and US closer to each other. Presently, the spiraling Western financial 

crisis and global economic slowdown have made India more important for US policy and 

decision makers. In perspective of the various rising powers in the world, and changing 

strategic theaters, one can expect more positive Indo US relations in the future. 
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Chapter-5 

PLACE OF CHINA  
IN  

INDIA, PAKISTAN AND THE UNITED STATES 
 

South Asia remain to be the most important region of Asia as such there has been seen a 

plenty of times when super powers like US, USSR and China had been meddling its policies 

among the regional states especially with maters related centering the Indo-Pakistan 

confrontational relationship. While since from the beginning Pakistan adopted a policy of 

inviting external involvement in the regional affairs, India has always opposed these efforts. 

Among the super powers who have been involved in the regional politics of the region and 

has been playing a very vital role in molding and remolding the relationship status between 

the two countries (India and Pakistan) one vital remain to be the Peoples Republic of China 

and its relationship with the United States, India and the Islamic Republic of Pakistan.  

(5. 1) Sino-Indian Relationship: 

Despite sharing a common border and having a close geographical and strategic proximity 

China and India as neighbours in the modern political context had minimal interactions 

between them. Although there are ample evidences of continuous overland trade and 

exchange of ideas through the centuries, but this appears to have occurred despite political 

cooperation and confrontation. There are several reasons behind this historical experience. 

First, apart from few notable exceptions, China and India were primarily self-sufficient 

societies preoccupied with their own internal dynamics. Secondly, geography-particularly the 

natural barrier mass movement and confined the interaction to a few traders, adventures and 

explorers. With some exception, almost all of the interaction was through the primarily 

nomadic tribes of the Tibetan plateau or along the trade centers and routes of Central Asia, 

notably Taxila and Bactria (in present day Afghanistan). Thirdly, the epicenters of the two 

civilizations were so far removed from each other that they did not warrant any direct 

interactions. However ironically it was the colonial experience and the exploitation of the sea 

routes by the European powers that provided China and India with a common political 

history. Moreover during the globalization of trade in the eighteenth and the nineteenth 

century, the two civilizations were pitched against each other for the first time in the history 

during the Opium Wars; when the European powers were determined to forcibly sell the 

Indian opium in China to pay for tea. Thus China and India were inevitably compelled to 
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compete against each other under this Western mode of Globalization.649 Also during the II 

World War, China and India were compelled to cooperate with each other by various western 

powers as they sought to prevent Japan’s expansion and the construction of Stilwell Burma 

Road that linked the two regions together. So China and India before Independence had 

regional confrontations with Tibet which was then a suzerain territory had a similar history 

on the basis of colonialism and such history was not based on their free will. 

In 1947 when India became independent, the Nationalist Government (Kuomintang) who was 

in power in China established its diplomatic relations with India, Government of India in 

1948 and send E.M. Pannikkar as its first ambassador to China. However military defeat of 

the Nationalist Government in the hands of the Communist Forces led the birth of the 

People’s Republic of China on October 1, 1949. There was a great expectation that the two 

ancient civilizations would forge a formidable partnership in the post colonial world; and as 

expected soon the Government of India extended its official recognition to the PRC on 

December 30, 1949. Indian became the second non-communist country in the world to do so 

after Burma and it was hoped that this would further strengthen the friendship between India 

and China and be conducive to the stability of Asia and the peace of the world. Pannikar 

became the India’s ambassador to PRC and presenting his credentials to Mao-Tse-Tung, 

Chairman of the PRC, Pannikar stated that: “The People’s Republic of China and the 

Republic of India representing the oldest communities in the world are now in a position to 

cooperate effectively for mutual advantage and for the welfare of the people. He two sister 

republics of Asia, which between them over a third of the world population, can through their 

cooperation become a great and invincible force”.650 

From 1949 to 1957 both the nations enjoyed a great period of bonhomie and friendship with 

each other, which included high level ministerial talks, diplomatic exchange etc. but however 

this relation did not last long. As by the end of 1950’s serious differences emerged between 

the two neighbours, particularly with regards to the un-demarcated border issue which later 

led to the war of 1962 the aftermath of which gave birth to an ominous relations between the 

                                                        
649 Sidhu, Waheguru Pal Singh & Yuan, Jing-dong; China and India: Cooperation or 
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two. The following phases has divided the relations between India and China which was 

more a roller coaster ride from better to biter in times.  

 (5.1.1) Phase I- Sino Indian Friendship- an Era of Hindi Chini Bhai Bhai (1950-1958) 

In the year 1949 when China emerged as an independent nation under the flag of People’s 

Republic of China it was India which came up as the second nation (Burma was the first) to 

extend official recognition to it. It was hoped that this would further strengthen the 

immemorial friendship between India and China and be conducive to the stability of Asia. 

The essentials of this policy stemmed from Nehru’s vision and conviction that India and 

China were big countries and has an important part to play in world affairs. During a debate 

on Foreign Affairs in Lok Sabha on 30 September 1954, Nehru said: ‘Countries like China 

and India once they get rid of foreign domination and internal disunity, inevitably become 

strong; here is nothing to stop them.’ Peace, cooperation and friendly relations with China 

were basic to Nehru’s China policy.  

There are ample of evidence which proves the fact that from 1950’s to 1958 there was a 

strong desire from both the nation to cultivate a strong friendship relations between them. 

The Indian delegation to the General Assembly to the United Nations sponsored resolutions, 

year after year urged that the Government of People’s Republic of China as against the 

national regime of Formosa should represent China in the United Nation.  India also voted 

against the February 1951 UN General Assembly Resolution which branded China as the 

aggressor. Similarly in September 1951 India declined to sign a Peace Treaty with Japan 

because, among other reasons, People’s China was not a party to it, and India felt that 

attending and important conference on Far East with China. India’s policy of friendship and 

brotherhood was similarly reciprocated by China. They were exchange of State Visits by the 

Prime Minister of China and India, between June 1954-July 1957, Chou En-lai paid four 

visits to India. It was resounded by the visits of Jawaharlal Nehru in October 1954. When 

Chinese premier Zhou Enlai visited India in 1956, Indians lined the streets and chanted 

“Hindi-Chini bhai bhai,” or “India and China are brothers.” 

However, perhaps the high-water mark in the development of friendly relations between the 

two countries was reached on 29 April 1954 when the agreement with China on Trade and 

Intercourse between the Tibet Region of China and India was signed; which became famous 

as the PanchSheel Accord.  
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 Panchsheel: 

The Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence, also famous as Panchsheel were first formally 

enunciated in the Agreement on Trade and Intercourse between the Tibet region of China and 

India signed on April 29, 1954, which stated, in its preamble, that the two Governments 

“have resolved to enter into the present 

Agreement based on the following principles: - 

i. Mutual respect for each other’s territorial integrity and sovereignty, 

ii. Mutual non-aggression, 

iii. Mutual non-interference, 

iv. Equality and mutual benefit, and 

v. Peaceful co-existence. 

Two months later, during the visit of Premier Zhou Enlai to India, he and Prime Minister 

Jawaharlal Nehru issued a Joint Statement on June 28, 1954 that elaborated their vision of 

Panchsheel as the framework, not only for relations between the two countries, but also for 

their relations with all other countries, so that a solid foundation could be laid for peace and 

security in the world. Speaking at banquet held in honour of Premier Zhou Enlai in New 

Delhi on June 26, 1954 Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru said “These principles are good not 

only to our two countries but for others as well…each country would have freedom to follow 

its own policy and work out its own destiny learning from others, cooperating with others, 

but basing itself essentially on its own genius.”651 Panchsheel, as envisioned by its creators, 

gave substance to the voice of newly established countries who were seeking the space to 

consolidate their hard won independence, as it provided an alternative ideology dedicated to 

peace and development of all as the basis for international interaction, whether bilateral or 

multilateral. At that time, the two Prime Ministers also expressed the hope in the Joint 

Statement that the adoption of Panchsheel “will also help in creating an area of peace which 

as circumstances permit can be enlarged thus lessening the chances of war and strengthening 

the cause of peace all over the world.”652  It should be noted here that the Principle of 
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Panchsheel was adopted as the basic pillar on which foreign policy was made by most of the 

South East Asian nations and later by China itself. 

The Sino Indian bonhomie got again reflected in the year 1955 during the Bandung 

Conference .Before the conference, both India and Burma (now Myanmar) took a firm stand 

that China should take part in the conference. At the conference, Nehru made a number of 

efforts to support Zhou Enlai, giving a helping hand to New China, which had just ascended 

the international stage. This vision caught the imagination of the peoples of Asia and the 

world. Panchsheel was incorporated into the Ten Principles of International Peace and 

Cooperation enunciated in the Declaration issued by the April 1955 Bandung Conference of 

29 Afro-Asian countries. The universal relevance of Panchsheel was emphasized when its 

tenets were incorporated in a resolution on peaceful co-existence presented by India, 

Yugoslavia and Sweden, and unanimously adopted on December 11, 1957, by the United 

Nations General Assembly. In 1961, the Conference of Non-Aligned Nations in Belgrade 

accepted. 653 All these events led to a high tide of friendship between China and India, which 

had been unprecedented in history. It was during this period that India gave up its special 

privileges in Tibet. 

But however although sharing a very bright and affable beginning gradually the relations 

between India and China turned bitter in the subsequent days. The succeeding phase in the 

relationship between the two nations focused with important events and developments which 

gave birth to a belligerent relation between the two.  

(5.1.2) Phase II- Tracing the source of irritant relationship: (1959-1961) 

Finding the source of the tension in the Sino-Indian relationship does not require much 

searching. Both the nation hands experienced some degree of imperialist control in the 

nineteenth century.654 The nationalist movement and the Chinese communist movement drew 

specific conclusion from the experience of European imperial expansion in and Domination 
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of Asia. As the principle inheritor of the British imperialism in the subcontinent, India also 

zealously adhered to the legacy of colonially bequeathed borders.655 

For India’s first Prime Minster and the principle architect of the foreign policy, Nehru, the 

borders of British India provided a geographical identity of an India gave that had existed 

among the collective historical imagination of the region’s populace.656  This perspective 

however did not accord well with the Chinese communist leadership under Mao Zedong. 

Thus after the departure of the colonial ruler from the subcontinent, the Chinese leadership 

sought to recover the territory ‘lost’ to the Western colonizers by resorting to fictitious 

historical maps, which they practice till date. Moreover the communist percepts held by the 

leaders in Beijing put them at odds with Nehru’s commitment to liberal democracy. More to 

the point, Nehru’s uncritical acceptance of inherited colonial borders propelled the two 

countries down a path of confrontation as China sought to question the legitimacy of British 

colonial expansion to the outer reaches of China in the Himalayas.  

Among India’s inheritance from the British colonial empire were the results of a set of 

colonial border policies. The northern frontier of India, especially as they related to China 

and Tibet had been formulated as a consequence of the interplay of cartography and imperial 

concerns about warding off potential expansionist threat from the then Bolshevik 

Revolution657 Out of three possible alignment proposed by the colonial administrator and 

cartographers for the western sector of the northern Himalayan borders, the most expansive 

was the Ardagh-Johnson Line fashioned between 1865 and 1867, bordering the labeled of 

Aksai-Chin, which is adjacent to Tibetans part and parcel of British colonial territory under 

the tutelage of Maharaja Hari Singh of Kashmir. The second proposed alignment was the 

McCartney- MacDonald Line, placed portions of the Aksai-Chin in the China’s Xinjiang 

region. Finally the Trelawney Saunders survey placed the boundaries along the Karakoram 

mountain range. Based on the evidence in the public domain the national government of 

independent India chose the most expansive alignment, the Ardagh-Johnson Line, as its 
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interpretation of its frontier with China in the West.658 There is need to understand that China 

did not attained independence like that of India. India attained Independence after a long 

nationalist movement which ultimately left of the decision of British to left India on the basis 

of multiple agreements and decisions within which was the decision of partition, the treaty of 

annexation as well as the definitive borders with that other nations that India and Pakistan 

agreed during the time of independence. That is why it is not only Mac-Mohan line which 

raised question but also the Durand Line which created problems between nations. 

Key political and strategic choices, which in the retrospect area speculatively flawed, sparked 

the tensions between India and China within a decade of the former’s emergence as an 

independent state and the latter’s emergence as a communist one.659 Some of the major bone 

of contentions that remains as a lynching pin between the bitter Sino-Indian relations during 

that period has been traced under the following points. 

 Tibet: 

In the aftermath of India’s independence, Prime Mister Jawaharlal Nehru was prim sinter 

pares in the new government on matters concerning India’s foreign and defense policies. 

Nehru was acutely concerned maintaining materially weak India’s freedom and autonomy in 

the realm of foreign policy. Consequently, he seized upon a moral and normative vision that 

he believed would enhance India’s ability to play a significant yet independent role in global 

affairs. The quest for this moral mission of world order, of course, was also based on a 

shrewd calculation of India’s national interests.660  Passionately opposed to high levels of 

military spending and fearing the militarization of Indian society Nehru sought to steer India 

away from the super-power entanglements.661 Despite a war with Pakistan in 1947-1948 the 

leaders in Delhi never felt the need to perceive the military threat from Pakistan to be 
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substantiated.662 However the sudden militarization of the People’s Republic of China gave 

Nehru a second though in this policy of non-alignment and consequently Nehru’s strategy in 

dealing with People’s Republic of China (PRC) was one of conciliation and appeasement.663  

In word of Indian historian P.C Chakravarti, Nehru’s dilemma and his strategy toward China 

‘were determined, in large measure by her unrealistic assessment of Chinese leadership. In 

Nehru’s eyes, the supreme need of the moment was peace, particularly in Asia. The only 

power that might disturb Asian peace was China, with her irredentist ambitions. Once those 

ambitions were satisfied, China was believed, would settle down to peaceful internal 

development. Unfriendly policies would merely antagonize the Chinese Communist and 

make them belligerent’.664 

 The Mc-Mohan Line Controversy: 

Colonial Legacy was primarily responsible for the India-China border dispute. The 1913-

1914 Simla meeting attended by representative from British India, Tibet an Republic of 

China resulted in an agreement that made vague references to watersheds and natural 

boundaries as the border between British India and Tibet. This was the basis of Mac-Mohan 

Line.665 The Chinese representative initiated the document, but the central government in 

Beijing, under tremendous pressure at home, never formally signed it. And though it was 

accepted by the government of Tibet, the legitimacy of the Mac-Mohan line was challenged 

by the nationalist government of Chian Kai-shek as well as the Communist government of 

Mao-tse-Tung, both of whom had committed themselves to the restoration of China’s former 

historical power and territory. Thus, at the time of its independence India inherited one of the 
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longest, poorly demarcated and disputed borders with and important neighbours-Tibet and 

later, China.666 

Apart from the border dispute, serious ideological differences between the two nations were 

also evident in the early days of post-colonial Sino-Indian relations. This became evident 

when India’s deputy Prime Minister Sardar Patel in his letter to Nehru on November 7, 1950; 

characterized China as a ‘potential enemy’ in the context of China’s liberation of Tibet. The 

incident happed after the denial and discouragement of Indian to endow of forces by the 

Chinese in Tibet and warned that it might hamper the entry of PRC in UN. In a rude reply 

China criticized India ‘as having being affected by foreign influences hostile to China and 

Tibet’. Sardar Patel also added that ‘while our Western and North-Western threat of security 

are still as permanent as before, a new threat has developed from North and North East…..we 

must thus have a clear ideas of what we wish to achieve and of the method by which we 

should achieve.’ 667  Meanwhile Nehru’s sympathy for the Tibet rebellion of 1959, asylum to 

Dalai Lama in India and frictions over territorial boundaries in Aksai Chin, along Indian 

Kashmir and China’s Xinjiang province, and Arunachal Pradesh, along India’s northeast and 

Tibet’s south, led to the further deterioration in relations between the two nations. 

In the year 1950, the PLA of China marched into Lhasa and brought Tibet under China’s 

control. This de-factor take over became de-jure fact when Tibetan Leader Dalai Lama 

accepted the seventeen point agreement in the year May 1951, which effectively nullified the 

Tibetan claim as an independent status.668 Where on one hand the Chinese annexation of 

Tibet was an act for unification of the five-races of China; on the other for India it was a 

grave cause of concern as because the Tibet plateau which was a very vital buffer zone 

between China and India –vanished over night.669 
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Following the Chinese entry in Tibet Nehru adopted a broad two-prolonged response- Firstly 

it took rapid steps to include Nepal Bhutan and Sikkim into India’s Defense perimeter and 

extended India’s administration into Tawang, a monastery town beyond McMahon line. 

Secondly, Nehru tried desperately to persuade China to maintain a low-profile relationship 

with Tibet based on a system of suzerainty, which would guarantee autonomy to Lhasa. But 

unfortunately the Indian negotiators were failed in their attempts and as a fact accompli 

Nehru eventually acknowledged Tibet as an autonomous region of China under the 

Panchsheel Agreement in 1954. 

Although being backed down over the question of China’s suzerainty over Tibet New Delhi 

however hoped to use the goodwill generated by Panchsheel to reach a working agreement 

with communist China over the McMahon Line.670 Both the nation’s started having border 

talks in 1954 but throughout the late 1950’s there was hardly any development and on 

contrary the relations between the two countries grew steadily worsening up.671 The tings 

turned out worsen when in the year 1958, Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai in a letter to Nehru 

proposed that ‘the two sides temporarily maintain the status quo , that is to say, each side 

keep for the time being to the border areas at present under its jurisdiction and not go beyond 

them.’672 Zhou further elaborated on these issues by pointing out that 1. Boundary dispute 

existed, 20 there was the existence of a LAC exercising administrative jurisdiction on either 

side, 3. In setting the boundary dispute certain geographical principles like watersheds, river 

valley and mountain passes should be considered, 4. The national feeling of the two people 

should be respect, 5. The two sides should observe the current LAC pending a final 

resolution, and 6. Both sides should refrain from patrolling close to disputed areas to ensure 

tranquility along the border.673 
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(5.1.3) Phase III- The Sino-Indian Border War (1962): 

Meanwhile during the late 1950’s along with the deteriorating Sino-Indian relationship with 

regard to border issue, the Tibetan Rebellion against the Chinese oppression was also 

simmering which finally got busted in the year March 1959. Following the failed revolt, the 

Dalai Lama, disguised as a soldier, escaped from Lhasa and, assured of political asylum by 

Nehru, reached India on 31 March 1959. Following the failed revolt, the Dalai Lama, 

disguised as a soldier, escaped from Lhasa and, assured of political asylum by Nehru reached 

Indian on 31 March 1959 to set-up a Tibetan Government in exile. China alarmed by the 

asylum blamed both US and India of supporting the rebellion and it was believe the ‘without 

CIA’s assistance it was impossible for Dalai Lama to escape the PLA’s pursuit.’674 These 

tensions brought into question the status of Tibet and India’s adherence to the 1954 

agreement and also exacerbated the difference that had emerged during the ongoing boundary 

negotiation in the late 1950s. It highlighted the question of the historical borders in the 

Ladakh region of Indian Kashmir and in the North Eastern Frontier Agency of India, north of 

Assam and East of Myanmar.675 During this period China had already occupied the Akasai 

Chin plateau of Ladakh and built a road through it connecting its Tibetan region with that of 

Xinjiang. Similarly, in 1959 India launched Operation Onkar for establishing military post 

along Mc Mahon Line.676 

Meanwhile in 1959 armed clashes erupted in Longju and Kongka region between China and 

India. In the last try to get the border talks back on track finally again the two Head of nations 

met in New Delhi from 19-25 April 1960. However the sheer unwillingness in both the fronts 

to budge from its position led the deadlock continues and drifted the relations between the 

two closer to war. With the Indian army pursuing its ‘forward policy’ and pushing northward, 

and with the PLA units responding tit-for-tat, small skirmishes between the two nations soon 

escalated into an open major military confrontation. The war between China and India 

erupted on 20 October 1962 when the Chinese troops forcibly evicted Indian troops from the 
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Dhola post in the eastern sector, which lay beyond the Mc Mahon line. Over the next month-

until the unilateral withdrawal on 21 November 1962-Chinies troops easily overwhelmed ill 

prepared Indian forces in all the sectors along the Mc Mahon Line. 677 This inexplicably 

unilateral withdrawal of Chinese Government to points where it’s considered the territorial 

boundaries should be was vehemently opposed and objected by India but there was little it 

could do. Although the war did not change the status quo of the border, for all intents and 

purposes India lost the war and was forced to accept both territorial loss and national 

humiliation. 

The war of 1962 brought the Sino-Indian relation to its nadir. For the sake of rapprochement 

in the two on December 1962 the prime minister of Sri Lanka Srimavo Bandaranaike, made a 

very honest attempt to bring China and India back on the negotiating Table in the Afro-Asian 

Conference but unfortunately the effort went in vain.678 Subsequently China and India broke 

off al bilateral relations. 

(5.1.4) Phase IV- The Sino- Indian Cold war (1962-1976):   

In the aftermath of the 1962 war the relationship between China and India got deteriorated 

further and the processes of normalization in the relations also stood still. Soon after the war 

a tense military buildup and confrontation developed. The two sided deployed more than 

4000,000 troops along the desolate mountain terrain and stated building up multiple infantries 

on both sides of the borders.679 Countries in South Asia tried to defuse tension between India 

and China, the two Asian Giants as such tensions would seriously reprimand the growth of 

the entire Asian continent. For that reason the leaders of the South Asian region formulated 

the Colombo Plan which tried to mediate between India and China providing suggestions like 

redrawing orders after troops were withdrawn till before the war position. However gradually 

in the course of time such plan got fissile out with the stand taken by India and China.  

Scholars like Waheguru Pal Singh Sidhu and Jing-dong Yuan had tried to identify this phase 

as an era of Sino-Soviet Cold war where India and the Soviet were on one side and Pakistan 
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and China (later United States) where on the other. Any attempt to improve the relationship 

between New Delhi and Beijing were constrained by the Sino-Soviet antagonism and the 

Indo-Pakistan confrontation. In this phase three, international developments actually 

determined the course of Sino-Indian Relations. Firstly: The growing rift between Soviet 

Union and China which began over ideological differences, quickly deteriorated into a state 

of animosity between the two nations. USSR charged China with irresponsible radicalism 

that might result in open military confrontation between Socialist and Capitalist camps, 

whereas on the other hand Beijing accused Moscow of betraying the revolutionary principles 

in search of peaceful coexistence with the capitalist United States. The dispute escalated in 

the late 1960’s and culminated in a shooting war in 1969 on the bank of Ussuri River-the first 

hot war between two nuclear armed states.680 Secondly: the Sino-Soviet rift coincided with 

not only evolving a partnership with India embodying into the famous Indo-Soviet Friendship 

Treaty in 1971, but it also resulted with a new emerging US-China rapprochement, which 

resulted in  the famous secret visit by President Richard Nixon’s national Security adviser 

Henry Kissinger, to Beijing in 1971, where Pakistan played a very vital role.681And the third 

incident which played a very vital role in this phase was the growing Sino-Pakistan 

relationship post 1962, which began to rapidly develop into a strategic and anti-Indian axis, 

as New Delhi’s relations with both Beijing and Islamabad deteriorated.682 Among these three 

major developments perhaps the most influential one which reinforced Sino-Indian rivalry to 

its nadir was perhaps the growing Sino-Pakistan relationship especially against the anti-

Indian axis. 

