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There are two very different approaches to understanding
Pakistan’s foreign policy. Stressing its uniqueness, one can
focus on how its foreign policy differs from that of all other
states. This leads to identifying the peculiarities of its
~original geographical structure; the quite unparalleled in-
fluence during the early period of refugees whose former
homes were within the territory of the country’s larger
neighbor; the unusual concentration of foreign policy
authority in the hands of a few men, mainly drawn from only
one part of the country — the Punjab; the weakness of civilian
: representatlve institutions; and the increasingly important
role of “the military” in shaping the concepts and deter-
mining the size and nature of resources devoted to foreign
policy problems." The real afficionados with inside informa-
“tion can, like King Lear, “talk of court news ... . who loses
and who wins, who’s in and who’s out,” and how these
changes affect the pace, dlrectmn, and scope of shifts in
foreign policy.

Alternatively, one can look at Paklstan as mmply yet
another state in a system of states, as a representative of a
variegated but still distinguishable type of political com-
munity —a state. This state, like others, has territory, bound-
aries, a government usually Cdpdble(l.()f making decisions

consequentlal to most who live within its frontlers, and
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possessing during most of its history a monopoly or near-
“monopoly of the legitimate use of force. In this view, if
there are generalizations about interstate relations, they
should apply to Pakistan as well.

Since most of the chapters in this volume concentrate

their attention on the uniqueness-of Pakistan, this discussion
climbs the abstraction ladder and looks at Pakistan as if it
were one example within a largish category of political
entities called states. It will argue that given one premise,
there is little in Pakistan’s foreign policy behavior since
independence that could not be. adequately understood
from the perspective of the state-to-state model famlhar to

students of mternatlonal pohtlcs :

¥
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The Balancing Process

From this intellectually rather coﬁservative'perspective, ‘

two major themes will be explored. The first concerns the
process engaged in by the smaller, weaker state of balancmg
the power of its larger neighbor.? It is not so much “the
balance of power” as a static equilibrium, but rather a
balancing process, an endless effort of the weaker state to
find ways of counterbalancing the greater power of its much
larger neighbor, in this case India. To be sure, sometimes
the notion of balance of power is used so loosely that it
loses meaning. But in this instance the common usage is
~helpful and provides one key to understanding Pakistan’s
foreign policy behavior. The second theme concerns a dif-
ferent aspect of the balancing process, namely the effort of

1. For much .of the chronological sequence, T am -indebted to S. M. Burke's
Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historit:ul Amu'ysis (London: Oxford University
Press, 1973). z

2. For an essay that stimulated this approach, see Martin Wight, “The Balance
of Power and International Order,” in Alan James, ed, The Bases of Intémational
Order, Essays in Honour of C. A. W. Manning (1 nndnn Oxford Um\ ersity Press,
1973), Pp. 85—116



a smaller, weaker state to improve its bargaining position
vis-a-vis Major Powers. Again, it will be argued that Paki-
~ stan undertook rather typlcal policies in efforts to improve

its bargaining position vis-a-vis a Major Power with which
it became allied, the United States.

Pakistan’s Central Preoccupation: Fear and
Ambition Toward India =

The single premise that has underlain Pakistan’s foreign
policy derives from India’s centrality in nearly every cal-
- culation of Pakistan’s foreign policy makers. A detailed ex-
planation of why India played such a central, one might even
say “obsessive,” role in Pakistan’s foreign policy would
lead us into a fascinating, and complex, field of subcon-
tinental political, constitutional; and religious history, which
shall be left for the most part to the specialists. But another
more general element in Indo-Pakistani relations derives
from the 51mple fact of size and strategic and economlc
asymmetry. :

Typically, smaller states next to larger ones are renderéed
‘apxious by that larger neighbor. Thucydides held that states-
‘men were driven by a number of motivations, of which fear
was central® However unjustified Indian leaders may have
. thought it, Pakistan’s overriding concern vis-a-vis India was
fear, fear of India’s sheer size, the size of its army (never less
than two times %arger than Pakistan’s) and fear of the effects
- of the hard fact that a large, contiguous India with internal
lines of communication separated Pakistan’s comparatively
small two parts by over a thousand miles. At certain points,
West Pakistan, for instance, was scarcely 250 miles across,

3. In his History of the Peloponesian War, Thucydides explains Athens” behavior
toward its neighbors by pointing out that “acting as human nature always will, . -,
[Athens’ leadera were] . .. constrained by three all-powerful motives: ambition,
fear, interest.”” F. R. B. Codolphm ed,, The Greek sttorwn.s Vol. I (New York:
Random House, 1942), 600.



while its major city, Lahore, lay less than ten miles from the
Indian frontier in the flat and easily traversed Punjab plain.
- Fear, too, was compounded out of not infrequent public
statements by prominent Indians regretting the tragedy of
- partition and reiterating the;..; inherent unity of the sub-
. continent. These statements;'s6metimes said more in sorrow
than in anger, seemed to intensify a conviction that India
~had never, as the saying went, “reconciled itself to the
existence of Pakistan.” As a small candle can throw a large
shadow that may scare whoever sees it with a mind prepared
by fear, every event in India of possible pertinence was read
so as to increase the sense of Pakistan’s vulnerablhty to its
- larger neighbor.*