The origin of the entente cordiale between China and Pakistan can be traced back to 1961 

when Pakistan for the first time supported the Soviet draft resolution that sought to restore 

China’s membership in the United Nations. This was followed by the Sino-Pakistan boundary 

agreement of 3 March 1963 that defined their common borders. This bilateral agreement 
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between the two coming within months of Sino-Indian war over the border issue, took the 

form of an anti Indian Alliance. Subsequently in the 1965 Indo-Pakistan War China 

completely sided with Pakistan on almost all the issues and accused India of building military 

structure in Tibet and issued an ultimatum to New Delhi to dismantle these structures.683  

Even in the 1971 War China side lining it with Pakistan warned India that it would intervene 

if New Delhi attacks East Pakistan (present day Bangladesh).684 It was in this war where the 

Sino-Pak cooperation was evident both on diplomatic and military levels. In  April 1971 

when the movement was on its last phase to take of Zhou assured Pakistan’s military dictator, 

General Yahya Khan, that ‘should the Indian expansionist dare to launch aggression against 

Pakistan, the Chinese Government and people will, as always, firmly support the Pakistan 

Government and people in their struggle to safeguard their sovereignty and national 

independence.’685 This April statement by Zhou, compelled with the news of Kissinger’s 

secret visits to Beijing in July, was the primary factor that prompted India the sign the Indo-

Soviet Friendship Treaty on 9 August 1971.686 

(5.1.5) Phase V- The Sino- Indian Détente (1979-1998): 

By the 70’s and during the post-Mao period Beijing realized the fact that the Indo-Soviet 

friendship was closely linked to Indo-Chinese enmity, therefore improvement in the later 

means a distance of India from Soviet, Moreover during this time due to the military defeat of 

US army in Vietnam there was a power vacuum in South Asia and China wanted to use the 

opportunity. Thus in the year 1976 the Chinese asked the Romanian president Nicolae 

Ceausescu, to relay the message that Beijing wants to improve relations and was prepared to 

hold talks on border issues. This probe was reciprocated when the Indian Prime Minister, 

Morarji Desai, indicated during his visit to Washington in  June 1978 that ‘India is ready, 
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sometimes in the future, to recognize the present frontier as the Indo-Chinese boundary, and 

that India would not demand the return of territory seized by China between 1957-1962.’687 

In February 1979 Indian Foreign Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee visited China. In June 1980 

senior Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping, in an interview with the editor of an Indian defense 

journal, offered to settle the long-standing border dispute with India. Deng suggested that a 

resolution of the border issue be based on mutual recognition of the status quo: India would 

accept Chinese control of Aksai Chin, and in return China would recognize Indian control 

over disputed territories in the eastern sector. For the first time China also departed from its 

previous stand on Kashmir, and declared it as a bilateral issue between India and Pakistan.688 

The year 1981 saw a yet new move in the direction of détente between the two nations when 

the border talks commenced and were followed by seven more separate round of meetings 

that paved the way for future agreements. Since then the process of normalization in Sino-

Indian relations has evolved slowly through three distinct yet reinforcing activities: summit 

meeting between head of state and government; regular exchange visits between high ranking 

military and civilian officials and the gradually process of institutionalizing a series of 

Confidence building measures (CBMs). This bonhomie in the relations was witnessed when 

in 1986-1987 Beijing adopted a sharply neutral stand with regard to Kashmir particularly 

during the operation Brass-tacks crisis.689 

However the road to détente was not always smooth as there were several incidents occurred 

during the period that set back the entire normalization process. The foremost among them 

was the statehood right given to Arunachal Pradesh by New Delhi in December 1989 which 

was seen as an effort to impose the contentious McMahon Line on China. Secondly Chinese 

encroachments in the western Ladakh across the LAC raised alarm among New Delhi. 

Finally it was the Chinese Nuclear test during India’s President R Venkataraman’s visit in 

May 1992 was another source of friction between the two nations. Nevertheless although 

despite all these crisis the next major shift in the relations between the two nations was see 

with the advent of the young Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi and his historical trip to Beijing in 
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December 1988-the first such visits since 1954 when his Grand Father Jawaharlal Nehru, 

went to China- was a definitive movement in Sino-Indian relations. During his visit India 

accepted Chinese proposition that bilateral relations could be expanded and improved before 

there solution of border issue. In response China accepted India’s timeframe for the 

settlement for the settlement of the dispute and the creation of a joint working group headed 

by the deputy foreign ministers. A tentative but significant program of CMBs was also put in 

place, including direct links for commercial airlines and telecommunications, cooperation in 

science and technology and bilateral cultural exchanges. Although nothing was said on 

Kashmir question but there was increasing sympathy for the Indian position given China’s 

own separatist movement among the Tibetans in Tibet and Uighur Muslim of Xinjiang.  

Followed by Rajiv’s visit to China in December 1991 Chinese premier Li Peng visited India-

the first Chinese Primisted to do so since Zhou in late 1960. The 1991 communiqué issued by 

Li Peng and Indian Prime Minister P.V. Narashimaha Rao condemned the military 

domination of the West in the post-cold war era. Later during the visit of Indian President 

Venkataraman in May 1992, the Chinese President, Yang Shangkun, declared that the 

cooperation between India and China was essential in order to avoid being left behind and 

bullied by others. These visits were significant largely in terms of adding to the ongoing 

gesture of Sino-Indian reconciliation. These diplomatic visits were followed by major 

breakthrough in September 1993 when Prime Minister Rao attended a summit in Beijing, 

hosted by Premier Li. The two leaders penned the agreement on the Maintenance of Peace 

and Tranquility, which called for the renunciation of forces, recognition and respect for LAC, 

and the resolution of the border issue through negotiations. In addition, there were mutually 

agreed upon troop reductions and process of transparency was introduced to help implement 

the agreement.690 A highest point in the growing ties between the two nations reached in the 

year 1996, when Jiang Zemin became the first Chinese President to pay and official visit to 

India. During this visit both the sides agreed on significant troop reductions along the LAC 

by signing the Agreement on Confidence-Building Measures. However, no formal treaty was 

signed to settle the border dispute; the Tibetan and Sikkim questions were not addresses; and 

China did not raised the Kashmir question again on behalf of Pakistan. The evidence of Sino-

Indian relations was visible in almost every aspect of their bilateral relations. New 

Institutional links were established, scholarship and research opportunities for scholar in both 
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the sides were increased, and both the nations explored cooperation in the space. China and 

India reached an agreement for supply of uranium fuel for the Tarapur nuclear power plant 

under the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).691 Perhaps the biggest gain maid by 

the two nations was in the area of trade, which increased from a mere US$ 117.4 million in 

1987 to US $ 700 million in 1993-1994 and by 1998 it stood at US $ 1.922 billion.692  

(5.1.6) Pokhran II and the Changing Relations (1998-till date): 

China’s successful test of its device had sparked an outpouring of Indian strategic thought. It 

was not clear what impact this test had on the decision making process in Delhi but however 

within, a ear of the Chinese tests there was discernible shift in the nuclear policy under the 

new Lal Bahadur Shastri government. In a speech on 24 November barely after a moth of 

Chinese test, Prime Mister Shastri categorically reiterated the Nehru policy of not producing 

bomb. Following the Pakistani attack on India in September 1965 this policy of having a 

bomb got further reinforced. On 16 November 1965 Shastri told in Rajya Sabha that India 

would reconsider its policy of not making nuclear weapons if China succeeded in stockpiling 

nuclear weapons and perfecting a delivery system. Finally in December 1965 when secretary 

of Congress parliamentary party returned from the UN General Assembly he argued that 

China could occupy a permanent seat on the UN Security Council and hinted that India 

should acquire a nuclear capability to achieve parity with China, and thereby clinch to a 

permanent council seat. 693  Against this backdrop, Shastri launched a two-long pronged 

strategy, the first was to seek nuclear guarantees; the second was to go ahead with the 

subterranean nuclear explosive project (SNEP) to validate the nuclear option. Eventually 

India moved ahead for its peaceful nuclear test on 18 May 1974 in the Pokharan Desert, 

although Mrs. Gandhi did not made and explicit connection between India’s test and China’s 

nuclear capability but however the Ministry of Defense made this connection tacitly. Thus it 
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was evident that between 1964-1984 India’s weapon option policy was primarily directed at 

the perceived nuclear threat from China.694 

By the early to mid 1980’s India analyst were convinced that Pakistan had put together an 

effective nuclear weapon program.695   Moreover the growing evidence of Pakistan-China 

nuclear nexus coupled with a series of military crisis that India faced with China and Pakistan 

gave a new urgency to the notion that India had to respond.696 It was this coupling threat 

which was clearly spelled out in Vajpayee’s letter to Clinton – ‘Although our relations with 

that country (China) have improved in the last decade or so, an atmosphere of distrust persists 

mainly due to the unresolved border problem. To add the distrust that country has materially 

helped other neighbors of ours (Pakistan) to become a covert nuclear weapon state.’697 

In the weeks leading upto the May 1998 tests, India’s Defense Minister George Frenandes, a 

well known sympathizer with both the Tibetan and Burmese causes, made a series of 

statement that expressed similar sentiments even more strongly. Soon after Islamabad flight- 

tested its Ghauri missile on 6 April 1998, Frenandes noted that ‘China was the mother of 

Pakistan’s Ghauri missile.’698 He also asserted that China had set up a monitoring station on 

Myanmar’s Coco Islands, a remark that coincided with the first-ever visits of the PLA chief 

of staff, General Fu Quanyou, to New Delhi from 27 to 30 April 1998. Finally a week before 

the tests, Fernandes claimed during a T.V. interview that ‘China is potential threat number 

one.’699 Finally a combination of several domestic and international factors India finally went 

ahead for testing its second peaceful nuclear test on 11 May 1998. Beijing initial response to 
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India’s test was rather restrained. Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs spokesman Zhu 

Bangzao expressed the Chinese government’s deep concern over the tests and pointed out 

that these were contrary to the international trend and not conducive to peace and stability in 

South Asia. Two days later India conducted a second round of tests. However after the New 

York Times had published Prime Minster Vajpayee’s letter to President Clinton alluding to 

the China threat as the justification to the nuclear tests, Beijing reacted angrily and strongly. 

A statement from the foreign affairs ministry on 14 may condemned India’s behavior in the 

following words ‘In disregard of the strong opposition of the international community, the 

Indian Government conducted two more nuclear tests on May 13 following the May 11 tests. 

The Chinese Government is deeply shocked by this and hereby expresses its 

condemnation.’700 Thus it appeared that initially China was relatively unconcerned about the 

tests per se. What upset the Chinese was India’s insistence on using China as a justification, 

in addition to the statements about Tibet made by Fernandes on the eve of the test. It was felt 

among Chinese official that India had been foolhardy in reversing several years of 

extraordinary promising political developments, which even included Chinese offer to assist 

India with its nuclear power program.  

Since from the late 1998 and early 1999 there was seen a rapprochement and an attempt from 

the Indian side to open dialogue of bonhomie for China. A track-II dialogue was initiated, 

paving the way to the gradual resumption of official bilateral contacts. 701  Indian Prime 

Minister Jaswant Singh’s June 1999 visit to China was another watershed in turning around 

bilateral relations. Occurring amid the Kargil crisis, the visit also served to demonstrate 

Beijing’s neutrality in the conflict. China’s stand during the Kargil crisis dispelled India’s 

concern over possible Chinese support of Pakistan.702 In the year 2000 a security dialogue 

was initiated and Chinese Foreign Minister Tan Jiaxun reciprocated Jaswant Singh’s visit by 

coming New Delhi. On June the same year to mark the fiftieth anniversary of the 

establishment of diplomatic relations President Narayanan visited China. In January 2001 and 
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January 2002 Li Peng Chai of the National People’s Congress Standing Committee and 

Premier Zhu Rongji visited India. This high level of diplomatic visits by Beijing was again 

reciprocated by the visit of Indian Prime Mister Vajpayee to China in 2003.  

During UPA I and II Government there was a significant closeness between the India and the 

US administrator regarding Civil Nuclear Cooperation which turned into a major irritant or a 

cause of concern for nations like China and Russia. They felt that this strategic tilting towards 

US will further allow US administration to interfere in core areas of the Asian sub-continent. 

However the present government rebranding Gujral Doctrine as ‘Neighborhood First Policy’ 

has seen multiple diplomatic and high level visits by the Head of States in between Beijing 

and New Delhi. Cultural diplomacy was used as a tool of CBM to enhance business avenues 

of opportunities. However India has been extremely reluctant to openly support China’s pet 

projects like OBOR or CPEC as the leadership has made it clear that though connectivity 

remains to be an important factor for mutual growth and prosperity but it cannot override the 

sovereignty of other nations. China on similar lines has been reluctant to open avenues for 

India gaining access to nuclear fissile material and has blocked India’s membership in the 

Nuclear Supplier Group. The Chinese leadership also has used UNSC Resolution 1267 by not 

declaring specific individuals as global terrorist which India along with other western nations 

had made significant attempt of achieving. In the present day the relationship between India 

and China has been stated crisply by the Indian Prime Minister Modi in the 2nd  Edition of the 

Raisina Dialogue stated that the rise of India and China brings for the an unprecedented 

economic opportunity for not only both the countries but also for the whole world. But at the 

same time it’s not unnatural for the two large neighboring powers to have some differences. 

(5.2) Sino- Pakistan Relations: 

For about decade of its existence Pakistan’s Policy towards the PRC remained ambivalent. 

Subsequently, this ambivalence was replaced by the cordial relationship which still continues 

between them till today. Diplomatic relationship between Islamabad and Beijing began in the 

1955’s at the 1955 Afro-Asian conference in Bandung when the Head of the States of both 

then nation Zhou Enlai and Mohammad Ali Bogra initiated a series of high level contacts and 

visits. Pakistan had recognized the Peoples Republic of China on 4 January 1950 and the two 

countries established diplomatic relations a year later. The end of the 1950’s also saw a 

downturn from Hindi-Chinni-Bhai-Bhai days of Sino-Indian Relations. It was however after 

the 1962 Sino-Indian war Pakistan realized that China could be an ideal friend against India. 
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Earlier that year a joint communiqué signed in February by Zulfikar Ali Bhutto and Marshal 

Chen Yi had urged that the Kashmir dispute should be resolved according to the plebiscite.703 

Relations between China and Pakistan began with the thread of extremely suspicious towards 

each other. Till late 1950s, Pakistan was seen as the ‘most allied ally’ of the United States by 

Peaking, and moreover due to Pakistan’s ‘joint defense’ of South Asia against the Chinese 

border incursions, China considered it as one of its major threat in the region.  Thus, although 

Pakistan recognized the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in early 1950’s; yet their formal 

diplomatic ties were established only after 21 May 1951.704 However, it was a common threat 

faced by these two nations which finally brought them close to each other. Till the late 1950’s 

China was witnessing its ties deteriorating both with former Soviet Union and India. On the 

same hand for Pakistan, India had always been its arch enemy, right from the day the idea of 

Pakistan was first articulated. This was to be followed by their rising communal hatred, 

violent partition, border problems and frequent wars which all had further re- enforced their 

animosity towards India. Until 1955 things were going in a very slow pace between the two 

nations and there was no positive sign of any level China–Pakistan rapprochements. The 

situation remained the same until Chinese Premier Zhou En-Lai met with his Pakistani 

counterpart Mohammed Ali Bogra during the Afro–Asian Conference at Bandung in April 

1955. It was at Bandung that these two leaders agreed that (a) China and India were emerging 

as rivals for leadership amongst Afro – Asian countries, (b) China and Pakistan should 

cooperate to increase their leverage against Moscow and New Delhi, and (c) China and 

Pakistan could evolve a working relationship despite differences in their political systems and 

ideologies.705  The next level of talks between China-Pakistan commenced with the historic 

visit of Pakistani, Prime Minister H.S. Suhrawardy to visit China in 1956. This extended hand 

of friendship was reciprocated by the Beijing on the same tune with the visit of Premier Zhou 

En-Lai to Pakistan strengthening the China-Pakistan ties further more. A more meaningful 

interaction between the two begins only from early 1960s when a series of agreements and 

pacts were signed between the two nations. China and Pakistan went forward for signing- 
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trade agreement in January 1963, border demarcation agreement during March 1963, air 

services agreement during August 1963 followed by a cultural agreement during March 

1965.706 

Since a foreign policy of any two nations are deeply influenced by the foreign policy of the 

world view of the leadership thus in the case of the Sino-Pakistan relationship too there are 

certain areas of commonality that had led the birth of a all weathered bonhomie between the 

two.  

(5.2.1) Birth of the Relationship: 

Relations between China and Pakistan began with the thread of extremely suspicious towards 

each other. Till late 1950s, Pakistan was seen as the ‘most allied ally’ of the United States by 

Peaking, and moreover due to Pakistan’s ‘joint defense’ of South Asia against the Chinese 

border incursions, China considered it as one of its major threat in the region. Thus, although 

Pakistan recognized the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in early 1950’s; yet their formal 

diplomatic ties were established only after 21 May 1951.707 However, it was a common threat 

faced by these two nations which finally brought them close to each other.  

Till the late 1950’s China was witnessing its ties deteriorating both with former Soviet Union 

and India. On the same hand for Pakistan, India had always been its arch enemy, right from 

the day the idea of Pakistan was first articulated. This was to be followed by their rising 

communal hatred, violent partition, border problems and frequent wars which all had further 

re-enforced their animosity towards India. Until 1955 things were going in a very slow pace 

between the two nations and there was no positive sign of any level China–Pakistan 

rapprochements. The situation remained the same until Chinese Premier Zhou En-Lai met 

with his Pakistani counterpart Mohammed Ali Bogra during the Afro–Asian Conference at 

Bandung in April 1955. It was at Bandung that these two leaders agreed that (a) China and 

India were emerging as rivals for leadership amongst Afro – Asian countries, (b) China and 

Pakistan should cooperate to increase their leverage against Moscow and New Delhi, and (c) 

China and Pakistan could evolve a working relationship despite differences in their political 

                                                        
706 Singh Swaran; China-South Asia: Issues, Equations, Policies; (Lancer Books, New Delhi; 
2003); pp 173 
 
707 China and South Asia in the 21st Century; Spotlight on Regional Affairs; Islamabad 
Institute of Regional Studies; Vol- XVIII, No-10) October 1999; pp-02 
 



 

Page | 263  
 

systems and ideologies.708 The next level of talks between China-Pakistan commenced with 

the historic visit of Pakistani, Prime Minister H.S. Suhrawardy to visit China in 1956. This 

extended hand of friendship was reciprocated by the Beijing on the same tune with the visit 

of Premier Zhou En-Lai to Pakistan strengthening the China-Pakistan ties further more. A 

more meaningful interaction between the two begins only from early 1960s when a series of 

agreements and pacts were signed between the two nations, especially after the failure of 

Nehru-Zhou Delhi talks. The relationship between the two came out more prominent when 

after the U-2 spy plane incident Soviet Union gave grave warning to Pakistan but China did 

not even send a note of protest which hinted the fact that the two nations are ready for having 

a normalized relationship with each other. 

Meanwhile with the advent of J.F Kennedy as the leader of US India came much closer to 

Unites States displeasing Ayub Khan in Islamabad and as an act of resentment threatened us 

to vote for China’s representation in the UNO.709  In the mean time in the wake of the 

deterioration of Sino- Indian relation on account of the border dispute both the nations 

confronted with each other in the border war of October 1962 and India was receiving 

economic and military assistance from both US and USSR which deeply upset Islamabad. 

(5.2.2) Determinants and Objective of Sino-Pak relations:  

Owing to a geographical location of Pakistan strategically placed in the Indian sub-continent 

where on the east, north-east and the south-east lying India, since from the very inception 

Pakistani rulers have perceived a threat to their countries security. On its north-west lies the 

politically unstable Afghanistan which separates it from the Soviet Union and on the North 

beyond the Pakistan Occupied Kashmir lays the PRC. Topographically the nation has been 

marred by the – mountainous region in the north plateau of Baluchistan and the plains of the 

Indus River. President Ayub Khan on his word describes the locational status of Pakistan in 

the following word- ‘West Pakistan is wedged in between the three enormous powers, with 

the Soviet Union at the top, the People’s Republic of China in the north-east, and India in the 

South and East. I know of no other small countries which has the somewhat dubious 
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distinction of having three such mighty neighbors.’ 710  As the nation shares a very 

complicated and controversial relationship with its two neighbors Soviet and India as such 

the only option left for the leaders of the nations since from the beginning seemed to the only 

and only PRC. 

Moreover starting with an agrarian economy since 1947 gradually Pakistan as a nation has 

expanded its non-agrarian sectors considerably. Till mid sixties emphasis was given to the 

development of the consumer industries, by the late sixties attention was on the basic and 

heavy industries, however this growth rate received a thaw in the early seventies and the 

grown rate showed a stagnancy.711 However by the eighties the growth rate of Pakistan’s 

showed a significant development by 8.9 percent. By 1983-84 its GDP showed a tremendous 

development by 17.5 to 18.9 percent which was one of the most significant transformations in 

the economic development of Pakistan.712 Among the factors that induced such high profile 

economic development of Pakistan was the great rise in the industrialization and the 

significant amount of foreign trade that the nation received from its western alliance partners 

especially United States. Foreign aid has played a crucial role in the economic growth of 

Pakistan. Inadequacy of foreign exchange earnings and the weak domestic saving further 

reinforced the foreign trade and aid in Pakistan’s economy. Thus scholars tend to call the 

economic development of Pakistan as ‘dependent capitalist development.’713 However the 

considerable reliance on foreign trade tied Pakistan’s economy to the Western Countries, 

particularity the United States. This had implications for Pakistan’s foreign policy. Things 

turned out worsen when in the wake of change in the South Asian region during the early 

sixties Pakistan leaders sought to cultivate relations with the socialist countries, which deeply 

annoyed the Western patrons of Pakistan. Thus soon the United States and its allies started 

reducing their trades and aid to Pakistan and put hard term on the condition of the loans. Thus 

from 1965 onwards China stared giving aid to Pakistan on the most attractive terms and 
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condition. Thus China has from them become the most important donors and trade pattern of 

Pakistan.714 Thus, once Pakistan President said that ‘we are grateful to the leaders of the 

Peoples Republic of China for their positive contribution to the economic and industrial 

cooperation between the two countries which is playing a vital role in our economic 

development.’715 Similarly on the other hand the ports and the geo-political strategic location 

of Pakistan induced China to reinforce the economic relationship between them. China has 

forever maintained an all weathered economic, political and military ally of Pakistan and thus 

it’s the relationship of commonality that has brought the two nations closer to each other. 

(5.2.3) Pakistan’s aspiration and closeness with China-reason and rational: 

From the determinants analyzed above one can find out four major Pakistan’s policy toward 

China into focus: 1 Security and preservation of territorial integrity of Pakistan; 2. Kashmir 

Issue, 3. Economic Aid and Assistance and finally maintaining its status-quo with India in the 

South-Asian region.  

Pakistan’s security objectives vis-à-vis China can be viewed from two angles. First whether 

China poses a threat to Pakistan’s security directly or indirectly; secondly, whether China can 

bolster Pakistan’s security vis-à-vis its other neighbour. As regards to the first the Pakistani 

rulers do not spell out any apprehensions more over the rugged terrain in the Xinjiang-

Kashmir region.716 Whereas with regard to the second, China can surely bolster Pakistan’s 

security vis-à-vis other neighbours. The location of Tibet and Xinjiang on the north of Indian 

sub-continent places China in a position to intervene militarily in a confrontation between 

India and Pakistan and between Afghanistan and Pakistan too. Thus keeping in mind this 

objective Pakistan has always developed friendly relationship with China.  

China has been one of the key elements in Pakistan’s foreign policy and since from the time 

of independence it has been the touch-stone of Pakistan’s foreign policy. Those countries 
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which supported Pakistan on the issue where recognized as friends of Pakistan. In that decade 

China’s attitude toward the issue was ambivalent. However with the rise of the Sino-Indian 

border dispute, Pakistan saw an opportunity of getting China involved in the Indo-Pak dispute 

over Kashmir. In 1963 Pakistan signed an agreement with China on the demarcation of 

boundaries between Xinjiang and Pakistan-Occupied Kashmir. In return of the agreement 

China changed its stand on Kashmir and has time and again supported Pakistan against Indian 

in regional as well as international forays.   

(5.2.4) Economic Aid and Assistance:  

Economic development remains to be the one of the most important issue among the previous 

4 factors that has led the strengthening of the relationship between the two nations. During 

the fifties after independence Pakistan relied heavily on the aid and loans from the United 

States of America. This cost Pakistan heavily on the term of independence in the field of 

impartial and independent foreign policy making. However during the 60’s when the 

relationship between China and Pakistan were declining the Pakistani leaders diversified their 

sources of aid and economic relationship with many other nations. Among them one of the 

prominent everlasting and all-weathered ally’s remains to be China and its development has 

already been mentioned above. 

However in the present decade One such mammoth economic development of China within 

the Pakistan remains to be the landmark proposed China Pakistan Economic corridor (CPEC) 

The proposed economic corridor will connect the north-western Chinese province of Xinjiang 

with the Pakistani port of Gwadar through a network of roads measuring around 3000 kms 

(1,800 miles), providing Pakistan its much-needed economic infrastructure, especially power-

generation plants. 717  China has made commitments to provide around $46 billion in 

development deals, which is equivalent to roughly 20 per cent of Pakistan's annual GDP.718  
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Under the CPEC, China and Pakistan plan to build infrastructure to Connect Gwadar Port in 

Pakistan with Kashgar in Xinjiang.719 The project has become a “flagship project” of China’s 

Silk Road Economic Belt, although it was proposed in May 2013, a few months earlier than 

the broader economic belt. As a sign of its important place in the overall strategy, the CPEC 

was the first project to receive an investment from China’s $40 billion Silk Road Fund, 

providing partial financing for the $1.65 billion Karot hydropower project in Pakistan.720 

Pakistani President Mamnoon Hussain predicted that the CPEC will be “a monument of the 

century” during his February 2014 visit to China. China and Pakistan also signed 20 

cooperation agreements, worth $1.6 billion, at the forum. During Chinese President Xi 

Jinping’s visit to Pakistan in April of this year, the two sides identified four key areas for 

cooperation: “Gwadar Port, energy, transport infrastructure and industrial cooperation.”721 

For Pakistan, the project represents an economic boost and a potential solution to an ongoing 

energy crisis. According to China Daily; “gas, coal and solar energy projects” — planned 

under the CPEC framework have the potential to double Pakistan’s current capacity.722 For 

China, meanwhile, the project is a must if the broader Silk Road Economic Belt, with its 

attendant benefits for China’s domestic economy, geopolitical clout, and regional stability, is 

to get off the ground. 
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Pakistan, China’s “iron brother,” will likely be Beijing’s most eager partner along the 

planned Silk Road. China also sees the CPEC in particular as a way to diversify its energy 

supply, lessening reliance on easily disrupted maritime trade routes. In total, the economic 

corridor project aims to add some 17,000 megawatts of electricity generation at a cost of 

around $34 billion. The rest of the money will be spent on transport infrastructure, including 

upgrading the railway line between the port megacity of Karachi and the northwest city of 

Peshawar.723 

(5.2.5) Maintaining its status-quo with India in the South-Asian region: 

In the South Asian neighborhood the country that has reaped maximum benefit out of the 

India Pakistan rivalry is no one else than China. Tibet ha s been a bone f contention for the 

Chinese leadership but in the guise providing a helping hand in Pakistan’s infrastructural 

growth it is not only been able to built a strong strategic infrastructure within Tibet but has 

also been able to strangled India’s growth in the region. It has been in multiple forms: the 

Karakorum Highway, Aksai Chin, China’s stand on Kashmir, 1965 and 1971 wars PLA’s 

role in Infrastructural development in Gilgit and Baltistan or the CPEC of modern days. 

There is a need to accesses how China Pakistan relationship has strengthened the conflict 

between Indi and Pakistan and the role the US has played in such a triad.  

Ever since its birth Pakistan had an ambition of achieving the status of a co-equal power with 

India. This ambition is incongruous with reality. By virtue of its size, population, resources 

and industrial and technological capabilities, India hold a dominate position in South Asia. 

Pakistan has been seeking the involvement of the external powers for creating artificial parity 

between India and Pakistan. Accessing the Chinese policy toward Pakistan Lisa Curtis of 

Heritage Foundation, in one of his article has argued that the closeness is basically driven to 

offset the Indian power in the region and averting the strategic and military attention of India 

away from China. China has been the largest arms provider for Pakistan. In the year 1992 

China officially acknowledged the fact that it supplied 36 M9 ballistic missiles, JF-17, F- 7 

fighter aircrafts to Pakistan. Moreover from time o time it has also assisted Pakistan by 

providing it with multiple kinds of small arms and ammunition when ever needed and 

required. It’s believed that almost 70’s of Pakistan’s armed forces fighter aircrafts and Main 

                                                        
723 Saeed Shah, “China’s Xi Jinping Launches Investment Deal in Pakistan”, The Wall Street 
Journal, April 20, 2015, http://www.wsj.com/articles/chinas-xi-jinping-set-to-launch-
investment-deal-in-pakistan-1429533767 
 

http://www.wsj.com/articles/chinas-xi-jinping-set-to-launch-


 

Page | 269  
 

Battle Tanks (MBT) are procured from Beijing, mostly all the major missile projects of 

Pakistan are funded and guided by China. Apart from this China has helped to modernize the 

arsenal of Pakistan armed forces by providing it more than 400 military aircraft, 1600 MBT, 

40 navy ships, and the latest version of J-10 and JF-17 aircrafts. Not only has China helped 

Pakistan to modernize its armory but even the two nations have also established joint projects 

in Pakistan.  Besides creating the  JF-17 other landmark projects that have been jointly 

created by the two nations includes the K-8 Karakorum advance training aircraft, Al Khalid 

Tanks, Babur cruise missiles, F-22 naval frigates, the AWACS (Airborne Warning and 

Control System) etc. Apart from the strategic and military ventures Beijing’s flagship project 

of OBOR and Gwadar Sea Port is being constructed with the assistance of Pakistan. Further 

China has also assisted Pakistan to develop its space technology project, Space and Upper 

Atmosphere Research Commission (SUPARCO) and also the Heavy Rebuild Factory (HRF) 

at Taxila. Moreover the Pakistani Nuclear Programme remains highly indebted the China for 

its support in not only assisting in creating Pakistan’s nuclear weapons designs but also its 

weapon grade uranium. The twin nuclear reactor in Chasma has been built by China.  

In the December of 2009 in a meeting with the Pakistan Chief of Naval Staff Noman Bashir 

the Defense Minister of Beijing Liang Guangile urged to deepen their ties with Pakistan and 

confirmed to supply a total of eight F-22 P 3000 tonner Frigates to Pakistan. Along with this 

Pakistan also acquired 120 Chinese C 802 long range anti-ship cruise missiles, second 

ERIEYE radar-equipped SAAB 2000 and has expected to receive the Shaanxi ZDK-03 

airborne early warning aircraft from Beijing. China even aspire to built up a military base in 

Pakistan for the dual goal of pressuring India and to counterbalance and the influence of 

United States in Pakistan and Afghanistan and to curb the uprising of Uyghur who are 

demanding an independent nation in Xinxiang province.724   

(5.2.6) China- Pakistan Border Agreement:  

Indignant Pakistan because of the US aid to India was however convinced by UK and US and 

they manipulated and assured Ayub Khan that India won’t use the military aid against 

Pakistan rather the western allies of Pakistan advised Islamabad to go ahead and open a 

dialogue with India on issue of border demarcation in Kashmir. India agreed and the talks 
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were to begin in December 1962. Reverting to the Kashmir problem the Chinese leader 

apprehended that the Indo-Pakistan talk on Kashmir might led to the setting up of Indo-

Pakistan joint front against China for which the United States has been working since 1953 

and Ayub’s proposal for joint defense was a link in the chain. To forestall such possibility 

Beijing hastened its pace of boundary negotiation talks with Islamabad, which the later had 

initiated long back but was unattended by China. 

On the eve of Indo-Pakistan talk it was announced that Pakistan and China has reached on the 

complete agreement on the location and alignment of the boundary between Xinxiang and the 

areas of Kashmir under Pakistan’s control.725 Obviously it vitiated the atmosphere of Indo-

Pakistan talks and it ultimately resulted in failure. Consequently China and Pakistan went 

forward for signing Sino-Pak border Demarcation Agreement on 2 March 1963. The joint 

communiqué issued by the two governments stated that the two sides ‘have agreed to conduct 

negotiation so as to attain an agreed understanding of location and alignment of this boundary 

and to sign on this basis and agreement of a provisional nature.’ 726  According to the 

agreement, according to the Indian sources about 2050 square miles of territory was 

surrendered to China by Pakistan. 727  India lodged vehement protest against the border 

agreement asserting that Pakistan was not entitled to negotiate with China or any other 

country about territory that was not its own and also declared that New Delhi will never agree 

to any such arrangement or agreements ‘provisional or otherwise’ which constitute an 

inalienable part of the Indian union. However Chinese replied that Peaking ‘could not leave 

unsettled indefinitely its boundary merely because there is s dispute between India and 

Pakistan over Kashmir.’728  

Thus following the boundary agreement there was beginning of cordial relationship between 

China and Pakistan, which was evident by the exchange of numerous delegations and the 

declaration of support on the issues impinging on their national interests. During the 
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exchange visits of Zhou Enalai and Ayub Khan while China departed from its earlier neutral 

stand on Kashmir, Pakistan supported China’s stand on its seat in United Nation.729 

(5.2.7) 1962 Indo-China War and Pakistan’s Stand: 

During the Sino-Indian conflict of 1962 the Pakistan’s reporting was much inclined in favour 

of China. Dawn, on 20 October 1962, likened India of Nehru to ‘a wolf that had been fattened 

with economic aid and equipped with military fangs by the communist as well as non-

communist white power to fall on the Chinese Sheep beyond the Himalayas.’730 Peaking was 

praised by the Pakistani leaders for their peaceful intentions while New Delhi came to be 

described as the aggressor. Bhutto quite openly described the Chinese attack on India as 

‘illusory aggression,’731 and declared that there is no possibility of Pakistan coming in help 

for the India in the war with China.732 While some other Pakistani misters described the 

conflict as a mock fight, the Pakistan’s Ambassador to Japan called India as the original 

aggressor in the conflict.733 In a statement issued from Rawalpindi Ayub Khan curiously 

argued that the large amount of military equipment that was being supplied to India by the 

US and the UK has the effect of ‘enlarging and prolonging the conflict between China and 

India.’734 Pakistan’s foreign minister Mohammad Ali openly blamed India for initiating the 

war with China he observed that ‘the conflict stems from India’s unrealistic and fallacious 

foreign policy.’ Supporting China’s stand on the unilateral cease fire and willingness to 

withdraw 12 km behind the LOC Ali applauded the action of China and marked it as an act of 

great statesmanship criticizing India vehemently.735  
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However, although more than seventy countries of the world expressed their deepest 

sympathies with India but Pakistan sided with Peaking completely both to smite India and to 

curry favor with Pakistan. The Chinese terms and condition for settlement were applauded by 

Bhutto and he completely ruled out any collaboration with India against China even if the 

Kashmir issue was resolved amicably. Friendship with China Bhutto declared was ‘a 

fundamental principle’ of Pakistan’s foreign policy and was unconditional.’ He also added 

‘we will not barter or bargain it with anything’736 

(5.2.8) The Rann of Kutch War and the Chinese Stand: 

The unequivocal support and response that Pakistani leaders and policy makers resembled to 

China in the Sino-Indian war of 1962 was equally reciprocated by China in the India-Pakistan 

war of 1965.Though the Indo-Pakistani conflict was the result of Pakistani frustration in 

getting a satisfactory solution to the Kashmir problem yet Beijing response and attitude 

toward Pakistan was explicit. The Chinese Vice-Minister for Foreign trade Nan Han-chen, 

during his visit to Pakistan in December 1963 remarked: ‘If ever there is war between India 

and Pakistan, China will surely support Pakistan not India.’ Even Marshal Chen Yi, who 

accompanied Premier Chou-En lai during his visit to Pakistan in February 1964, observed 

that the two neighboring countries Pakistan and China were confronted with common 

fighting task.737 Thus encouraged by Chinese persuasion and promise of support, military 

dictatorship in Pakistan became bold in staging border incursion and provocation against 

India. The cease fire violation increased much in the year 1964 and Pakistan went to that 

extent when it wanted to think in term of settling its goals with India by the use of force. 

Bhutto’s Government attempted to teach India a lesion when surreptitious intrusions into 

Indian Territory were started by the Pakistani Rangers in the beginning of 1965 on the 

Gujarat-West Pakistan borders which came to known as the Raan of Kutch crisis between 

India and Pakistan. 

The part played by the People’s Republic of China before and during the Raan of Kutch crisis 

was however quite significant and important. Soon after Pakistan stated its intrusions, 

Marshal Chen Yi, the Foreign Mister of China, stated during Ayub Kahn’s visit to China was 

not afraid ‘to offend an aggressor’ and that Peking would go to the assistance of every friend 
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if asked for against an aggressor. He added that China could never forget the support Pakistan 

rendered in the 1962 war and observed that ‘rest assured, we would not disappoint you.’738 

While speaking at the banquet given in honour of President Ayub Khan on 2 March 1965, 

Chairman Liu Shao-chi characterized Ayub as ‘an outstanding statesman of Pakistan and an 

esteemed fried of Chinese people.’ He spoke that the two countries have given ‘sympathy and 

support to each other in the cause of safeguarding our respective independence and state 

sovereignty.’739 Similar tone addressing on the Peaking rally on 5 March 1965 Ayub assured 

his Chinese friends of the ‘close friendly cooperation.’740 The exchange of these visits and the 

mutual consultations between China and Pakistan were followed by the launching of an 

armed attack by Pakistan in the Rann of Kutch on 9 April 1965. As did by the Pakistani 

media during the 1962 War similarly the Chinese Press gave a clear one-sided coverage of 

the Kutch crisis. The first reference was in the People’s Daily which captioned ‘Pakistan 

Repulses the fresh Indian attack.’ In a way the Chinese media wanted to portray the fact that 

India is disturbing the status quo of the region and tried to blame India for adopting a 

intransigent attitude for not being interested in peaceful negotiations. On 4 May 1965 in the 

official Chinese reaction published in Hsinhua Peaking directly blamed India for having gone 

back on the Indo-Pakistan Agreement of 1960 which, it added was the ‘crux of the present 

Indo-Pakistan border conflict.’ In order to project the image of an intransigent and 

unreasonable India the Chinese official asserted that ‘events show that India’s neighbours 

have often been subjected to its bullying and interference.’ In its perverted logic China 

accused India in the following maxim ‘My territory is mine, yours is also mine’ The 

authorized Hsinhua statement concluded with the threat that if India insisted on having her 

own way and continued to ‘play with fire’ and widened armed conflict, she would certainly 

come to  no good end.741 

Thus both the nation sought to create border dispute with India by trying to alter the status 

quo through use of military forces. Thus when Pakistan attempted to emulate China in the 

Rann crisis, Peaking was delighted to extend its strong support to its partner in aggression 
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against India and thereby encourage Pakistan to take further action to humiliate India. Peking 

main objective in unconditional support for Pakistan lied on the fact that it wanted to justify 

its own case before the world community by accusing India as an intransigent and 

unreasonable nation. 

(5.2.9) 1965 India-Pakistan War and the Pro-Pakistan Stand of China: 

Like the Sino-Indian war of 1962, the Indo-Pakistan War of 1965 was an important landmark 

in the relations between China and Pakistan. From the moment Pakistan mounted the massive 

attack on the Chamb sector, China gave consistent support to Pakistan and condemned India 

Marshal Chen Yi flew to Karachi on 4 September 1965 and had a long meeting with 

Pakistan’s Foreign Minister. After the meeting Chen Yi declared that China supported ‘the 

Kashmir people’s struggle to resist Indian tyrannical rule’ and also ‘Pakistan’s just action in 

hitting back at armed Indian provocations.’742  

The Observer’s article in the People’s Daily of September 1965 not only characterized the 

‘armed uprising’ in Kashmir as ‘an inevitable result of Indian Government’s reactionary 

rule…communal oppression and political persecution,’ but also accused India of violating the 

Cease Fire line, launching armed provocation against Pakistan and adopting the policy of 

bullying and threatening its neighbours.743 The Chinese Government’s statement, issued on 7 

September 1965 after India had launched a counter-offensive against Pakistan, condemned 

India for what it called ‘an act of aggression.’ Voicing its concern over India’s armed 

aggression Beijing made a threat that ‘India’s aggression against any one of its neighbours 

concerns all of its neighbors’ and warned New Delhi that ‘it cannot evade responsibility of 

the chain of consequences arising there from.’ Speaking on Kashmir issue the Chinese 

Government openly spoke the fact that the people of Kashmir are ‘subjected to brutal national 

oppression.’ The Chinese statement supported the right of ‘national self determination’ for 

Kashmir and called the report of UNSG ‘unfair.’744  In order to exert more pressure on 

Pakistan Chinese Foreign Ministry deemed necessary to address a protest note to India on 8 

Sep 1965 against what it called serious violation on Chinese territory and sovereignty by 
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Indian troops and thereby attempting to involve itself with the Indo-Pakistan conflict ad 

preparing ground for opening a second front against India, in case it was considered 

necessary. 745  The People’s Daily; editorial of 11 September 1965 described the August 

events in Kashmir as ‘an armed uprising…to oppose Indian tyranny and demand self-

determination of their own future’. This was ‘an entirely just action’ and there was no 

question of Pakistani ‘infiltration.’ Drawing comparison with the Sino-Indian conflict, it 

stated that the tactics which India applied against China in the past ‘are now being used 

against Pakistan.’746 

(5.2.10) 1971 Bangladesh Liberation war and Beijing’s Role: 

Similarly, the 1971 India – Pakistan war had come when China was obliged to Pakistan for 

its role in Henry Kissinger’s secret mission to Beijing during July 1971 which had facilitated 

the historic China-US détente. This had also coincided with the Indo-Soviet Treaty of August 

1971, making China suspicious about Indo – soviet collusion in South Asia. Accordingly, 

China not only provided Pakistan the moral and political support, but again enhanced its 

supplies of military political support, but again enhanced its supplies of military equipment 

through the Karakoram International Highway since March 1971. 747  China was also to 

prevail over Sri Lanka to allow landing facilities for Pakistani planes flying between East and 

West Pakistan. Chinese media was to compare India’s role in the birth of Bangladesh to that 

of the Japanese creation of Manchu Guo.748  Peaking supplied 110 Chinese T-59 Tanks, 

approximately 50 MiG-19s (F-6) aircrafts and 3 Shanghai II motor gun boats.749  Guerilla 

tanning were imparted to the Pakistani regular solders by the Chinese instructors. 

Vehemently criticizing India’s stand and condemning Soviet Union China openly supported 

Pakistan in almost every regional and international forum. However China did not intervened 

militarily, nor did it take a diversionary action to ease pressure on Pakistani forces. In and 

outside the United Nations, China defended Pakistan’s action. However Chin’s limited role 

                                                        
745 Peaking Review, (17 September, 1965) pp 11 
 
746  Peaking Review, (17 September, 1965) pp 12-14 
 
747  Mohanty; J.N; China and the Emergence of Bangladesh: Role of Great Power Global 
Perceptions; India Quarterly; (New Delhi; Vol-39, No-02; April-June 1983); pp 139 
 
748 Beijing Review; (Beijing); December 10, 1971; pp 7-8  
 
749 Yasmin Samina; Pakistan’s Relations with China, 1947-1979; (Islamabad, 1979), pp 26 
 



 

Page | 276  
 

was mainly guided by three factors. One, in Chinese perception East Pakistan was almost 

case which China had; already warned Pakistan. Secondly in the wake of Indo-Soviet Treaty 

Beijing did not take risk of a clash with Moscow and thirdly, India itself was now militarily 

in better shape than it was in 1962. The year 1971 had also witnessed a complete 

transformation in the very profile of South Asian security complex as third most important 

power – Bangladesh – had arrived on the scene. For China, this had not only made India the 

most powerful country in the South Asia but nullified their unique leverage of countering 

India from two sides i.e. East and West Pakistan. Followed by Indo-Soviet Treaty and India’s 

nuclear explosion of May 18, 1974, all this was to compel Beijing to enhance its indulgence 

with weakened West Pakistan as East Pakistan i.e. Bangladesh was now friendly to India.750 

Zhou Enalai joined Bhutto in calling on India to respect the UN resolutions and withdraw its 

forces from all occupied territories. The two leaders expressed their concerns over the fate of 

POWs in India and urged their immediate repatriation. 751Bhutto was also even able to 

pursued Beijing not to recognize Bangladesh thus in August 1972 when the question of the 

admission of Bangladesh came before the United Nations, Chin used the first ever veto to bar 

Bangladesh’s entry to the world body.752 

(5.2.11) Sino-Pak Nuclear Nexus: 

It was early in the mid-1960 that Zufikar Ali Bhutto made strong overturned requesting the 

Chinese to help Pakistan develop nuclear weapon capabilities that could match the India 

programmed. Chin did not oblige then, however it was in 1976, according to subsequent 

intimation by Bhutto, the Beijing Government agreed to be more forthcoming. This was to 

result in China deciding to strengthen Pakistan and finally conceding to persistent Pakistan 

requests for assistance in building nuclear weapons and missiles which was formalized in an 

agreement of September 1974.753 This nuclear nexus was to since become the single most 

critical factor defining south Asia’s profile. China reportedly supplied Pakistan with blue-
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prints for a fission weapon around or before 1983, observers attributes this to the marked 

warmth and swing of Indo-Russian relations.754  Declassified Documents Show That, For 

Over Fifteen Years, Beijing Rebuffed U.S. Queries on Chinese Aid to Pakistani Nuclear 

Program; Over the course of three presidential administrations, U.S. governmental officials 

repeatedly pressed the Chinese government to explain whether it was providing any 

assistance to Pakistan in the nuclear weapons field, but Chinese officials responded with 

denials and equivocation. New evidence from Libya of Chinese-language material among the 

nuclear weapons-design documents supplied by Pakistan raises new questions about the 

Chinese contribution to Pakistan's nuclear proliferation activities. Exactly what the U.S. 

government knew and when it knew it remains highly secret in closed intelligence files, 

but the newly available diplomatic record shows: 

 U.S. unease over secret China-Pakistan security and military cooperation during the late 

1960s 

 Chinese assistance to Pakistani nuclear-weapons related projects in 1977 

 the refusal by Chinese diplomats in 1982 to give an "unequivocal answer" to queries 

about nuclear weapons aid to Pakistan 

 the conclusion reached by State Department analysts in 1983 that China was assisting 

with the production of fissile materials and possibly with the design of weapons 

 the George H. W. Bush administration's concern in 1989 over "reports of Chinese 

assistance to Pakistan's nuclear weapons program" 

 denials by Chinese diplomats that same year of reports of Chinese nuclear aid to Pakistan 

 U.S. pressure on China in 1992 to impose full-scope safeguards on the sale of a nuclear 

reactor to Pakistan because of proliferation concerns 

 more disquiet (late 1992) over China's "continuing activities with Pakistan's nuclear 

weapons programs" 

 the Clinton administration's 1997 certification of improvements in Beijing's nuclear 

proliferation policies 
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The extent to which Chinese government agencies actually assisted the Pakistani nuclear 

weapons program remains conjectural. The Chinese Foreign Ministry has announced an 

investigation into the latest charges as well as strengthened commitment to the 

nonproliferation system.755 

However although it’s difficult to say when exactly the nuclear cooperation between the two 

nations began yet it is argued that Pakistan’s quest for the nuclear bomb originated at the 

famous Multan meeting of 1972 addressed by Zulfikar Ali Bhutto. China Pakistan nuclear 

cooperation began in the early 1980’s. The United States government concluded that China 

assisted Pakistan in developing its nuclear explosive prior to its accession of NPT in 1992. In 

the year 1983, US intelligence agencies reported that China had transferred a complete 

nuclear weapon design to Pakistan, along with enough weapons-grade uranium for two 

nuclear weapons. China also reportedly was helping Pakistan operate its Kahuta uranium-

enrichment plant.756 US concerns are summarized in a 1985 declassified State Department 

assessment of Sino-Pak nuclear cooperation. In 1986, China concluded a comprehensive 

nuclear cooperation agreement with Pakistan. That same year, Chinese scientists began 

assisting Pakistan with the enrichment of weapons grade uranium, and China also reportedly 

transferred tritium gas to Pakistan that could be used as fusion in hydrogen bombs and boosts 

the yields of atomic bombs. According to the media reports the amount transferred was 

enough for making ten nuclear bombs.757 Since then China has supplied to Pakistan with 

varieties of Nuclear products and services, ranging from uranium enrichment technology to 

research and power reactors. 
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Operating Nuclear Reactors in Pakistan758 

Reactor Province Type MWe 
net 

Construction 
start 

Commercial 
operation 

Planned 
close 

Karachi 1 Sindh PHWR 125 1966 12/72 2019 

Chashma 1 Punjab PWR 300  June 2000 2040 

Chashma 2 Punjab PWR 300 2005 May 2011 2051 

Total (3) 725 operating 

 

(5.2.12) The Issues and Instances of the nuclear relationship: 

The coming up of General Zia-ul-Haq as the new President following the military coup in 

Pakistan did not affected the collaboration between the two. In 1978 it was reported by an 

Iraqi news agency that a ‘generous offer’ of nuclear cooperation- to help build a reprocessing 

plant to Pakistan was made by China.759 In 1980’s the report appeared in the media about 

China having responded positively to a Pakistani request to conduct a nuclear test on China’s 

soil. In the early 80’s China also provided Pakistan with enriched uranium for one or two 

bombs.760  In 1981 James Malone, US Assistant Secretary of State’s said that China had 

supplied to Pakistan material other than fuel- related items which he declined to specify.761In 

September 1982 US suspended the talks with China for helping Pakistan in the latter’s effort 

to help Pakistan acquire nuclear bomb capability. In June 1984 Senator Cranston told the 

Senate that ‘Pakistan could make atleast a dozen of bombs. He based his reports on document 

prepared on Chinese assistance to Pakistan prepared by 90 experts’. He also mentioned that 

the ‘state department has been hiding the fact from the Congress because it feared that; it 

would stop $302 billion aid given to Pakistan in the wake of Soviet intervention in 
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Afghanistan.’762 On June 1984 New York Times reported that China was helping Pakistan 

operate in Kahuta uranium enrichment plant.763 In 1986 China and Pakistan signed an accord 

on nuclear energy. China agreed to extend financial and technical help to Pakistan for the 

second phase of Chashma nuclear power plant for building another 300-megawaat nuclear 

power plant, likely to be completed within next six years, and estimated to cost over $7000 

million.764 In 1989 China was reportedly blamed for designing a nuclear system for Pakistani 

research reactor PAAR_II which used highly enriched uranium.765 In 1991 a report in the 

Washington Post said that the Chinese scientists have been sighted at the Kahuta complex, 

and that n 1986China sold tritium, an element used to boost the yield of fission weapons to 

Pakistan. China has also assisted Pakistan in constriction of an unsafeguarded plutonium 

production reactor at Khushab766 and probably a reprocessing plant at Chashma.767Chain has 

also been projected as a nation helping Pakistan to supply heavy water to the safeguarded 

Kanupp reactor (originally supplied by Canada). According to report by the Nuclear Control 

institute, a shortage of heavy water is apparently the principle obstacle to the start up of the 

nearly completed unsafeguarded Khushab reactor, which Pakistan had build with Chinese 

assistance It says that recent reports indicated that China is supplying heavy water to the 

safeguarded Kanupp reactor at a rate of two to four percent per year to make a heavy water 

losses. 768  Much furor was raised when disclosures of China’s ring magnets transfer to 

Pakistan was made in 1996. China’s assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons programme 

was brought into public notice. It was reported first in the Washington Times on 5 February 
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1996, when intelligence reports on the transfer of China National Nuclear Cooperation, a 

state-owned corporation, to the A.Q. Khan Research laboratory in Kahuta were cited. 

According to the report the intelligence experts ‘believed that the magnets provided by 

Pakistan are t be use in special suspension bearings at the top of rotating cylinders in the 

centrifuges’.769 The New York Times of May 12, 1996, reported that the shipment was made 

after June 1994 and was worth $70,000. The PRC Company involved was China Nuclear 

Energy Industry Corporation, a subsidiary of the China National Nuclear Corporation.770 

Subsequently, the State Department’s report on non-proliferation efforts in South Asia (21 

January 1997) confirmed that ‘between late 1994 and mid-1995, a Chinese entity transferred 

a large number of ring magnets to Pakistan for use in its uranium enrichment program.’771 In 

early 1996, some in Congress sought sanction after reports of transfer made in gross violation 

of NPT and contradiction of US laws, including the Arms Export Control Act ad Export-

Import Bank Act.772 On 11 May 1996, Chinese Foreign Ministry issued a statement that 

‘China will not provide assistance to unsafeguarded nuclear facilities.’773Similarly Islamabad 

also denied any such transfer occurred, China said that the cooperation with Pakistan was 

solely for peaceful purpose. However, although after China took a pledge there has been 

reporting that China has been continuously providing Pakistan with all sorts of facilities and 

help covertly. The CIA report of 2003 was reported to have said, ‘we cannot rule out, 

                                                        
769 CRS Report: IB92056-China’s Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction: Current 
Policy Issue http://www.ncseonline.org/NLE/CRSreports/international/inter-73.cfm#_1_9 
Kan, Sherley A; CRS Issue Brief For Congress Foreign Affairs; Defense, and Trade 
Division; 16 May 2001 
 
770 CRS Report: IB92056-China’s Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction: Current 
Policy Issue http://www.ncseonline.org/NLE/CRSreports/international/inter-73.cfm#_1_9 
Kan, Sherley A; CRS Issue Brief For Congress Foreign Affairs; Defense, and Trade 
Division; 16 May 2001 
 
771 Kan, Sherley A; CRS Issue Brief For Congress Foreign Affairs; Defense, and Trade 
Division; 16 May 2001 
 
772 Kan, Sherley A; CRS Issue Brief For Congress Foreign Affairs; Defense, and Trade 
Division; 16 May 2001 
 
773Kan, Sherley A; CRS Issue Brief For Congress Foreign Affairs; Defense, and Trade 
Division; 16 May 2001 
 

http://www.ncseonline.org/NLE/CRSreports/international/inter-73.cfm#_1_9
http://www.ncseonline.org/NLE/CRSreports/international/inter-73.cfm#_1_9


 

Page | 282  
 

however, some continued contacts subsequent to the pledge between Chinese entities and 

entities associated With Pakistan’s nuclear weapons programme.’774  

In the year 2013 China has committed $6.5 billion to finance the construction of a major 

nuclear power project in Pakistan's port city of Karachi as it seeks to strengthen ties with its 

strategic partner, Pakistani officials said. Pakistani Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif broke 

ground on the $9.59 billion project last month but officials have provided few details of how 

they plan to finance it. Financing documents seen by Reuters showed China National Nuclear 

Cooperation (CNNC) has promised to grant a loan of at least $6.5 billion to finance the 

project which will have two reactors with a capacity of 1,100 megawatts each. Under its 

long-term energy plan, Pakistan hopes to produce more than 40,000 MW of electricity 

through nuclear plants by 2050. The United States sealed a nuclear supply deal with India in 

2008, irking both China and Pakistan. Pakistan wants a similar agreement with the United 

States but it is reluctant, largely because Pakistani nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer Khan 

admitted in 2004 to transferring nuclear secrets to North Korea, Iran and Iraq.775 

On 19 June 2015 the Sindh Environmental Protection Agency granted approval for the 

construction of new nuclear reactors to continue at Paradise Point, west of Karachi. The new 

reactors, named K-2 and K-3, are of Chinese origin and are expected to contribute a much 

needed 2200 MW of power output. The K-2 and K-3 are based on the Chinese ACP1000 

reactor design (although they are marketed as the export version, the Hualong-1). This 

indigenous Chinese design passed an International Atomic Energy Agency safety review at 

the end of 2014, but the technology remains untested. China is constructing its own ACP1000 

in Fuqing, Fujian province, but Pakistan is the first importer of the technology.776 

Moreover recently a Chinese official publicly confirmed on 09 February 2015 that Beijing is 

involved in at least six nuclear power projects in Pakistan and is likely to export more to the 

country. In a press conference in Beijing, Wang Xiaotao, the vice-minister of the National 
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Development and Reform Commission, said China “has assisted in building six nuclear 

reactors in Pakistan with a total installed capacity of 3.4 million kilowatts.” Wang, who was 

unveiling plans for new guidelines for Chinese exports in the nuclear sector, also said that 

Beijing was keen to provide further exports to countries, which would presumably include 

Pakistan given previous reports and trends. China declared the first two reactors it already 

agreed to construct for Pakistan – the Chashma-1 and Chashma 2 – at the time it joined the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group in 2004, with the expectation that no new deals would follow. But 

in 2010, the China National Nuclear Cooperation announced it would export technology for 

two new reactors, Chashma-3 and Chashma-4 because it argued – rather controversially – 

that these projects were already grandfathered in under previous agreements rather than being 

fresh proposals.777 

(5.3) Sino-US Relations 

At the end of World War II the Chinese communist endeavored to win the United States over 

to their side in the Chinese civil dispute, but Washington chose to remain tied to Chiang Kai-

Shek. The United State supported Chiang during the civil war by providing substantial 

material and training assistance to the nationalist forces. 778  Such support caused the 

communist to view Washington as a dangerous potential adversary. Even after defeating 

Chiang on the mainland and taking power in Peking in 1949, the communist were unsure of 

American intentions and predictability sought security for their newly independent state by 

moving closer to their ideological allies in Moscow. The Soviet Union provided protection 

and acted as a safeguard for China against American intimidation and possible attack. 

By 1949 the international situation was characterized by the dominance of Cold War between 

two mutually hostile ideologies. For China there was no middle road at that time. Indeed Mao 

declared clearly in ‘On People’s Democratic Dictatorship’ that China was bound to ‘lean to 

on one side’ i.e. toward the Soviet bloc.779 In the context of the polarized world it was not 

possible for China to ‘sit on fence’ or to build a third road Although Mao expressed him 
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exclusively in ideological terms, he was fully conscious of the practical necessity of such an 

alliance ‘to attain victory and consolidate it.’780 

The US attitude towards China, and especially the policy of containing communism that the 

United States pursued after the Korean War, made it more difficult for China to think of any 

alternative to tightening its link with the USSR. The American attitude to China was 

expressed in a White Paper which explicitly stated that, China being a part of the Soviet 

Communist System, the only practicable policy for the United States to adopt was the policy 

of containment. 781  Thus the US attitude virtually came to be that every anti-communist 

element or group should be regarded as friend, regardless of its nature. 

Similarly there was no corresponding concern in the People’s Republic of China over 

improving relations with United States at that time. The CCP leaders were well on their way 

to obtaining full control of the China mainland, and they had gained a strategic guarantee 

against outside pressure by aligning with the Soviet Union. The viewed the United States 

with greater suspicion and saw no great need to strive for better relations with the Americans. 

(5.3.1) Chinese Representation in the UNO and the US’s Critical Stand: 

The beginning of US and People’s Republic of China (PRC) relations marked with suspicion, 

it further got surfaced after the proclamation of the People’s Republic of China in the United 

States. China represented by the National Government, was one of the Four sponsoring 

nations of the San Francisco Conference which drafted the United Nation Charter, and China 

was the first county of the world to embody support of the world body on the fundamental 

law of land- the Constitution of 1947. On the instance of the United States, which in 1944-

1945, was inserted in securing for China the status of a Big Power, China was assigned a 

permanent seat on the Security Council. After the coming into force of the Charter on 

October 24, 1945, the Nationalist Delegation continued to represent China in the United 

Nations. 

However after the proclamation of the Communist regime, the Chinese seat in the United 

Nations became a bone of contention between the PRC on the mainland and the Republic of 

China on Formosa. While the Nationalist delegation continued to represent China, the 
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communist authorities challenge the rights of the delegation to do so. The problem was  not 

of admitting a new member, in which the five Big Powers would have a veto in the Security 

Council, but rather was one of the deciding whose credentials to accept from occupying the 

China’s seat.   

After the Nationalist Government was driven away to Formosa, the language of the 

Communists became very strong. On January 8, 1950, Chou sent notes to the President of the 

General Assembly, the Secretary General of the UN and the Government of the States 

representative in the Security Council stating that the delegate of the ‘Chinese Kuomintang 

reactionary remnant clique’ was ‘illegally’ occupying China’s seat in the Security Council 

and the delegate should be ‘expelled.’782 Although the Soviet Union strongly and vehemently 

supported the cause of the Peking regime, the American Government only mildly took up the 

case of the Chiang’s regime. When the matter came up before the First Committee of the 

General Assembly Dr Tsiang, representative of the Nationalist Government severely 

criticized the USSR, and requested the General Assembly through a resolution A/C.1/551 

‘recommend that all Member-States refrain from giving further military and economic aid to 

the Chinese Communists.’783 The Soviet on the other hand rejected the resolution on the 

ground that the delegation has ‘no right to represent China and Chinese people.’ US 

representative Dr Philip Jessup did not choose to dwell upon the Chinese resolution. He 

rather expounded the fact that the activities of the Soviet Union in China alleged by the 

Chinese representative were a matter of serious concern for the United States. 

The Soviet delegate, Yakov Malik, supported the claim of the PRC and introduced a 

resolution which in its operative part stated: ‘The Security Council considers illegal the 

maintenance in the Security Council of the United Nations of the representative of the 

Kuomintang Group and insists upon his exclusion from the Security Council.’784 
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The Soviet proposal was taken up by the Security Council on January 12, 1950. Malik 

asserted that if the largest nation in the world was not properly represented, the Security 

Council would not be able to work effectively. He also observed that ‘diplomatic recognition 

or non-recognition of any given governments not a decisive factor in determining that 

government’s right to be represented on the organs of the United Nations.’785 

However the United States representative Earnest Gross in the UN took an entirely opposite 

stand. He said that the Soviet resolution was designed to unseat Dr Tsiang, representative of 

the Nationalist Government because the USSR no longer recognized his government, and that 

the United States recognized as the Government of China that Government which had 

accredited Dr. Tsiang to the Security Council. He declared that Tsiang’s credentials remained 

valid, and that he would vote against the Soviet Union’s resolution. He however added that 

since the measure was a procedural question the United States would accept any Council 

decision arrived at by ‘an affirmation vote of seven Members’ and that his vote would not be 

considered as a veto, because he issue involved was a ‘procedural one.’ 786  After the 

discussion was over, the Soviet proposal (S/1443) was put to vote, and was rejected by 6 

votes to 3, with 2 abstentions. The United States voted against.787 As an expression of distrust 

the Soviet delegation left the Council Chamber, and declared that he would not sit on the 

Security Council as long as the representative of the KMT Group has not been excluded.788  

After January 1950, the American Government had almost written off the Republic of China 

on Formosa. President Truman declared that the United States would not provide any military 

aid or advice to her and would not interfere in the Chinese civil strife; she was waiting to see 

whether Peking’s attitude of hostility and hatred toward America changed or whether the 

Communist regime was genuinely desirous of establishing normal diplomatic relations. On 

the question of Communist China’s admission in the UN while the United Kingdom favoured 
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the idea of waiting for some more time the authorities in Washington were inclined to have 

her in if the other members of the Security Council chose to do so. In the view of the mild 

attitude of the United States and realizing that the UN will be paralyzed if the Soviet Union 

continues to boycott, Secretary General Trygve Lie endeavored the East-West difference and 

bring the PRC in the world body. In the third week of June 1950 it was reported that Lie was 

planning a ‘periodic meeting’ of the Security Council in Geneva to discuss on the question of 

accrediting the Government on the Chinese mainland but on June 25 a cablegram came from 

the United Nations Commission on Korea which brought completely ruined the process of 

rapprochement of US-China relations it was the outbreak of the Korean War. 

(5.3.2) Korean War- China’s role and US response: 

On June 25, 1950 a cablegram came from the United Nations Commission on Korea: ‘’ North 

Korean forces all along the thirty-eight Parallel had launched an attack on the Republic of 

South Korea.’ And that the situation was serious enough to assume that the ‘character of full-

scale war’ and might ‘endanger the maintenance of international peace and security.’ On the 

same day Lie called an emergency meeting of the Security Council, and the council called for 

‘the immediate cessation of hostilities’ and urged North Korea ‘to withdraw forthwith their 

armed forces to the thirty-eight Parallel.’ But the North Korean advances continued, and 

gradually the situation became more and more grave. On June 27, the Security Council 

adopted, another resolution, presented by the United States representative, Warren Austin, 

recommending that the Members of the United Nations ‘furnish such assistance to the 

Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel the armed attack…’ 

Moreover this development convinced the American authorizes, who had opposed United 

States military or naval action in defense of Formosa, that the Formosan policy should be 

reversed.789 The Chief Executive declared that ‘… in these circumstances the occupation of 

Formosa by Communist forces would be a direct threat to the security of the Pacific Area’790 

However the Soviet Union rejected the legality of the United Nations decision on Korea and 

put the war blame on South Korea and on those who stood behind it- presumably the United 
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States.791 Meanwhile on July 7, the Security Council adopted a resolution setting up unified 

command, and named General MacArthur as Commanding General, UN Command in Korea. 

A week later, , The New Times; the Soviet Publication, laid down two Russian conditions for 

ending the fighti, but Choung in Korea: 1. withdrawal of the American forces from Korea and 

2.admission of Communist China to the Unite Nation.792 

At this stage the Communist China joined hands with the Soviet Union. Truman’s statement 

preventing Communist take-over of Formosa and reopening the issue of Taiwan’s legal status 

dismayed and annoyed the rulers of Peking. Chou En-lai, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 

promptly accused Washington of ‘armed aggression against the territory of China’,793 and on 

July 6, he notified the Lie that ‘despite any military steps of obstruction taken by the US 

Government the Chinese people are irrevocably determine to liberate Taiwan without fail.’794 

Mean while situation in Korea continued to deteriorate. Reports began to appear in the Press 

that the Communist troops were getting ready to enter the arena of fighting. Possibly to keep 

the Communist China away, the Security Council called up on September 29, on the basis of 

a United States resolution, Communist China to send a representative to the United Nations 

on November 15 for hearing on the Formosan situation, but Chou declared that ‘Chinese will 

not stand aside’ if the ‘imperialist want only invade the territory of their neighbour.’795 On 

October 7, US forces crossed the 38th Parallel, and two week later, they captured Pyongyang, 

the North Korean capital. By October 26, they reached quite close to the Yalu River. The US 

even in the face of victory, appealed Peking to respond to the Security Council resolution of 

September 29, but Chou challenged the Assembly’s right to discuss the US resolution  calling 
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that the resolution ‘interference with the internal affair of China.’796 By mid-October, Chinese 

‘Communist Volunteers’ began crossing the Yalu River, and by early November thousand of 

them joined the fighting. General MacArthur immediately reported the new situation to the 

Security Council and charged Peking with ‘one of the most offensive acts of international 

lawlessness of historic record and gave specific details of 12 instances of Chinese 

intervention.’797 On November 26, Chinese Communist allegedly supported by Russian made 

planes, tanks and artilleries launched a massive drive which spitted and trapped UN forces 

and carried them past the 38th parallel. The war in Korea was gradually broadened, and the 

United States was confronted with a grave situation. While on the on the other hand the 

Chinese volunteers were engaged in combat against American soldiers on the battle field the 

political leaders in Peking intensified the Hate-America campaign through Radio, newspaper, 

posters mass rallies and house-to-house call. The New China News Agency depicted America 

‘a fierce paper tiger’, and said that the Korean War had revealed ‘the barbaric character of 

American Civilization.’798 

While the policy makers in Washington sought to localize the Korean War in the hope of 

bringing it to an early end the Communist showed no such intentions. The fighting was going 

on in full ferocity, both sides were engaged in feverish preparations to overpower each other, 

and the danger was that unless stopped in time the hostilities might turn into another world 

war. Realizing the gravity of the situation finally the Soviet representative at the United 

Nation, Mallik, made a proposal on June 23, 1951, for a settlement of the Korean conflict 

through the negotiation of a cease-fire by the belligerents, followed by an armistice and 

mutual withdrawal of troops from the 38 Parallel. The North Korean and Chinese 

Commanders, probably realizing that they might not cope-up with the superior power of UN 

forces, responded promptly, and on July 10, 1951 the cease fire negotiation between the UN 

and the Communist China opened at Kaesong, but hardly any fruitful result came out. 

Meanwhile in the domestic politics in US took a new turn and defeating Truman for the first 

time after a gap of 20 years a Republican President, Dwight D. Eisenhower was elected in 
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1953. Eisenhower after coming to power declared that America have n aggressive intent 

against Communist China and had ‘no obligation to promote a nation fighting us in Korea.’ 

This step in particular produced immediate result, and just two days after, Chow requested 

Washington to return to Korean truce talk which has been in suspense since October 1952. 

Finally negotiation were again commenced and on July 27, an armistice was finally signed 

bring down the end of the long drawn Korean War. 

(5.3.3) The estrangement of Sino-US Relations: 

However the end of Korean War marked paradigm shift in US policy over PRC. Instead of 

the ‘wait and watch’ policy the US hope for maintaining a bonhomie with PRC withered 

away and Washington was not to deal with not only with a Communist China but a hostile 

China. The US policy was now aimed at ‘containing’ its territorial possession and influence 

and isolating it from the international community. The component of that policy was mainly 

were: opposing the admission of PRC in UN, withholding the diplomatic recognition, 

embargo on trade, prohibition of travel by American and encirclement through military bases 

and military alliance. 

Regarding the arguments that Washington made against the admission of PRC in UNO were: 

first that the Communist Regime was not fit for membership as because the UN Charter 

limited membership to ‘peace loving state’ where as on the contrary Communist China 

supports aggression whether it may be the case with Indo-China, occupying defenseless Tibet 

and seize its administration, providing substantial aid to Vietminh forces, sponsoring guerrilla 

and subversive forces in Malaya or supporting and encouraging rebellion in Laos, Cambodia, 

Thailand and Indonesia. Thus US representative to UN Henry Cabot said it would mean a 

‘deliberate’ decision to ‘stultify itself by flagrantly acting in contrary to its primary and basic 

purpose to save succeeding generation from the scourge of war.’799  Communist China’s 

attitude to the various plan and proposal of disarmament also influenced the American 

determination to keep her out of the UNO. She not only refused to sign the Nuclear Test Ban 

Treaty, signed by the US, UK and Soviet Union on August 5, 1963, she called it’s ‘a big 
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fraud to fool the people of the world’ and a treaty ‘consolidating the status of the nuclear 

monopoly of the nuclear powers.’800 

Meanwhile during the period from 1951 to 1967, the US prevented the seating of Chinese 

Communist delegates not by exercising its veto in the Security Council but by political 

persuasion and influence. But the continued isolation of Peking from the family of nations 

gave rise to man complications and tensions in the world affairs. Proposals from time to time 

emanated from different unofficial quarters suggesting a political settlement of the ‘Two 

Chinas’. However in October 1966, twenty seven prominent Americans, members of the 

United Nation Associations- an independent, non-partisan organization devoted to support 

the UN- published a study of the problem of Chinese representation in the world body, and 

urged that the US adopt a ‘two- China policy’, permitting representation of both Peking and 

Taipei in the United Nations. Theses person warned that if the US continued to insist on the 

exclusion of Communist China, other UN members might vote Nationalist China out of the 

organization, and that would be extremely embarrassing for the US.801 

However despite sharing a debilitate relationship, in the wake of the regional and global 

development Beijing came closer to the United States in multiple periods. One such incident 

that brought the two nations closer to each other was the events related to Sino-Vietnam 

rivalry.  

(5.3.4) Sino-Vietnam War: 

The Vietnam War of 1954 was one of the long armed conflicts that pitted the communist 

regime of North Vietnam and its southern allies, known as the Viet Cong, against South 

Vietnam and its principal ally, the United States. Continued against the backdrop of the cold 

war power politics the war had a great impact on the international global politics and also had 

its implication on the Sino-US relations. America's direct involvement in the war basically 

stated during the first quarter of 1950’s when it decided to economically aid France in 

suppressing the Vietminh revolution. In the course of time Washington’s commitment to the 

war gradually expanded and from economic and military aid to France during the first 

Indochina war US started to support for an independent South Vietnam after the 1954 Geneva 
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conference. Thus US involvement in the war was a result of multidimensional decisions and 

factors that for over a period of fifteen years finally led in its direct involvement. 

The Chinese entry into the war was however highly interesting. Ho Chi Minh and his 

communist Viet Minh party in North Vietnam were deeply committed to establish 

communism in Vietnam. In order to attain the desired goal by 1950’s the People's Republic 

of China and the Soviet Union in almost every possible way started assisting and supporting 

Ho. But despite the support provided by the Soviet Union and China to Viet Minh the aids 

were neither unlimited, unconditional and nor unequivocal.802 

Meanwhile despite sharing a close bonhomie with each other  in the course of time the 

relations between China and Vietnam started worsening stridently specifically after the fall of 

Saigon in April 1975. The Chinese suspicion toward Vietnam started basically by 1974 as it 

started getting suspicious of Hanoi’s aggressiveness and military stand against the ethnic 

Chinese from one of the Paracel Islands that it had occupied. The Chinese claimed that after 

the unification of the country, the Communist forces of Vietnam started targeting the ethnic 

Chinese community, first taking their wealth for redistribution and finally expelling them in 

significant numbers from northeast Vietnam.803 Internationally around this time, China was 

worried that Vietnam was moving too close to the Soviet Union and that a unified Vietnam 

would pose a security threat to China. 

By mid 1970’s China witnessed itself all around surrounded by hostile nations. On its 

Northern side its border dispute of late 1960’s with Soviet got severely worsened which made 

Beijing to put a halt to the thirty years treaty of Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance 

and Mutual Assistance. Moreover not only did China reject all forms of advances from 

Moscow to negotiate a nonaggression pact; it even worried that if renewed the aforesaid 

treaty would reduce its influence in Asia. Similarly, in the Southern Region the growing 

Indo-Soviet bonhomie and closeness between Vietnam and Moscow ushered yet another 

matter of tension for Chinese policy makers. Beijing realized that its national interest and 

security were at a major threat and the growing interest of Soviet Union was reducing the 

Chinese influence in Southeast Asia. In course of time Vietnam and Moscow came very close 

                                                        
802 George C. Herring, America and Vietnam: The Unending War Foreign Affairs, Vol. 70, 
No. 5, America and the Pacific, 1941-1991 (Winter, 1991), pp. 104-119     
 
803  Ezra F. Vogel, Deng Xiaoping and the Transformation of China, Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 2011 pp. 483–484    
 



 

Page | 293  
 

to each other and very soon Vietnam joined the Soviet-led Council for Mutual Economic 

Assistance.804 Hanoi allowed Moscow to use its naval ports and build missile bases that could 

house Soviet missiles aimed at China and by November 2, 1978, the two countries signed the 

Soviet-Vietnamese Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation.805 

Meanwhile there was a rise of tension between Vietnam and its neighbour Democratic 

Kampuchea which was under the influence of preset day Cambodia. Basically Vietnam 

considered Cambodia as its primer barrier of dominating Indochina region, since from 1945-

1977 both the two nations had multiple maritime and land clashes. But the water crossed its 

mark as when on December 25, 1978 Vietnam invaded Cambodia backed by the support of 

Soviet Union, as Moscow believed that the invasion will limit the Chinese influence in the 

region which will under power Deng. Moreover USSR believed that even if the attack was 

not successful, it may be able to drive a wedge between China and the United States by 

showcasing China’s brutality if China were to defend its ally.806 This string of events set the 

stage for China to invade Vietnam on February 17, 1979, three days after the anniversary of 

the 1950 Sino-Soviet Treaty. The official reason China proclaimed for the attack was 

Vietnamese occupation of the Spratly Islands and Hanoi’s mistreatment of ethnic Chinese. 

But the things turned in favour of China as its invasion on Vietnam ushered a large scale 

support from the region. Since the Vietnam’s attack on Cambodia threatened the regional 

peace and posed a threat to Thailand it led the formation of a strong Association of Southeast 

Asian Nations coalition opposed to Vietnam and the anti-Vietnam role of China in the entire 

scenario enhanced Beijing’s prestige in the South Asian Region. The war clearly signaled 

Chinese opposition to Vietnam becoming a regional hegemon and its willingness to fight to 

prevent that from happening. On the one hand, the war lent credibility to later Chinese 

warnings of unacceptable aggressive Vietnamese behavior. This included, for example, a 

June 1980 Chinese warning to Vietnam not to conduct military operations deeper into 
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Thailand and a Chinese attack on Vietnam in 1984 to force it back from seizing a critical pass 

from Cambodia into Thailand.807  

However despite all their efforts the war turned into an operational failure for China as it was 

limited in its scope, duration and goal. But Deng brilliantly used the failure to its advantage 

as he used the war to consolidate its rule and domestic control over the nation and brought a 

radical military reform throughout China. Moreover apart from the domestic advantages the 

war also provide a long term geo-political and geo-strategic benefit for Beijing as it 

demonstrated the mighty strength of China by resisting the Soviet-Vietnam union, it also 

destroyed the illusion of a strong Soviet-Vietnamese alliance and mitigated the threat of 

encirclement; and it eventually economically and militarily overstretched the Vietnamese, 

preventing Vietnam from dominating Indochina, which certainly brought US and China 

closer to each other.   

(5.3.5) The Ping-Pong Diplomacy Kissinger China Visit, and Nixon’s historic Beijing 

trip: 

Pre 1970’s, the Sino-US relations were mainly exemplified by scathing propagandas, trade 

embargos, and serious differences and tensions regarding multiple international factors. After 

almost a decade of isolation and enmity, both the two nations cautiously adopted a friendly 

move toward each other. However in the last few decades the two nations have radically 

molded their policies towards each other and the sheer closeness between them has developed 

them into the two largest economies in the world and in the present decade the Sino-

American liaison is described as the most important bilateral relationship of the 21stcentury.  

One such development which brought the two nations closer to each other was the famous 

‘ping-pong diplomacy’ which occurred during the time period of President Nixon and 

encompassed a crucial series of diplomatic events that dawned a new encouraging beginning 

in the Sino-American politics which had a long lasting impetus.808 Initiation was made when 

Kissinger in the year 1970 persuaded ambassador Vernon Walters in Paris to insist his desire 
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to hold secret talks with the Chinese embassy.809 Nixon’s desire was immediately responded 

by Mao and in an interview to Edgar Snow of Life he expressed that “would be happy to talk 

to him, either as a tourist or a president.”810 

Amidst these developments in the Sino-US politics, a masterpiece of diplomacy unfolded on 

the most unlikely stage of the 1971 World Table Tennis Championships in Nagoya, Japan 

which came to be as a boon for the two nation’s rapprochement policy. Basically, in wake of 

the game post a match, US ping-pong player Glenn Cowan, missed his bus and instead 

holdup for a ride with the Chinese team to a nearby sight-seeing event.811 In the course of the 

events Chinese player Zhang Zedong and Cowan came very close to each other and in a 

friendly gesture the two exchanged souvenirs.812 When Chairman Mao came to know about 

the incident, he astoundingly complimented the Zhang in his words: “Zhang Zedong is not 

only a good ping-pong player, but also a diplomat. He is quite politically sensitive.”813 Within 

two days of the events, on April 10, 1971 Mao invited the US team for a friendly tour to 

China. Nixon highly appreciated Mao’s goodwill gesture as he commented: “I was as 

surprised as I was pleased by this news. I had never expected that the China initiative would 

come to fruition in the form of a ping-pong team.”814  

Meanwhile the US table tennis players who visited China were highly amazed by the warm 

Chinese hospitality and welcome by Premier Zhou Enlai as he greeted in his opening words 

that: “You have opened a new chapter in the relations of the American and Chinese 

people.”815 Although the visit was very much informal and friendly in nature it had a greater 
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outcome for the Sino-US relationship as in the succeeding years it acted as a catalyst paving 

the way for future visits by Kissinger and Nixon.816 

In the course of time on June, 1971, to have a discussion regarding the Taiwan question and 

the Sino-Soviet rift, Chinese premier Zhou Enlai invited a US envoy to China. Kissinger after 

receiving the invitation reported to Nixon that “This,” Kissinger said, “is the most important 

communication that has come to an American president since the end of World War II.”817 As 

a act of reciprocity the Nation Security Council of Washington on the advice of Nixon 

scheduled Henry Kissinger to make the first visit to the Beijing capital on July 9, 1971, which 

later set the platform of Nixon’s secret visit to Beijing.818  In Nixon’s autobiography, the 

President recalls, “Because of the need for secrecy, […] we agreed on a single codeword – 

Eureka – which he would use if the presidential trip had been arranged.” Kissinger visited 

lasted for two days and on July 11, he sent a one-word cable to Nixon: “Eureka”. 819 

Meanwhile Nixon’s trip to China proved to be a historic event. The stakes were extremely 

high: on February 19, 1972, Kissinger reminded White House aides, “Everything we are 

doing with Moscow” and to “end the Vietnam War” hinged on the China trip.820 The visit 

witnessed serious exchange of views and high level diplomatic discussions on Sino-US 

relations and on a variety of issues that had been left untouched for the past twenty-two 

years.821 

The talks led to the birth of the historic ‘Shanghai Communiqué’ which was detailed 

diplomatic document outlining the common goals and stands shared by both the nation on 
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multiple issues. Firstly, the communiqué articulated a “mutual desire between China and the 

US for further exchange in science, technology, culture, sports, and journalism.” They even 

agreed “to facilitate the progressive development of trade between each other.”822 Secondly, 

both the nations highly criticized all forms of hegemony in the Asia-Pacific region by any 

country. 823   Basically it was an implicit warning, as described by Nixon, “subtly but 

unmistakably made it clear that we both would oppose efforts by the USSR or any other 

major power to dominate Asia.”824 Finally, the communiqué clearly stated the Sino-US stands 

on the political status of Taiwan, in the following words that it was “the crucial question 

obstructing the normalization of relations between China and the United States.”825  The 

Chinese firmly maintained that “Taiwan is a province of China which has long been returned 

to the motherland”, and that “China wanted the withdrawal of all US forces and military 

installations from Taiwan.”826 On the contrary, Washington’s stance was far more equivocal. 

The Communiqué read, “[The] United States did not challenge the Chinese position that 

Taiwan is a part of China.”827 Although the United States agreed to recognize the existence of 

unified China but it diplomatically did not specified the recognized body. Kissinger called 

this stand as “constructive ambiguity”, as the US hoped to both continue its tenured support 

for the Nationalist-led Taiwan and foster new relations with the Communist People’s 

Republic.828 Finally Nixon in the flag-end of the summit stated publicly that “In the years 

ahead, we will build a bridge across 16,000 miles and 22 years of hostility which have 
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divided us in the past. We have been here a week. This was the week that changed the 

world.”829 

(5.3.6) China under Den Xiaoping: 

The rise of Deng Xiaoping, a pragmatist in practice and a nationalist at heart, represented the 

inflection point that eventually propelled China to the top of the global economic and 

political hierarchy. In retrospect, however, one could argue that it was precisely Mao’s 

radical ideological experimentation that provided a perfect Hegelian antithesis to a centuries-

old process of political decay and economic stagnation in China that coincided with the rise 

of Western colonialism. Following this line of argumentation, Deng reflected a new synthesis 

in China’s national consciousness, one that was founded upon an astute mixture of 

technological modernity and traditional Confucian thought. Post Mao China remolded its 

economic policy entirely which even impacted its political decision making. While reframing 

its economic policy it had to abandoned its isolationist policy and open China for foreign 

direct investment. After his assumption of office in early 1977, the U.S. President Jimmy 

Carter sent his Secretary of State Vance and his White House National Security Assistant 

Zbigniew Brzezinski to visit China in August 1977 and May 1978 respectively to hold talks 

on the normalization of Sino-U.S. relations. At the time when Vance visited China, the U.S. 

Government was not finally determined to accept the three principles China raised for 

establishing diplomatic relations between China and the United States. By the time when 

Brzezinski visited China, the Carter Administration has made up its mind to establish 

diplomatic relations with China first and then to negotiate with the Soviet Union from a 

position of superiority with an attempt to check the momentum of Soviet expansion and to 

fortify the global strategic status of the United States. During his visit, Brzezinski expressed 

that President Carter was determined to normalize Sino-U.S. relations before his first term 

ended, and that the United States was ready to accept the three principles set forth by China 

for the establishment of diplomatic relations (namely, the U.S. must sever its diplomatic 

relations with Taiwan, abrogation of the mutual defense treaty between the U.S. and Taiwan 

and the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Taiwan). He also expressed the hope (not as a 

condition) that when the U.S. side said it expected a peaceful solution to the Taiwan question 

which was purely an internal affair of China, it would not meet with an obvious refutation 
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from China. He announced that the U.S. had authorized Leonard Woodcock, Chief of the 

U.S. Liaison Office in China, to conduct detailed negotiations with the Chinese side on the 

normalization of Sino-U.S. relations.830 

(5.3.7) US-China in Post Cold War: 

In the last decade of 20th century China’s pragmatic turn represented its growing appreciation 

of and confidence in mastering the virtues of capitalism for the benefit of national 

development which had led Beijing managed to inspire both admiration and fear among its 

peers. Not only the post-Cold War era saw not only the demise of the Soviet threat to China 

(a critical factor in binding Washington and Beijing in the twilight years of Chairman Mao) 

but also it witnessed the emergence of a capable diplomatic core that impressively 

glittered China’s public diplomacy and international image. The first decade of the 21st 

century saw a perceptible shift in US public opinion with respect to China, the credit of 

which goes to the Bush administration’s aggressive display of unilateral hubris. China’s 

economic miracle not only represented an attractive model of state-led capitalist development 

(with a so-called “Beijing Consensus” supposedly reshaping the terms of international trade 

and investment) but created a “commodity boom” that dramatically enhanced the economic 

fortunes of many developing and emerging economies. This represented the “peaceful rise” 

dimension of China’s unrelenting national development.831 

Post Cold war situation has turned a bit bitter for the two nations as it has deepened the 

existing cleavages of security difference between the two. 832 According to a western scholar 

Lampton the reasons for such indifferences between the two relies on five major factors: 

firstly the radical modernization of Chinese armed forces especially in the area of navy and 

air force. Secondly the strong disagreements among the two nations with regard to the desired 

international world order. Where on one hand US desires a uni-polar world order as itself 
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being the head, on the other hand China  intend for a  multi-polar world order so that it can 

manipulate one country against other. Thirdly the rampant economic growth China is 

witnessing in the preset days is a matter of grave concern for the United States as it fears that 

in the upcoming days the economic plight might turn into its military might challenging the 

global leadership of United States. Fourthly the highly authoritarian political setup of China 

and its enigmatic military setup have created suspicion for Washington; and lastly the 

contradictory and incongruous stand of both the countries towards each other on security 

interest have also worsen the situation much more.833 However apart from these five factors 

there are few agendas those which acts a role of catalyst in straining the relations between 

two like the undervalued exchange rate, Taiwan question, competition of dominance in 

strategically important regions of the world like the Middle East, South East Asia, Central 

Asia, Africa, Russia, Latin America etc 

Moreover the strong competing that United States is receiving form the wide range of many 

low tech consumers’ Chinese products, loop-sided trade benefits and its rampant economic 

growth is now a matter of serious question for United States. 834 The realist scholars even 

hold the belief that the rapid economic growth of China in the next upcoming two to three 

decades might possibly overtake the economic and military superiority of United States. 

Comparing China’s economic and military with former Soviet Union, Nazi Germany they 

also expect that to redress its historical grievances China in the upcoming days might try to 

dominate Asia and especially East Asia if not politically then militarily.835  They argue that it 

is unreasonable to think that China will not use military force in the near future. China has 

fought more border wars with its neighbors than any other country in the world since its 

independence in 1949.836  Therefore, it is better to contain authoritarian China as early as 
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possible. Mearsheimer asserts that “It is clear that the most dangerous scenario the United 

States might face in the early twenty-first century is one in which China becomes a potential 

hegemon in Northeast Asia.”837 He further argues that “China might be far more powerful 

and dangerous than any of the potential hegemon that the United States confronted in the 

twentieth century. Neither Wilhelmina Germany, nor imperial Japan, nor Nazi Germany, nor 

the Soviet Union had merely as much latent power as the United States had during their 

confrontations.”838 

It is believed that if in future China turns itself as the sole key player in the Asian continent 

then for sure it will collide with the US interest because of the geo-political, economic and 

strategic importance of the region. 839  However most of the realist scholars argue that 

engagement is a modern form of conciliation and this will give Beijing more power to 

become a potential aggressor.840 They even argue that liberal means are highly obsolete to 

counter the rising hegemony of China in and around the region and thus suggest for 

traditional realist means; that are arms build-up, unilateral diplomacy, balance of power, and 

alliance formation.841     

Matching itself against Washington is not possible for Beijing, and at even it’s not considered 

as the driving principle of China’s security policy.842  One scholar mentions that Chinese 

strategies have consensus on: “first, the stronger China become, the more accommodating the 

United States will be toward China. Second, it is unwise for China to challenge the United 

States directly during its ‘unipolar moment’ of unparallel power except where absolutely 
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necessary.”843  China’s first broad based national defense white paper, published in 1998, 

mentions that “it will seek a peaceful, stable, prosperous world into the new century.”844 

China’s military strategists periodically have cautioned China’s leadership not to indulge in 

any types of lopsided arms race with the United States that will hamper its economic 

development and modernization process.845  China’s policies towards its neighbors clearly 

indicate that China is willing to avoid conflicts and has focused more on economic 

development and peace and stability of the region.846  

Despite Beijing’s enormous economic growth it is argued by various Western scholars like 

James H. Nolt that it’s militarily and strategic potentialities are much feeble in comparison to 

the United States and he undermines the possibility of China to turn itself an autonomous 

military power . 847   Nolt thus argues that the US policy toward China must be “with 

confidence, not with fear” as there are ample of areas where the US enjoys considerable 

advantage and leverage in comparison with China848 He believes that the only for the survival 

and the legitimacy of the communist regime, a strong and unconditional economic relations 

with the United States is extremely needed. Japan’s recession, sluggish economic growth of 

Europe and a slow recuperation of economic situation in East and Southeast Asia after 

multiple economic and financial crises, has still helped the United States to retain the most 

important export market in China. Thus he believes that for China an envious economic 

relation with the U.S. will not only definitely hamper its export market but will also have 
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tremendous impacts on its overall economic growth, aggravating large scale unemployment 

in urban areas and mass discontent in rural areas.849  

The so-called third generation of Jiang, Premier Li Peng, and Vice Premier Zhu Rongji is 

largely made up of Soviet-style electrical engineers. But in many institutions, the more 

technocratic, market-oriented, politically relaxed, Western-oriented fourth generation of 

leaders whose members are now in their forties is grabbing power. The faster economic 

development progresses and the calmer China's relations with the outside world, the less the 

old ideological and nationalistic slogans will support the traditional third generation and the 

faster the center of gravity will shift toward the more liberal fourth. China's totalitarianism 

has receded into what some call normal Asian authoritarianism. People can wear what they 

like, share opinions with their neighbors, choose their careers, change jobs, hear conflicting 

opinions from their national leaders, vote in competitive local but not national elections, 

move around the country with limited hindrance, start their own businesses, and in general do 

pretty much anything other than directly challenge the authority of the government. China 

after Deng will continue to move in the right direction.850 

(5.4) Assessment: 

China as a nation has molded and remolded itself positioning to play a larger regional player 

initially later transforming itself into a global layer in the regional hegemon. Though Chinese 

communism was an eye sore for the West initially but due to the growing economic prowess 

the West slowly found the eastern giant a challenge economic partner but a necessary evil to 

partner with. The clash with India was more to teach India a lesson in global politics and keep 

its southern neighbour within its control. It was more a strategic game for China than a 

military victory as still date. The Chinese political leadership are in no mode to resolve the 

crisis between India and China and wants it to linger more so to keep the ‘China fear’ within 

the minds of the Indian strategic planners. Pakistan for China has been an ‘all weathered ally’ 

as the former from the sixties has been more than happy o partner with China in all possible 

aspects. If one takes into consideration how much China has benefited from the relations it 
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can be seen that all though it has been a strategic game for China than having any reflections 

on its economic productivity or strengthening its GDP. Pakistan has not only been the 

gateway to Central Asia and Middle East but also the fulcrum through which China got 

access to South Asia. China always maintained the carrot and sticks approach for Pakistan 

and has been able to keep US and India at a safe distance by using such policies in Pakistan. 

China considers US to be its large competitor economically as well as strategically 

henceforth South Asia, especially India and Pakistan will be witness to more such strategic 

and economic power play from US and China in proxy. 
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Chapter-6 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUDING OBSERVATION 

The basic elements that remains integral in the foreign policy making always keeps on 

changing in a democratic polity. As it’s the ever changing public opinion and national 

interests which plays a very vital role in the molding and remolding process of decision 

making, thus the foreign policy of nations varies and alters from state to state and from time 

to time. Rather elements like restoration of stability as well as the constant attempts of 

leaderships to stay in power play a vital role. Though there are various theorists that have 

brought forth various models of foreign policy decision making, but a single theory would 

not be able to successfully determine the nature of decisions taken by a developing country 

located in one of the most important global strategic hotspots. Western theorists have laid 

stress more on the institutions of decision making than on the decision makers. It has been 

applied in developed nations like the United States where the democratic establishments are 

developed enough to institutionalize foreign policy decision-making mechanisms, 

compartmentalizing the duties and responsibilities of various elements within the decision-

making units. But, in developing nations, like Indi and Pakistan having nascent or semi 

democratic setups, finding such developed foreign policy decision-making institutions is 

difficult. Broadly, the entire decision-making setup either depends on a single decision-maker 

or a small coterie of decision-making units. The pattern of decision-making entirely relies on 

the behaviour and perception of various decision-making units, which one must underlie, 

showing considerable variations from country to country 

South Asian history has been more of mutual mistrust and animosity and has been a witness 

to one of bitter rivalry and enmity between India and Pakistan. It can be stated here that the 

logic on which Pakistan was created, face a significant rational crisis with the presence of a 

Muslim population in India, which is around the total population of Pakistan. India’s mighty 

size double of Pakistan, democratic and economic stability, financial prowess, military 

strength, quality of human resources, and many other features remain reasons that are 

perceived to be serious insecurity for the Pakistani administrators. The conflict has affected 

all key dimensions of inter-state and societal relations of the two neighboring states with so 

many commonalities that could have been used for mutual benefit. However despite 

occasional peace overtures and periods of détente, it shows no signs of a permanent 

settlement in the near future. Though the birth of Pakistan was out of the ‘two nation theory’, 
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the process of nationalism came out less from the creation of the nation and more on the issue 

of Kashmir and India. ‘Kashmir’ has been central to the ‘Pakistani identity’ and its 

occupation by India is deemed as a dream unfulfilled in the Pakistani psyche. Pakistan treats 

the Kashmir issue as the “core” issue which is a symbol of India’s ‘duplicity’ and 

intransigence and must be wrested from India. The leaders from the very beginning, suffered 

from insecurity about the creation and they blamed the insecurity more on conspiracy 

theories and less on their lack of governance. The partition in 1947 was just the beginning of 

these misunderstanding, which laid an uncertain path for the future relations between the two 

countries. The retreat of British from the sub-continent and the hastily negotiations for the 

transfer of power played a major contributory factor in the chaos that accompanied Partition. 

It seemed that Mountbatten and the British were far more interested in dividing India and 

retreating than in saving the lives of the inhabitants who had been entrusted to their custody. 

It was perhaps because of this that when Sir Cyril Radcliffe was made the Chairman of the 

Boundary Committee to demarcate the borders of India and Pakistan, the sub-continent 

witnessed some fourteen million peoples fleeing each away across the border when they 

discovered the new boundaries left them in the wrong countries. It is estimated that around 

One million died in the violence that accompanied the independence and the mayhem that 

occurred, which made a very deep and ever lasting impact on the minds of the native on both 

the side of the borders for years to come. 

Apart from subjective factors the secular stand of India, its mighty size and power, uneven 

trail of partition, geo-strategic advantageous location of India, Pakistan’s fragile democratic 

set up and weak oligarchy; there are objective factors like Kashmir, Water sharing nuclear 

arms race which remains as vital irritant factors in straining the relations between India and 

Pakistan. Moreover admits these the entry of super-power especially the US interest in the 

South Asian region since from the cold war era for its geo-political and geo-strategic goals 

and the entanglement of the two South Asian nations especially Pakistan have further 

complicated the relationship.  

Although from time to time world leaders, analyst and scholars has tried to suggest multiple 

options of choices for an amicable end to the long drawn animosity but yet almost every time 

things have lost in vain. The present study has thus made an impartial endeavor to not only 

highlight the contours of Indo-Pak relations in a conventional way but has projected the 

relation through the prism of a third party the role of United States in the duo. The historical 

retrospect of India Pakistan relation, reasons and rations of US Pakistan closeness, 
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perceptions and future realities of Indo-Pak nexus and the impact of rising China in the trio is 

projected in this study in an unbiased way. 

The first section of the study tries to theoretically project the very existence of India and 

Pakistan relations in the realm of international politics and the role United States has been 

playing in the zone. Through various theoretical explanations like the Realist, Neo-Realist, 

Game Theory and Decision Making Theory study here has tried to make an attempt of 

bringing out a theoretical perspective of disputes between nations which has taken birth with 

the end of the colonial era. It is tried to understand how history and behavior of leaderships 

have been a basic impediment in coming to a process of mediation. It has also accessed the 

disputable role of a mediator who has complicated the dispute more than resolving it an 

example of which is Palestine and Israel. 

The second section of the study is an attempt to project the historical retrospect of the 

relations between India and Pakistan. The second section is historical retrospect of the long 

seven decades of relationship between India and Pakistan. The chapter has dealt with the 

genesis of the India-Pakistan which was mainly shred with lack of trust and 

misunderstanding. The section begins with a detailed outline of the birth of Pakistan out of 

the Indian subcontinent on the ground of Jinna’s ‘Two Nation Theory’. Gradually the study 

provides an analysis of the dispute centering on the accession of the three princely states and 

examines in depth the outbreak reason and rationale of the first Kashmir war sponsored by 

Pakistan and its non-state elements. Moving ahead the chapter gives an analysis of the Indus 

Water dispute resolution and Rann of Kutch issue that took place between the two nations 

centering on sharing the Indus river water and showed the example of how goodwill and co-

operation among the policy makers can overcome obstacles to achieve their common goals. 

The section also highlighted Pakistani role in destabilizing the peace process by hampering 

the relationship in the region in its involvement in the 1965 Kashmir War through Operation 

Grand Slam and Operation Gibraltar. Moving ahead the section makes an impartial attempt to 

show how despite India trying to make a desperate attempt to maintain the goodwill and 

bonhomie has been indirectly dragged by Pakistan in the 1971 Bangladesh War which led the 

signing of the famous Tashkent and Simla declaration between them.  

The role of Pakistani army and policy makers played in Khalistan and Kashmir during the 

pre-90 and their misadventures in Kargil have been depicted in this section of the study. 

Finally the chapter giving an objective assessment of the long seven decades of relationship 

between the two South Asian neighbours try to access the role that Pakistani sponsored non-
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state actors played in the 26/11 terror attack in Mumbai and the changes that have taken place 

with the advent o the civilian government in Pakistan with that of Indian Prime Minister 

Narendra Modi. 

The third section of the study tries to analyze the perceived compulsions and realities that 

centers around with regards to the birth of the US- Pakistan Relationship. It begins with 

evaluating the factors that led to the birth and closeness of the two nations in the wake of the 

international events marred by the Cold War animosity between the two super-powers. How 

the Pakistani fear psychosis, Indian threat to Pakistan’s Security and the American need of 

containing communism in the region was the need of time that brought the two nations closer 

to each other has been explained in this section in details. The subsequent section of the 

chapter shows how blindly and partially just for its geo-strategic benefits in the region US has 

been strangely supporting and backing Pakistan in almost all international foray with regards 

to Kashmir and nuclear armament. The subsequent phases of the section deals with how 

Pakistan for the sake of building up its arsenal and maintaining its status quo with India went 

ahead of openly get itself associated with almost all the US sponsored and backed defense 

and security pacts in the region whether it may be NATO, SEATO, CENTO or MEDO. 

Moving ahead the chapter gives a detailed analysis how once a most allied ally of United 

States gradually turned into its terrible terror. The section again in details analyses the partial 

and one sided role that US played in support of Pakistan in the 1971 Bangladesh Liberation 

war and how in order to sabotage India it employed all its strategic and political means and 

mechanism. The blind eye that US took in sponsoring and protecting the building up of 

Pakistani nuclear arsenal and rising state sponsored terrorism in the Afghan War has been 

analyzed in details. The chapter also examines the nadir phase that evolved between US and 

Pakistan in the post the Kargil issue and the Abbotabad incident followed by the 9/11 terror 

attack that marks the concluding section of the chapter. 

The fourth section of the study is an attempt to examine the perception and realities that led 

the birth of the India and United States relationship. How during the initial years Washington 

evolved its interest in the South Asian region because of the post-war world scenario and how 

the pragmatist stand of Nehru and his ideology of NAM, the Indonesian Crisis led a bad start 

in the relationship marks the beginning of the chapter. The section deals the role the US 

played in the 1962 Sino-Indian war; its attitude toward India in the Pl-480 aid has been 

projected in a detailed and impartial manner. The pro-Pakistani stand that the US adopts in 

the 1971 Bangladesh Liberation war and the highly anti-Indian Nixonian attitude which 
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marked the all-time low in relationship between India and United States is what proceeds in 

following parts of the chapter. Then the section examines the Indian Nuclear tests and the 

sanctions that it received from the different sections of the US policy makers. The period of 

bonhomie that emerged with the emergence of Rajiv, Crater and Regan and the closeness that 

for the first time in years was observed in the Indo-US relationship has been again discussed 

in the section of the study in details. Finally the event of the Kargil crisis, the episode of 9/11 

terror attack and the landmark Indo-US Civil Nuclear deal that opened a new realm in the two 

countries brings the section to its conclusion.  

The fifth chapter of the study centers on the place of China and its role in the India, Pakistan 

and US policy making. Initial part of the chapter starts with the beginning of a strong 

relationship between India and China and the remarkable Panchsheel treaty that marked a 

zenith in the relationship between the two. The section then gradually moves on explaining 

how because of issues like Tibet, Boundary controversy finally led the two neighbours for the 

first time into full-fledged war in 1962. The succeeding portion of the study gives a detail 

analysis of the Sino-Indian détente phase that started during the end of the 90’s and how with 

the incoming of statesman like Moraji Desai, Atal Behari Vajpayee, Rajiv Gandhi and Deng 

Xiaoping the two nations moved in the path of normalization. However it cannot be lost sight 

of that China’s manifest as well as tacit support for Pakistan made the things worse 

confounded, may be due to China’s perception of potential threat from a growing India to 

challenge China’s regional position- a single sun in the Asian sky.  The next phase of the 

section deals with again the sharp downfall of the relations which marked with the test of 

India’s nuclear bomb and the following era of peace process that got initiated since 2000 and 

has been flourishing with the rise of Modi’s neighborhood diplomacy. The next part of the 

chapter deals with explaining the Sino-Pakistan relations which traces back to its origin since 

1955 which gradually turned into an ‘all weathered ally’. Next section of the chapter deals 

with the common determinants and objective factors like geo-strategic location, territorial and 

security perspectives etc which actually led the birth of such a strong relationship in a 

detailed manner. The pro-Pakistani and anti-Indian role that China has played in the Kashmir, 

1965 and 1971 wars in every regional, international and global platform and the military, 

economic and logistical support that China provided to Pakistan in every possible way has 

been dealt in depth. The section also highlights in depth the upper hand that Beijing provided 

to Pakistan for building up its nuclear arsenal and capabilities. The ongoing dynamic 

economic and infrastructural relationship that is taking place between Sino-Pak centering the 
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One Border One Road (OBOR) and China Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) policy of 

China concludes the chapter. 

The study initially adopted multiple research questions before initiating the study. Thus the 

study has made an attempt to subjectively as well as objectively identify the factors 

responsible for the long strained relationship between India and Pakistan and the role that 

United States has played in it.  

A section has been entirely dedicated to assess misunderstanding taking birth out of sharing 

of resources and the manner in which countries, institutions as well as the two parties in 

conflict have either resolved it or in the process of finding a solution. The section has also 

dealt with wars that India and Pakistan has fought with each other, the issues that led to such 

conflict and the impact that it made on the bilateral relations. The study has also made a 

historical analysis of the Kashmir conflict, the attempts that were made in the UN to resolve 

it, the global power politics associated with Kashmir, attempts of both the leadership of India 

and Pakistan to find an amicable solution to the issue and the role of non-state actors which 

went against the process. The study however has stressed on the strategic and political 

perspectives rather than on the economic and social dimensions of the disputes between the 

two South Asian neighbours. 

A separate section has been entirely dedicated to the relationship Pakistan had with the 

United States, the different strategic perceptions that brought both these countries together 

during different timelines and the manner in which the American leadership  has increased as 

well as decreased Pakistan’s stature in its decision making procedure. The relationship 

sometimes has been of a natural ally, a strategic one during the period of SEATO and 

CENTO and sometime patronizing when other global regions have become important for the 

US. On the one hand US have been instrumental in strengthening Pakistan’s nuclear 

programme and military modernization as well as have penalized Pakistan for mistakes that it 

was in cohort with. 

The study has also tried to understand and access the rationale that has been behind the minds 

of the policy makers in US regarding India and Pakistan in regard to cold-war politics, global 

politics, and regional politics as well as with the rise of China. The study depicts a separate 

section to understand the role of China amidst the relations between India and Pakistan, 

Pakistan and United States and India and United States.  
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Some of the major understanding that the study has been able to evolve with the passage of 

time when India and Pakistan gained their sovereign identity and the manner in which 

international players along with major regional ones developed or strengthened the 

conflictual situation can be assessed or summarized as follows: 

 Post Partition Pakistan’s Security Dilemma: 

Since its independence as an independent nation Pakistan has suffered from an anti-Indian 

psychic. Although it had outstanding border issues and domestic problems with its 

neighboring nation Afghanistan, but those problems were considered as mere irritants to the 

Pakistani ruling class. India was and still is been considered as the only major threat to 

Pakistan. From the very initial years of independence the Kashmir disputes regarded as a 

major bone of contention between the two countries. Pakistan’s strategic environment was 

has been conditioned by such a perception of a security threat from India as it feels that there 

is a covert attempt by the Indian leadership and intelligence organization to breakup Pakistan 

into many pieces which would lead to the end of Pakistan’s continuation as an independent 

state. However the bloody events at the time of the partition created certain problems for 

Pakistan which played a significant role in the development of its defense and security 

policies, which were mainly because of the apathetic and early desire and departure of British 

from the subcontinent. The desperate withdrawal of the British left various issues unsettled 

which exacerbated the mutual distrust between the two nations like refugee rehabilitation, 

financial and military assets, princely state dispute, Indus water sharing etc. Some of these 

incidents remain to be fissures in between relations between India and Pakistan even till date. 

In this regard, relations between India and Pakistan have turned into having an obsessive 

antipathy toward each other. Apart from these the subjective factors like India’s adoption of 

secular stand after the partition, the comparatively huge geographical structure of India, the 

division of Pakistan in two major halves (the east and the west) and the attitude of the Indian 

leaders toward the newly independent state Pakistan further reinforced the security dilemma 

of Pakistan. And thus post Partition Pakistan, because of these subjective and objective 

factors, was in the perception that India, somehow or other, will one day rule out the very 

essence of Pakistan by merging it within itself, or disintegrating the nation similar to that of 

East Pakistan with the creation of multiple new small states.  

The rootedness in its religious identity and its intertwining with a chequered history has been 

central to the understanding of the conflict in the Pakistani psyche. The centrality of 
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‘differentness’ or rather ‘opposition’ of this identity to that of India has been the pivot in the 

sociological understanding of this narrative. 

Soon after independence, Pakistan’s policy of antipathy towards its larger neighbour 

developed some resentment over western powers’ preferential treatment towards India, which 

was reflected in Commonwealth decisions to let India remain a member regardless of its 

Republican character, and the invitation of US President Harry S. Truman to India by Prime 

Minister Jawaharlal Nehru. However, for Pakistan, it was very much compelling to enhance 

her importance for the western world and the Soviet Union intended to exploit this situation 

to bring Pakistan out of the Western orbit but unfortunately this hope was short lived and it 

came as a major disappointment for Pakistan. Among the several multidimensional and 

heterogeneous factors and reasons which brought Pakistan so close with the international 

regime since the time of its birth, one of the prime important factor was its ‘search for 

security’. Its major focus on the international community has been security against internal 

and external challenges to its nation’s identity, territorial integrity, sovereignty and 

independence. The internal problems stem from the fragility of the politico-economic 

institutions and process and their inability to command a widely shared legitimacy. The 

deepening cleavages based on the feudal nature of the civilian political leadership, ethnicity, 

language, region, economic disparities and religious sectarianism caused alienation in the 

body-politics, undermining the ability of the domestic political system to perform its requisite 

function in an efficacious manner.  

Moreover, it was not only the Indian standpoint and Pakistan’s feeling toward the situation 

rather there were also some other factors which were playing a very important role during the 

period of time which led Pakistan to stick to its ideals of search for security. During this time 

period Pakistan kept on making aggressive strategic postures to undermine the geographic 

and economic might of India at every possible opportunity which led them overlook their 

own internal problems. One should not overlook the fact that the civil war in East Pakistan 

was due to the mis-governance of West Pakistan which ultimately led the birth and creation 

of a anew sovereign nation-Bangladesh, which till date the Pakistani leadership fails to 

identify or agree with. These developments were further more aggravated with the emergence 

of a new and a more threatening dimension to its security problem which was the Soviet 

military invasion in Afghanistan in December 1979. The buffer between Soviet Union and 

Pakistan disappeared which accentuated the latter’s security predicament. The increased 

Soviet pressure through the deployment of its troops on Pakistan’s border and its overt and 
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covert support to the pro groups in the North West Frontier Province (NWFP) and 

Baluchistan looked more credible than ever. Beside this spillover of civil strife in 

Afghanistan to Pakistan in the shape of influx of over three million Afghan refugee and the 

use of Pakistani territory by some Afghan resistance groups had a threatening ramifications in 

the socio-economic development of Pakistan.851 So it can be stated that Pakistan’s civilian 

and military decision makers will not be able to look over the India Factor even if there 

remains to be interment lull of peace or super imposed attempt of breaking the ice. 

 US- Pakistan Friendship- a Relation of Necessity and Mutual Benefit: 

In the Post II World War international politics the world was divided clearly into two 

dominant regime - the Soviet and the US and the international system was marked by the cold 

war and an intense super power rivalry. The dynamic spread of communism in Europe and 

Asian continent made American policy makers realize the fact that now it was the time to 

have a strong ally in the Asian region. Gradually in order to curb the rise of communist threat 

United States entered into security arrangement with, provided economic and military 

assistance to, Western Europe, Turkey, Iraq. 

Meanwhile the external dimension of Pakistan’s security pertains to its immediate 

geostrategic environment, often described as troublesome if not hostile. The distrust and 

acrimony that developed between India and Pakistan in the early years of independence, 

reinforced by later developments, created a fear in Pakistan that India wanted to use its size, 

resources, technological advancement and military superiority to reduce Pakistan to a status 

of vassal state, if not eliminate it altogether from the comity of nations. There were mainly 

three major factors which intensified Pakistan’s feeling of insecurity and led the birth of the 

fear psychosis dilemma in it. Firstly Pakistan suffered from a number of security handicaps in 

relation to its neighboring nation, India. There are no natural barriers on most of the 

Pakistan–India border which makes it relatively easy for the troops, especially heavy armors 

of either side to cross the frontiers. Pakistan lacks territorial depth and the main 

communication line runs parallel to the Pakistan- India Border. Even some of the cities are 

situated so close to the border that both the nation’s troops have to be confronted right at the 

border. This geographical contiguity was further more serious and handicapped in the pre-

1971 period. Secondly, the clear-cut traditional military sheer and superiority of India over 
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Pakistan in terms of manpower, weapon and equipment, industrialization, area, location and 

especially defense industry made Pakistan realize the fact since independence that India 

might someday over-throw it. Thirdly, was the leadership potential and pretentions the India 

always exhibited in South Asia in the tune of regional peace and stability through India’s 

preponderance gave Pakistan leaders the feeling of insecurity with them. Pakistan’s security 

problems were also intensified by Afghanistan’s irredentist claim on its territory and Indian 

and Soviets support to such claims. However, as Afghanistan lacked sufficient military 

potential to mount over a major offensive, India continued to be Pakistan’s major and 

principal security concern. Thus Pakistan’s security dilemma maintained two major targets; 

first augmentation of security against external threats primarily from India and secondarily 

from Afghanistan and second was the counterbalancing of India’s military superiority and 

maintaining the status quo by strengthening its defense arrangements with a back up of active 

diplomacy.  Thus to achieve its basic foreign policy objectives and to secure its national 

interest Pakistan began a desperate search to make fast and firm friend.  

It first turned to Britain and other members of the Commonwealth, hoping that these might be 

particularly helpful in pressurizing India to settle Kashmir and other outstanding disputes 

with Pakistan but when things didn’t turned out favorable for Pakistan it had to loom out for 

other alternatives. In this situation Pakistan sought security mainly through the alignment 

with the West. Apart from the willingness of the United Sates to offer security related 

support, Pakistan’s ruling elite perceived their insecurity to be of such a dimension that they 

could not cope with it alone. By the 1950’s the weak civilian leaders and the top assertive 

brass of military were convinced that Pakistan must have a powerful ally to help to overcome 

its security predicaments. This led to Pakistan’s participation in the US- sponsored defense 

pacts like the SEATO, CENTO etc. which made it possible for Pakistan to obtain weapon and 

economic assistance. The United States initially poured money into Pakistan in hope of 

building a major fighting force that could assist in defending Asia against communism. 

Meanwhile with the rising interest of the Soviets in Asia, especially Middle East and Central 

Asia, and Washington’s dream of containing Communism to turn itself and as the champion 

of the world US changed its perception on Pakistan, turning it into a country that would act as 

a conduit in the process of containing communism. Thus it was the relationship of necessity 

that brought both the nations closer to each other in the post war period and gradually it was 

this bonhomie which played a very crucial role in straining the relationship between India and 

Pakistan. 
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 India’s Non-Aligned Stand and Nehru’s Socialist Outlook- Thaw in Indo-US Relations: 

In the decade immediately after independence India adopted the policy of Non-Alignment 

under the leadership of Jawaharlal Nehru and decided to follow a policy of peace and 

friendship with all nations. But the two great powers of the world did not accept this stand of 

India as a good gesture and they looked on India with suspicion. While the Soviet Union 

under Stalin treated India as still not free and under the dominance of imperialist nations, the 

United States viewed it as potentially rich for private investment, and a source of minerals 

and other materials of strategic use in the American development of Atomic 

power.852Meanwhile the US had an expectation that India will play a decisive role in the 

world politic against the rising communist threat and the PRC, but it was Nehruvian socialist 

outlook along with his commitment to not aligning itself with any of the power blocs brought 

a thaw in the relationship between the two and it was very evident when Nehru made his first 

diplomatic trip to US followed by the visit of Eisenhower. The American policy makers by 

this point of time was keenly in search of an Asian ally in the region and the closeness of US 

and Pakistan was one of the other vital reason why the Indo-US relationship could not make a 

strong start although sharing the common spirit of democracy, liberalism, human rights and 

ideological affinity. Another important reason which may be labeled as a thaw in the 

relationship between the two was perhaps the fact that during the post war period US sole aim 

was more strategically manipulated to curtail the rise of the communist power and to have a 

check in the region by having a strong military base and ally which Pakistan was serving 

more than India. 

 US Unequivocal Support to Pakistan (Kashmir, 1965, 1972 etc): 

The strong bonhomie between US and Pakistan in the post war era made US an unequivocal 

ally of Pakistan in almost every matter related to Pakistan’s foreign policy. Where it may be 

the Kashmir Case, 1965 Indo-Pakistan Border war or the 1971 East Pakistan’s war for 

liberation; United Sates had always proved to be an all weathered ally of Pakistan. It had 

vehemently not only vehemently criticised India’s stand on almost every diplomatic levels 

but had also supported Pakistan through military and economic aids sometimes covertly and 

sometimes overtly. Despite cited by India the cause of cross border terrorism sponsored by 

Pakistan in almost every world stage; US has labeled them as small ethnic and domestic 
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turmoil backing the stand of Pakistan. The explicit support of the United States not only led 

Pakistan have a strong and secure feeling in the international community despite committing 

the crimes but also further reinforced the process of cross border terrorism by Pakistan in the 

Indian region of Punjab and Kashmir in particular.  

 Indo-Soviet Bonhomie (1970’s) and the Rise of China: 

It was the growing Indo-Soviet intimacy and the consolidation  of ‘Treaty of Peace, 

Friendship and Cooperation’ with the Soviet Union and India in the 1970’s, made Nixon 

administration even more pro Pakistan and a bitter relationship with India grew. The East 

Pakistan War of Liberation and the strong strategic support provided by USSR to India was 

an indication of India getting closer to the communist regime than to the West. Gradually the 

western policy makers came to realize that it’s only Pakistan which can play very vital role in 

supporting the cause of the US in the region and gradually India again went out of the focus 

of the American leaders. This led to the reinforcement of thawed relations between the US 

and India and it was Pakistan which was brilliantly taking advantage of the situation again. 

Meanwhile the nuclearisation of China made the US policy makers desperately realize the 

fact of the rejuvenation of Communist ideology in the South Asian Region. They feared that 

Afghanistan and North Korea might play a very crucial role in the upcoming days and the 

only way to stall the rising power is through guaranteeing unconditional support and aid to 

Pakistan which will act as the key player in the region as by then Indo-US relationship had 

reached its nadir. However, the nuclearisation of South Asia and the Kargil conflict changed 

the US perception towards India. 

 9/11 Mayhem and US Policy on Pakistan: 

The 9/11 incident played a vital role in re-molding the power politics in the international 

relations especially US policy toward South Asia. The mayhem gave US a call for a global 

war against Islamic terrorism  and now it was evident for the policy makers of the 

international world order that the human civilization will be witnessing the dawn of long 

predicted ‘clash of civilization’ as propounded by Francis Fukuyama. For a long period of 

time India’s cry that Pakistan is sponsoring and harboring terrorist was accepted by the world 

leaders. It was proved that Pakistan was serving a safe haven for the jihadis and various 

terrorist groups within the region. Apart from this the Iraq war and the revelation of Pakistan 

sponsored terrorist activities led US to adopt a very strong attitude towards Pakistan. The 

Abbottabad incident and the killing of Al-Qaeda supremo Bin Laden within Pakistan further 
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reinforced the fact how Pakistan was using the aid and support from US to settle its scores 

with India and were harboring the terrorists and their groups within its territory. 

 ‘China’ an all weathered ally of Pakistan: 

China has been a close ally of Pakistan from the 60s, strengthening its relations where various 

economic and strategic project that it has envisaged through the years. It has played an 

instrumental role in continuing with Pakistan’s defense modernization program, as the US 

military assistance that has been relied by Pakistani defense establishment before had been 

erratic and had significant hurdles. However, China had been more or less consistent in 

supporting Pakistan in the international as well as in the regional platform. It had played an 

important role in developing Pakistan’s nuclear program; Pakistan had taken Chinese 

assistance in curtailing the strategic growth of India in the region, which as per Pakistani 

assessment would undermine the regional balance of power, which maintains peace and 

security in the region. China had also made fervent attempts to assist Pakistan to address the 

energy crisis by developing various power projects in the last one and half decades.  

China has also been instrumental in developing infrastructure within Pakistan, which is 

enhancing the economic as well as strategic position of Pakistan in the region. Development 

of the Gwadar port, the China Pakistan Economic Corridor Project (CPEC) is such glaring 

examples of assistance. China has also supported Pakistan’s cause in international forums 

like that of the United Nations, as well as played an integral role in introducing Pakistan in 

multilateral institutions like that of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), building 

itself as a counter to the Indian threat for Pakistan. 

Findings of the Study and Concluding Observation: 

Today’s society is always the product of its past history and decides its future destiny. India 

and Pakistan both are the outcome of such intense rivalries, several forces like socio-political 

and religious which have history of unique relations in the international politics when slavery 

rule of British raj came to an end and India got its independence in 1947. It has been clear to 

all decision-makers in the region, as well as beyond, that till the time India and Pakistan 

rivalry is not resolved, South Asian growth in all its dimensions will remain to be a 

challenging task. There have been suggestions that when there are hurdles in creating 

understanding between the nations strategically, they should make attempts of building in 

ways through other avenues of confidence building like trade and people to people contact. 

While trade can be separated from politics, they are never completely divorced. That is the 

reason why, even the SAARC platform has failed many a times to nurture with summits 
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failing to happen due to constant misunderstanding and leaders failing to attend the summits 

or failing to achieve targets that had been decided in the Summits. The present international 

scenario is mingled in various instabilities which threaten not only the security of the region, 

but if the leaderships of these nations fail to identify the impending crisis, then it might be 

extremely dangerous for the whole neighborhood. It can be stated that the study after 

assessing the relations between nations as it is grown in South Asia as well as its immediate 

and its extended neighborhood can state the following findings: 

 India- Pakistan relationship is based on a strange equation of misunderstanding and lack 

of trust towards each other. This mistrust and lack of faith especially by Pakistan has not 

only led to the birth of a rat race for status-quo but has tremendously affected and 

inflicted both the nations in all aspects. There is a strange feeling of suspicion and distrust 

that both the nations especially Pakistan shares with regards to India, which is being 

utilized and taken advantage by super powers of the world to settle their geo-political, 

geo-strategic and economic goals.  

 Apart from the various misunderstanding and disputes between India and Pakistan, the 

Kashmir dispute will remain to be a major bone of contention even in the forthcoming 

years till it is not resolved bilaterally. Both the leaderships have to forcefully tame, if 

needed, the various elements that work against the principle of bilateral dialogues and 

serious talks are the only approach to find a common tangent of understanding. 

 In order to have an amicable resolution and peaceful settlement of the disputes between 

India and Pakistan the decision makers and policy framers of the two nations must initiate 

multi-track diplomacy apart from the formal track one diplomacy. Areas like sports, 

movies; social and cultural interaction along with the promotion and study of languages 

(ancient and modern) needs to be encouraged much more.  

 The two nations must understand the fact that most of the time dependence on third party 

mediation not only brings a feeling of obligation toward the third party, as every nation 

has their fixed specific agenda, but it has a very scathing affect in the long far run. 

Whenever a nation in dispute has amicably settled their conflict, there has been long-

lasting peace in the region where as where there has been a third party mediation it has 

led to a far reaching contemptuous affects in the future. 

 Pakistan needs to understand the fact clearly that till the time it will have multiple 

decision making elements like ISI, Army, Judiciary and Civilian Government within its 
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decision making structure it will not be able to foresee any stable future of the polity in 

the days to come. 

 Unless Pakistan abandons its policies that are harmful for the nation and the region, any 

foreseeable long standing peace in the future will remain distant. Such policies of 

Pakistan will not only undermine its own security but will endanger the security of the 

entire region. 

 There remains no permanent ally in statecraft just common and mutual goals. Pakistan 

and India both needs to understand that whether it’s the United States or China their role 

in their strained relation has been very much tangent and futile in nature. Especially 

Pakistan need to comprehend the  fact that since during the time of Cold War till date just 

only because of its lucrative geo-political and strategic location of containing communism 

the United States and China has been an unequivocal supported of it.   

 There is no immediate and direct correlation between bilateral trade and dispute 

resolution, especially something as critical like that of Kashmir, deeper economic ties 

would help repair the breach between Pakistan and India. The democratic transition in 

Pakistan is fragile, experiencing a military that is still exercising significant clout over 

key policy areas, including Kashmir, India and external security. It is more likely that the 

high command will impede than support the normalization process. Though there have 

been placements of ex-military officials in positions as high up as the National Security 

Advisor but that has not brought down the friction between the three major factors that 

not only define Pakistan’s foreign policy making system but also remain to be one of the 

fulcrums on which the pace of South Asia depends on. 

 Indian political system is believed in some quarters to be marred by lack of political will 

and a dearth of visionary leaders who could guide the peace process in such a way which 

would on one hand tame and coerce Pakistani civilian and military leadership tame 

acceptable proposition and as well as on the other hand have a significant political clout 

which would cater in molding the public opinion for such proposition garnering support 

of the masses, may that be in the valley or in the rest of the county.  

 The role which was expected to be played by the world leaders especially the United 

States and China to simmer the lingering disputes and tension areas between India and 

Pakistan has been very minimal and negligible in nature. The reason and rational for such 

can be regarded as the geo-political, geo-strategic and economic benefits that they have 

been and are still receiving in the region. 
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 Despite the close Indo-US bonhomie in the present days post 9/11 decade has been 

witnessed and appreciated by scholars and world leaders but the decision makers of India 

must need to understand the very motive and long term benefits and detriments of the 

relationship. Securing its national interest and national security and upholding the essence 

of strategic autonomy regionally and globally must be the sole goal of its policy makers, 

enhancing its regional and global position. 

 It is understandable that geo-strategically Pakistan’s location will keep Pakistan as an ally 

of United States even in the future. There might be ups and downs in such relations but 

the United States will never abandon Pakistan entirely. 

 With the entry of China in the India Pakistan conflict it seems unlikely that in the future 

China will be playing a role of a mediator in between India and Pakistan, which keeps the 

importance of United States as well as other international actors important so that it can 

coerce both the parties to strive for an environment where bilateral dialogue is possible. 

 With the continuing instability in Afghanistan, and the lack of tooth in Pakistani decisions 

being taken to bring all the dialogue partners to the forum, it doesn’t seem that one will be 

reaching any concession on the Afghanistan peace process any soon. Pakistani decision 

makers have not been able to fully abandon terrorism as a state policy either for 

Afghanistan or for India that has strengthened non-state actors and extremist elements to 

have significant ground support among the masses in the tribal and some major urban 

hamlets in the network of terrorism and extremism intact.  

 One should never forget that the birth of ISIS came from Al-Qaeda functioning in Iraq 

and Syria which has not only challenged state actors in Middle East Asia but has 

redefined the concept of terrorism in total. Till the time instability exists in Afghanistan, 

and financial and social conduit of terrorist and extremist network remain active and alive 

in Pakistan the spread of ISIS in the region or the birth of different version of terrorist 

groups similar to that of ISIS  from such active organizations cannot be farfetched utopia. 

All the world powers US included are neither in a financial position nor have the political 

support of their masses to adopt any definitive step to neither nip the bud of such 

extremism from growing nor have the logistics or support that is required to face such a 

challenge if it surfaces.  

 China while strengthening its routes toward warm water of the gulf is well as 

strengthening its roots as strategic decision making in the region has developed the idea 

of the CPEC in Pakistan. Though such a dream project, if completed, would surely be an 

opportunity for Pakistan to counter the severe energy crisis it faces every year as well as 
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bring economic development in the provinces within the country which can be 

personified as economically deprived and underdeveloped. However the track record of 

such major infrastructural projects followed by such huge investment by the Chinese is 

not positive. One also knows that China in such infrastructural projects neither employs 

any local labour nor local resources to build such infrastructure. It remains questionable 

that how much freedom Pakistanis will have in having full control over the corridor if it is 

completed in the future. One also doubts how much China would provide levy for the 

local population as well as the Pakistani army to use the corridor for their economic 

conditions. CPEC remains part of OBOR, which China is visualizing its strategic intent 

for reaching the warm water of the Gulf, get accesses to the oil fields of the Middle East 

as well as move beyond the region finding new economic pastures as well and enhancing 

its sphere of influence over new landmasses. US and TPP may not be fully capable 

enough to counter such growth and steadfastly stop the strategic growth that China 

aspires for. Although India vehemently protested the CPEC falling within the Gilgit-

Baltistan region which still remains to be a disputed territory. One foresaw such a project 

in the past when the Chinese started the modernization of the Karakorum Highway and 

how they sought to destabilize the Uighur terrorist groups functioning from Gilgit-

Baltistan against China. One should keep in mind that even though Pakistan is a nuclear 

weapon county and remains to have a huge ground support mechanism in the name of 

Pakistani Army, the Chinese leadership has still decided to bring in more than three 

thousand PLA personnel in the name of protecting the construction o the CPEC corridor. 

 For the first time from 1947, the post-independence Pakistan saw a civilian government 

completing a full tenure leading to a fresh democratic general election which again 

brought forth another civilian government which seems to have popular support and 

control for the forth coming general elections in Pakistan. One should not forget the 

Pakistani Army which had been in the governance seat and is symbolized by strength 

stability and discipline which poses a major challenge for the legitimacy and longevity of 

an elected civilian political leadership. In the army itself there are multiple parallel of 

decision makers who still maintains a feudal mindset who instead of strengthening the 

roots of democracy challenges the process of nation building in Pakistan. There are 

analysts who consider that the encirclement of China in the Indian sub-continent of 

economic projects with hidden agenda as well as plans to spread its peaceful hegemonic 

economic plans in the Indian neighborhood is fully on the rise. Minor military alliances of 

patrolling the seas and harping freedom of navigation might not be enough to counter 
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such massive expansionist policy which is getting wholesome support not only from 

Pakistan but from many in the Indian neighborhood. 

 It needs to be understood that US has not successfully able to convince or influence 

Pakistani decision makers. While looking at the past it can be seen that it thwarted the 

judicial killing of Mujibur Rahaman during early 70’s but failed to do the same in regard 

to Z.A Bhutto. Nawaz Sharif was also spared the same fate due to the pressure created by 

US ad Saudi Arabia and was exiled to Dubai. United States pressure on the Nawaz’s 

Government not to conduct any nuclear tests in retaliation of the Indian Nuclear Tests in 

1998 was not given heed to. US have not also been able to convince the Pakistani 

leadership to completely abandon its policy of sponsoring and sending terrorist groups 

into Afghanistan and India. In such a scenario, US have been more of a mild mediator in 

South Asia when their economic leaderships find the region more conducive to step in.  

With the present economic instability and fluctuations in the price of Oil in the Global 

market and the forth-coming Presidential elections, US is practically not in a position or 

situation to actively participate intervene or interfere in the dispute riddled South Asian 

regions. 

 The present global financial crisis also has seriously undermined the fast growing Chinese 

economy which has slowed down the Chinese economic growth rate to around 3to 4 

percents from 10 percent. There has been a major reshuffle of economic policies that is 

taking place in China which might seriously undermine their long term investment plans 

in Central Asia, South Asia and Africa. US has more challenges to cater to in the form of 

North Koreas militarization, South China and East China Sea disputes, rising synergy 

between Russia and China along with its own economic challenges than to concentrate on 

Afghanistan and Kashmir. One needs to note that though US Presidents have been 

frequently visiting India but they have shown serious lack of interests in visiting Pakistan. 

US is also extremely concerned with the rising friction between Saudi Arabia and its 

allies with Iran that will further destabilize the oil producing economies having a 

dampening effect on Pakistan’s growth trajectory.  

 There have been fervent attempts by various groups to instigate tension and violence 

against the Central Government. In Jammu and Kashmir however there has been a strange 

democratic growth which has spread throughout the valley where political parties have 

been seen taking mature decision through collective bargaining for the development of 

the region as well as has provided stable political governance. The case has been exactly 

opposite in Pakistan occupied Kashmir where the nation has not been able to provide the 
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entire Pakistani Occupied Territories of Kashmir any constitutional status. From 2009 

onward there have been puppet governments, rise in sectarian conflicts, presence of 

Chinese Army, maintain law and order as well as mushrooming camps of extremist and 

terrorist organization in the more remote areas. The political stability that has been 

witnessed in Islamabad or Karachi is still a distant dream for people living in POK. It 

should be understood that any sort of peace plan which may evolve in the future within 

India and Pakistan for resolving the Kashmir dispute should be futuristic looking forward 

to bring as much economic growth to the people of POK which the people of Jammu and 

Kashmir experience today. Since its independence, Pakistan and India’s foreign policy is 

dictated by external factors influenced by the hostility of other states. They had to 

sacrifice their own relations with their neighbours for others. And countries have utilized 

such animosity by keeping the nations apart for the promotion of their strategic objectives 

and goals.  

Summing Up: 

Thus in this present state of affair and the geo-political doldrums, with the strengthening of 

rightist groups throughout the world, that has been working in among these four major 

players of the world order India and Pakistan relations stands uniquely unsolved and 

mysterious. Ironically even as the two countries grapple with their internal issues of sectarian 

conflict, secessionist movements and high levels of governmental corruption, they continue 

to spend a very high proportion of their assets in maintaining a huge security infrastructure 

which pits one against the other. But both the countries know that even a conventional war is 

something that the region cannot afford in view of its immediate impact on the lives of the 

poorest of the poor. Such a war is just not an option since it would only harden the attitudes 

towards each other, further feeding the cycle of hatred. After the end of the Cold War and 

particularly in the post 9/11 era, many friends have turned as foes and vis-a-vis. India has 

come closer to the US. Both the countries felt that there is the need for security cooperation 

and the greatest threats to their security are defined more by dynamics with weak and failing 

states than by the borders between strong and aggressive ones. However, the US continues to 

deal with India and Pakistan separately within the framework of its own interests in both the 

countries. On the objections by Pakistan, India was kept at arm’s length as far as the security 

issue in Afghanistan was concerned.US has not been able to understand the role that India 

could play in Afghanistan’s peace process as well as in the process of democratization. 

However, Pakistani decision makers have understood that U.S. is a fair-weather friend of 
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Pakistan. With the emergence of China as a great power, the U.S. has positioned itself closer 

to India. The US strategy is to promote India as a “counter -weight” to China, disappointing 

Pakistan. Pakistani regime has provided in the past and still provides pivotal assistance to 

Washington in securing its interests in Afghanistan- at the cost of turning much of Pakistan’s 

tribal regions into a war zone. Pakistan, which served as a U.S. Cold War proxy, now finds 

itself reduced to playing second fiddle to the Indo-U.S. strategic partnership. Pakistan is in 

fact complaining that the U.S. has encouraged India to play a major and growing role in 

Afghanistan, including in the training of Afghan security forces. The US relationship with 

Pakistan has deteriorated significantly, though keeping the channels of military equipment 

and financial aid open, and has nurtured relations with India more comfortably. But despite 

all these it cannot be denied that the perceived as well as real threat of Islamic terrorism 

having global access virtually compels US to keep the option of using Pakistan as the 

strategic partner, or atleast, to use Pakistan as the base to counter the Islamic terrorist threat. 

Considering the lack of clarity regarding a vision in both countries to find a solution that can 

be acceptable to the defense establishments of both the nations, along with the analytical and 

academic networks present in the nations as well as in the region, while creating a support 

base for such a solution amongst the vast majority of people that has grown habituated with 

the enmity that the two nations has been harboring post independence, the possibility of their 

leadership agreeing to a solution that might not bring about peace and stability in the medium 

to long term is highly likely. Any solution that does not take the woes of the people of Jammu 

and Kashmir as well as those living in Pakistan occupied Kashmir might not bring long-

lasting peace to the region. 

But the present leadership has initiated a trend where even after incidents like Pathankot, 

there have been attempts of resumption of dialogue. India and Pakistan have employed 

different modes and techniques of conflict management and resolution from bilateral 

negotiations to mediation and arbitration. None of these measures have helped them resolve 

their differences. However, it has been felt that only through continuous dialogue can the 

level of misunderstanding and mistrust be reduced between the two nations. There should be 

clarity in the dialogue process rather than the use of ambiguity and fake promises, and should 

be marked by consistency in the process of dialogue, even if there is a change of government 

in either of the countries in dialogue. Here the role of a third party will only complicate the 

equation, may that be United States, may that be China, though the role of a multilateral 

institution cannot be fully ruled out. Both the nations possibly have understood that they need 
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to develop a more objective understanding of issues affecting regional stability. Maintaining 

lines of communication and taming both the political leadership as well as their respective 

media can go a long way in strengthening relations during a time of crisis. Both India and 

Pakistan need to take steps to dismantle the prevalent “us versus them” mentality that pits 

two neighbours against one another, and instead find an “us and them” where cooperation is 

actually possible. A failure to build trust between the Indian and Pakistani societies and 

governments will only ensure that crises in the future invite catastrophe. 

However the recent incidents of the Pakistani sponsored terrorist attack at the Uri army base 

in Kashmir has provoked and aroused hopes as almost the entire world has overtly supported 

India’s position while condemning Pakistan’s proven support for cross-border terrorism. The 

United States in particular has come out condemning Pakistan with a warning not to indulge 

in such misadventures. Had this realization of the United States been there in the past the 

strained relationship between India and Pakistan might not have gone to what at present it has 

been after reaching to a phase of no-return situation. The complex geo-political and strategic 

compulsions virtually made the US complicated the relationship between India and Pakistan. 

Besides the Pakistani armed forces and the independent ISI over the decades were so 

habituated to grab the lion’s share of the strategic aid and assistance of the United States that 

they cannot come out of the psyche of articulated war like situation with India. Moreover the 

state of affairs sustained again because of the weak civilian government in Pakistan over 

decade- a kind that suited the interests of Washington most favorably in the past. Infant more 

of now the entire situation of the South Asian region depends upon how the United States 

views the South Asian region, India and Pakistan in particular to shape with the policy 

compulsion of India’s fast growing economy and consequent market potentialities vis-à-vis 

Pakistan’s strategic location and strategic importance for thwarting and countering the rise of 

the fundamentalist Islamic terrorism.  

With the present instability in between India and Pakistan, the role of larger powers remains 

significant. With the rising incidents of terrorist attacks taking place in India, tensions have 

been high in between India and Pakistan. Though all strategic decision makers identify the 

need of continuous dialogue between the parties, but due to the adamancy of Pakistani 

decision makers to continue adapting to use terrorism as a strategic state tool, it becomes 

difficult to have a long term dialogue process with such a nation. The role of larger powers in 

such a ‘Catch 22 situation’ becomes important to coerce strategically or diplomatically, so 

that Pakistan abandons the policy of selecting between good terrorists and bad terrorists, 
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sponsoring terrorism in India and Afghanistan. Not only United States, but larger countries in 

the neighborhood can play a larger role in maintaining peace and stability in the region. 



 

i 
 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 Akhund, Iqbal; Memoires of By stander: A life in Diplomacy, OUP; Karachi;1997 

 Anthony Read and David Fisher, The Proudest Day: India’s Long Road to Independence, 
New York, W.W. Norton & Company; 1999 

 Appadorai A. & Rajan, M.S; India’s Foreign Policy and Relations; South Asian 
Publishers; New Delhi; 1985 

 Appadorai, A; & Rajan M.S; India’s Foreign Policy and Relations; New Delhi; South 
Asian Publishers Limited; 1985 

 Aslam, Aftab; US Policy Towards South Asia: Special Reference to Indo-Pak Relations; 
Raj Publications; New Delhi; 1998 

 Azad, Abdul Kalam; India Wins Freedom; Orient Longman; New Delhi; 1959 

 B.H. Udgaonkar, India’s Nuclear Capability, her security concerns and the recent tests, 
Indian Academy of Sciences, January 1999 

 Bajwa, Farooq Naseem; Pakistan and the West: First decade 1947-195; OUP; Karachi; 
1996 

 Barnds, J. William; India Pakistan and the Great Power; Prager Publications; 1972 

 Barnds, William J. India , Pakistan and the Great Powers; Council on Foreign Relations, 
Pall Mall Press; London; 1972 

 Beg, Mirza Aslam; "The Kargil Denouement," Frontier Post, 14 July 1999. 

 Beschloss,, Michael; Mayday: Eisenhower, Khrushchev and the U-2 Affair; New York; 
Harper &Row; 1986 

 Bhutto, Z.A., Myth of Independence, Karachi: Oxford University Press; 1969 

 Brown; W. Norman; The United States and India and Pakistan; Cambridge; Mass; 
Harvard University Press; 1953 

 Bruke S.M, “Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis”; London, OUP, 1973 

 Burke S.M; Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis; OUP; London;  2nd eds; 
1994 

 Callard, Keith; Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Interpretation; Institute of Pacific Studies 
Relations; New York; 1957 

 Campbell; John. C; The United Sates in World Affairs 1948-49; Council on Foreign 
Relations; Harper and Brother; New York; 1949 

 



 

ii 
 

 Chakravarty, B.N; India speaks to America; The John Day Company; New York; 1966 

 Chapman, Graham P., The Geopolitics of South Asia; From Early Empire to the Nuclear 
Age, England, Ashgate publishing limited; 2009 

 Chellaney, Brahma; Nuclear Proliferation: The U.S. Indian Conflict New Delhi; Orient 
Longman; 1993 

 Chengappa, Raj; Weapons of Peace: The Secret Story of India’s Quest to be Nuclear 
Power’ ; New Delhi; Harper Collins; 2000 

 Choudhary G.W; Pakistan’s Relations with India; Meerut, Meenakshi Prakashan, 1971 

 Cohen, Stephen P., The Idea of Pakistan ; New Delhi, 2005 

 Cohen, Stephen; India: Emerging Power; Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 2001 

 Dann Urie; The Foreign Office, the Baghdad Pct and Jordan; Asian and African Studies 
(Tel Aviv); November; 1987 

 Desai A. Balwant;(eds.); Atoms for Peace-An exposition of India’s Nuclear Policy; AICC 
Publication; New Delhi; 1975 

 
 Desai, Jatin, Nuclear Diplomacy: The Art of the Deal, (New Delhi, Commonwealth pub.); 

2000 

 Desai, V. H.; Vandemataram to Janaganmana: Saga of Hyderabad’s Freedom Struggle, 
Bombay, 1990 

 Dixit, J. N; India-Pakistan in War & Peace; New Delhi, 2002 

 Dominiqu LaPierre, Larry Collins, “Freedom at Midnight”, New Delhi, Vikas Publishing 
House, 1997 

 Eden, Anthony, Full Circle: The memoires of Anthony Eden; Cassel; New York; 1960 

 Eisenhower, Dwight D.; The White house Years: Waging Peace;1956-61; Garden city; 
New York; Doubleday; 1956 

 From Surprise to Reckoning, Kargil Review Committee Report; New Delhi, 1999) 

 Ganguly, Sumit; Conflict Unending: India-Pakistan Tensions Since 1947; New Delhi, 
2000 

 Haqqani Husain; Magnificent Delusions: Pakistan, The United Sates and an Epic History 
of Misunderstanding; Public Affairs; New York; 2013 

 Harold Gould and Sumit Gangully eds’ The Hope and the Reality: US-Indian Relations 
from Rousevelt to Regan;  Boulder: Westview Press; 1992 



 

iii 
 

 Hay, Jeff, Arbitrary Borders, Political Boundaries in World History, The Partition of 
British India, USA, Chelsea House, 2006. 

 Hull, Cordell; Memoirs; Vol-II; New York; Macmillan Press; 1948 

 Hussain Arshad; Pakistan Affairs Supplement; Pakistan Council of Foreign Affairs; 
Karachi; June 1968 

 Hussain, Irtiza; Strategic Dimension of Pakistan’s Foreign Policy; Progressive Publisher; 
Lahore; 1989 

 Hussain, Noor A; Pakistan-U.S. Security relations: Arms Sales, Bases and Nuclear Issue 
in  Rose and Husain eds; United Sates-Pakistan Relations; Institute of East Asian Studies; 
University of California; Berkeley; 1985 

 Jackson; Robert; South Asian Crisis: India; Pakistan and Bangladesh; Praeger 
Publishers; New York; 1975 

 Jain R.K eds. US-South Asia Relations; 1947-1982; Vol. 02; New Delhi; Radiant 
Publishers; 1983 

 
 Jain, B.M.; India and the United States 1961-1963; New Delhi ; Radiant Publishers; 1987 

 
 Jain, J.P; Nuclear India; Vol-II; Radiant Publishers; New Delhi;1974 

 Jha D.C, “Indo-Pakistan Relation (1960-1965)” Patna, Bharti Bhawar Publication, 1972 

 Jones Rodney W.; Tracking Nuclear Proliferation: A Guide in Maps and Charts, 1998 ; 
Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institution Press, 1998 

 
 Kamath P.M.; The Relevance of American Election to India; Free Press Journal; Bombay; 

1984 
 
 Kamath P.M.eds; Indo-US Relations, Dynamics of Change; South Asian Publishers; New 

Delhi; 1987 

 Kapur, Ashok, “1953-59: The Origins and Early History of Pakistani Nuclear Activities”, 
Pakistan's Nuclear Development, New York: Croom Helm; 1987 

 Kapur, Ashok; India’s Nuclear Option: Atomic Diplomacy and Decision- Making New 
York; Praeger; 1976  

 Kaul, Ravi; India’s Nuclear Spin off; Chanaya Publishing House; Allahabad; 1974 
 
 Khalidi , Omar (eds).; Hyderabad After the Fall,  Kansas 1988 

 Khan, Mohammed Ayub; Friends not Masters: A Political Autobiography; OUP; 
London; 1967 



 

iv 
 

 Khan; Sultan Mohammed; Memoirs and Reflections of a Pakistani Diplomat; London 
Center for Pakistani Studies; 1998 

 Kissinger; Henry. A; White House Years; Little Brown Publisher; Boston; 1979 

 Krishna, Maj. Gen. Ashok, Facts about Junagadh; IPCS, Indo-Pak-Articles, #526, 19 
July, 2001 

 
 Krishnan, Kunni; The Unfriendly Friends: India and America; New Delhi, 1974 
 
 Kux, Dennis; Estranged Democracies: India and the United States 1941-1991; Sage 

Publications; New Delhi; 1993 

 Kux, Dennis; The United States and Pakistan 1947-2000- Disenchanted Allies; OUP; 
New York; 2002 

 Lawrence Ziring, South Asian Tangles and Triangles, in Lawrence Ziring (eds)  The 
Subcontinent in the World Politics: India its Neighbour and the Great Power; Praeger; 
New York, 1982, 

 Liaquat Ali Khan; Pakistan: The Heart of Asia; Harvard University Press; Cambridge; 
1950 

 Lilienthal, L.R.; Another Korea in the Making; Collier’s Weekly; 4 August; 1951 

 Mac Mohan, Robert J.; “Choosing Sides in South Asia” in Kennedy’s quest for victory: 
American foreign Policy, 1961-1963; Thomas G Paterson. eds; New York, OUP, 1989 

 
 Mahapatra, Chinatamani; Indo-US Relations into the 21st Century; IDSA; New Delhi; 

1998 
 
 Makekar, D.R.; The Guilty Men of 1962; Bombay, 1968 
 Malhotra Inder Indira Gandhi: A Personal and Political Biography; London; Hooder and 

Stoughton; 1989 

 Mankekar, D.R; Twenty-two Fateful Days; Bombay; 1965 

 Millis Walter; eds; The Forrestal Diaries ; New York; Viking Press; 1951 

 Mohan, C Raja, (2002-2003 winter), “A Paradigm Shift towards South Asia,” (The 
Washington Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 1) 

 Morris, James, Farewell the Trumpets: An Imperial Retreat USA, Harcourt Brace & Co, 
1978 

 Mujtaba, Syed Ali, The Story of the Accession of the Princely State of Junagadh Counter 
Currents. Org, 31/01/2001 http://www.countercurrents.org/mujtaba310111.htm  

 Nanda, Ravi; Kashmir and Indo-Pak Relations New Delhi, 2001 

http://www.countercurrents.org/mujtaba310111.htm


 

v 
 

 Nath, Rajendra; (eds)., Musharraf’s War New Delhi, 2003 

 Noorani, A.G; India’s Quest for a Nuclear Guarantee;  Asian Survey 7, No. 07; July 
1967 

 Palmer, N.D; The United States and India; Prager Publications; 1984 
 
 Perkovich, George; India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 1999 
 
 Potter William C., “India and the New Look of US Nonproliferation Policy”, 

Nonproliferation Review,12 (2); 2005 
 
 Qadir, Shaukat; “An Analysis of the Kargil Conflict l999,"RUSI Journal, April 2002  
 
 Rahamtullah B. Indo-American Politics 1970-78; Surjet Publications; New Delhi; 1980 

 Rashid M. Akbar; “Indo- Pak Relations” Pakistan, University of  Sindh, Jamshoro, 1988 

 Rehman, Shahid-ur (1999), “Z.A. Bhutto, A Man in Hurry for the Bomb”, Long Road To 
Chagai, Islamabad: Print Wise Publication 

 Riedel, Bruce (2011), Deadly Embrace: Pakistan, America and the Future of Global 
Jihad, Washington DC: The Brookings Institution 

 Rizvi Askari, Hasan; Pakistan and the Geostrategic Environment: A study of foreign 
policy; MacMillan Press; Great Britain; 1993 

 Rose and Husain eds; United Sates-Pakistan Relations; Institute of East Asian Studies; 
University of California; Berkeley; 1985 

 Rose, Leo E &Sisson; Richard; War and Secession; Pakistan, India and the Creation of 
Bangladesh; University of California Press; Berkeley; 1990 

 Rosinger, Lawrence.K; India and the United States-Political and Economic Relations; 
Macmillan Press; New York; 1950 

 Roy, A; The Islamic Syncretistic Tradition in Bengal Princeton University Press; 
Princeton, NJ; 1983 

 Royle, Trevor, The Last Days of the Raj U.K, John Murray Publishers, Limited, 1997 

 Samiuddin, Abida (eds.) The Punjab Crisis: Challenge and Response; Mittal 
Publications; New Delhi; 1985 

 Sattar, Abdul; Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 1947-2005; OUP; Karachi; 2007 

 Sawhny, Karan R. (eds.), Kashmir: How far Vajpayee and Musharraf Go? New Delhi, 
2001 

 



 

vi 
 

 Schlesinger, Arthur M. ; The Thousand Days; London; 1965 

 Selig S Harrison and Geoffrey Kemp, India and America after the Cold War; Washington 
DC., 1990 

 Shagi, Agha; Pakistan’s Security and Foreign Policy;  Progressive Publishers; Lahore; 
1988 

 Shani, Giorgio, Two Nations: The Religious and Secular Dimensions of Muslim 
Nationalism in Colonial India, Institute of International Relations and Area Studies, 
Ritsumeikan University, Ritsumeikan International Affairs Vol.5, PP.71, 2007. 

 Sherwani, Latif Ahmed; India, China and Pakistan; Council for Pakistan Studies; 
Karachi; 1967 

 Sorenson, Theodore C. ; Kennedy; London; 1965 
 

 Subrahmanyam, K. “Indian Attitudes towards the NPT” in Frank Barnaby (ed.) Nuclear 
Proliferation Problems, Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Research Institute; 
1974 

 Wolpert, Stanley. A,  A New History of India; New York, OUP, 1977 

 Wolpert, Stanley; Zulfi Bhutto of Pakistan, New York, OUP, 1976 

SELECTED PERIODICALS & JOURNALS 

 Asian Affairs: An American Review 

 Asian Studies Review 

 Cambridge Review of International Affairs 

 Contemporary South Asia 

 Defense & Security Analysis 

 Defense Studies 

 Foreign Affairs 

 IDSA Comments 

 India Review 

 Indian Council of World Affairs 

 International Peacekeeping 

 International Security 



 

vii 
 

 Italian Journal of International Affairs 

 Journal of Strategic Studies 

 Peace & Security: formerly Pacifica Review: Peace, Security & Global Change 

 Security Studies 

 Small Wars & Insurgencies 

 South Asian Studies A Research Journal of South Asian Studies 

 Strategic Analysis 

 Strategic Comments 

 The Commonwealth Journal of International Affairs 

 The Global Beat 

 The RUSI Journal 

 The Washington Quarterly 

 Water International 

 World Policy 

NEWSPAPERS 

 Daily News 

 Dawn 

 Deccan Chronicle  

 Hindustan Times  

 Houston Chronicle  

 New York Post 

 The Daily Express 

 The Daily Jang 

 The Daily Times 

 The Herald 

 The Hindu  

 The Indian Express  

 The New York Times 



 

viii 
 

 The News International 

 The Sun 

 The Times of India  

 The Washington Post 

 USA Today 

WEB LINKS 

 http://www.saarc-sec.org/ 

 http://www.mofa.gov.pk/india/ 

 http://meaindia.nic.in/ 

 http://www.mofa.gov.pk 

 http://www.usembassy.gov/ 

 http://www.state.gov/ 

 https://fas.org/  

 http://countrystudies.us/ 

 http://www.countercurrents.org/  

 http://www.foreignaffairs.org/ 

 http://www.southasiafoundation.org 

 http://www.picosearch.com/cgi-bin/ts.pl 

 http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nukevault/ebb333/index.htm 

http://www.saarc-sec.org/
http://www.mofa.gov.pk/india/
http://meaindia.nic.in/
http://www.mofa.gov.pk
http://www.usembassy.gov/
http://www.state.gov/
https://fas.org/
http://countrystudies.us/
http://www.countercurrents.org
http://www.foreignaffairs.org/
http://www.southasiafoundation.org
http://www.picosearch.com/cgi-bin/ts.pl
http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nukevault/ebb333/index.htm


 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

APPENDICES  



 

 

 

Annexure I 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 

Annexure II 



 

 
 

 

  



 

 
 

 

  



 

 
 

 

  



 

 
 

 

  



 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 



 

Annexure III 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 

  



 

 

 

  

Annexure IV 



 

 
 

 

 

  



 

 
 

 

 

  



 

 
 

 

 

 

  



 

 
 

Annexure V 

 

Simla Agreement July 2, 1972 
July 02, 1972 

Ministry of External Affairs, Govt. of India 
 

SIMLA  AGREEMENT 
 

 

Agreement on Bilateral Relations between The Government of India and The Government of 

Pakistan 

1. The Government of India and the Government of Pakistan are resolved that the two 

countries put an end to the conflict and confrontation that have hitherto marred their relations 

and work for the promotion of a friendly and harmonious relationship and the establishment 

of durable peace in the sub-continent, so that both countries may henceforth devote their 

resources and energies to the pressing talk of advancing the welfare of their peoples.  

In order to achieve this objective, the Government of India and the Government of 

Pakistan have agreed as follows:- 

o That the principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations shall govern the 

relations between the two countries; 

o That the two countries are resolved to settle their differences by peaceful means 

through bilateral negotiations or by any other peaceful means mutually agreed upon 

between them. Pending the final settlement of any of the problems between the two 

countries, neither side shall unilaterally alter the situation and both shall prevent the 

organization, assistance or encouragement of any acts detrimental to the maintenance 

of peaceful and harmonious relations; 

o That the pre-requisite for reconciliation, good neighbourliness and durable peace 

between them is a commitment by both the countries to peaceful co-existence, respect 

for each other’s territorial integrity and sovereignty and non-interference in each 

other’s internal affairs, on the basis of equality and mutual benefit; 

o That the basic issues and causes of conflict which have bedevilled the relations 

between the two countries for the last 25 years shall be resolved by peaceful means; 



 

 
 

o That they shall always respect each other’s national unity, territorial integrity, 

political independence and sovereign equality; 

o That in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations they will refrain from the 

threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of each 

other. 

2. Both Governments will take all steps within their power to prevent hostile propaganda 

directed against each other. Both countries will encourage the dissemination of such 

information as would promote the development of friendly relations between them. 

3. In order progressively to restore and normalize relations between the two countries 

step by step, it was agreed that; 

o Steps shall be taken to resume communications, postal, telegraphic, sea, land 

including border posts, and air links including overflights. 

o Appropriate steps shall be taken to promote travel facilities for the nationals of the 

other country. 

o Trade and co-operation in economic and other agreed fields will be resumed as far as 

possible. 

o Exchange in the fields of science and culture will be promoted. 

In this connection delegations from the two countries will meet from time to time to work out 

the necessary details. 

4. In order to initiate the process of the establishment of durable peace, both the 

Governments agree that: 

o Indian and Pakistani forces shall be withdrawn to their side of the international 

border. 

o In Jammu and Kashmir, the line of control resulting from the cease-fire of December 

17, 1971 shall be respected by both sides without prejudice to the recognized position 

of either side. Neither side shall seek to alter it unilaterally, irrespective of mutual 

differences and legal interpretations. Both sides further undertake to refrain from the 

threat or the use of force in violation of this Line. 

o The withdrawals shall commence upon entry into force of this Agreement and shall be 

completed within a period of 30 days thereof. 



 

 
 

5. This Agreement will be subject to ratification by both countries in accordance with 

their respective constitutional procedures, and will come into force with effect from the date 

on which the Instruments of Ratification are exchanged. 

6. Both Governments agree that their respective Heads will meet again at a mutually 

convenient time in the future and that, in the meanwhile, the representatives of the two sides 

will meet to discuss further the modalities and arrangements for the establishment of durable 

peace and normalization of relations, including the questions of repatriation of prisoners of 

war and civilian internees, a final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir and the resumption of 

diplomatic relations. 

 

 Sd/-  Sd/- 
 (IndiraGandhi) (Zulfikar Ali Bhutto) 
 PrimeMinister President 
 Republic of India Islamic Republic of Pakistan 
 
  
 
Simla, the 2nd July, 1972 
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