- European statesmen of the fifteenth and snxteenth cen-
turies would have understood Pakistan’s security problem
better than did most statesmen of the 1950s. In those days
it was characteristic that a ruler’s realm could be widely
scattered. The art of statesmanship, among other things, was
to evoke sufficient sinews of statehood to ensure that out of
this fragmefited realm a viable polity could be marshaled.’
Connections between the different parts. were often tenuous,
- demands made upon the scattered provinces were often few
and typically only periodic, when external dangers threat-
. ened or princely ambition required a special collective effort.
In those centuries Pakistan’s problems would have been
familiar; in the mid-twentieth century such a state was un-
heard of, only intensifying the sense of Paklstan s vulner-

ability.
There were more specific vulnerabilities, too. Thaugh the
army’s manpower had a high reputation for martial prowess,

For a detailed d:scussnon from the Pakistan perspective, see G. W. Choudhury,
Palustans Relations with India—1947-1966 (London: Pall Mall Press, 1968),
 intro. and chaps. 1, 2,-and 3. For a thoughtful and more recent essay, see Anwar H.
Syed, “Pakistan's’ Security Problem: A Bill of Constraints,” Orbzs (Wmter 1973)
PD. 952-74. o

s. For a vivid discussion of such problems, see . 'H. Elliott’s Impetwl Spam
146.) 1716 (London: Amold 1963) esp. chap. s.



the army was an ill-equipped structure with aging, obsoles-
cent equipment clearly not comparable to India’s larger and
better-equipped force. The Sterling balances inherited at
partition from wartime British India were briefly reinforced
during the Korean War, but that boom soon collapsed. As
prices for Pakistan’s cotton and jute slipped badly on world
markets, import requirements for simple maintenance and
urgent development expenditures became more insistent. A
severe drought in the early 1950s dramatized the need for
concessional imports of foodgrains. Together these manifest
vulnerabilities made the sense of anxiety and fear more
palpable. ‘

But it would make the analytical — and policy —task too
simple if fear alone were to have illuminated Pakistan’s
policy. As Thucydides also noted, statesmen were moved by
interest and ambition in addition to fear. With all these
sources of weakness vis-a-vis India, Pakistan also had ambi-
tions toward India. Its leaders had undertaken a commitment
to ensure that the Muslims in Kashmir had an opportunity
to express a choice about their future. Pakistan was unready
to reconcile itself to the “Indian solution” to the Kashmir
problem. Legally, the ruler had acceded to India, and the
Indians had proceeded to occupy the best parts. But there
had never been a plebiscite to which both parties had agreed
at the United Nations; and each claimed the other had re-
fused to fulfill the prerequisites for that reference to the peo-
ple. In any event, since India held the most important areas
~of that lovely but poverty-stricken area, it was India’s un-:
willingness to hold an internationally neutral plebiscite that
remained decisive in Pakistan’s eyes.

While the details of the Kashmir dispute are unique to the
subcontinent, and a major uniqueness was the attachment of
each to contradictory principles of statehood leading to op-
~ posite positions on the future of Kashmir, there was never-
theless nothing startlingly unusual about the fact that two
neighboring states had ambitions to control the same terri-



tory. Western European, Middle Eastern, and Asian history
~ are full of territorially based quarrels.

. Nor is it unique to Pakistan that the weaker neighbor per-
sists in attempts to change the local situation in its favor at
the cost of its more powerful neighbor. A quite typical conse-
quence is a persisting gap between foreign policy goals and
insufficient foreign policy means. The effort to fill that gap
by the weaker party requires a ceaseless experimentation
and adroit maneuvering. The difficulty of this task goes far to
~ explain much of Pakistan’s foreign policy behavior.

" The Search for Outside Backing
e : '
'Thel United Nations and Middle Eastern S tdt_es

Shortly after partition, as already noted, the smaller and
larger subcontinental neighbors fought a small war over the
disputed valley. The advantage of surprise gained by tribes
and auxiliaries from the smaller country was counterbalanced
by the indiscipline of the infiltrators and by better materiel,
less inhibited generalship, and larger numbers on the Indian
side. It was the larger power that originally called in the
United Nations becausé the area it conceived of as its own
had been the “victim of international aggression.” Now well-
established in the more advanced military positions, India
soon considered the United Nations as an interloper, for the
United Nations showed itself progressively more interested
in organizing a plebiscite to record public sentiment in the
valley than in directly repudiating the steps that forces from
Pakistan had taken. In consequence, understandably enough
India became less and less cooperative.

In contrast, the weaker country, Pakistan, mcreasmgly
sought to strengthen its position by efforts to enlist the
United Nations, particularly the larger countries in the



Security Council, on its behalf in an effort to redress the local
balance that was then working to its disadvantage. Again, it
is quite characteristic policy for smaller states in contention-
with a more powerful neighbor to seek outside support to
counterbalance their own weakness.® :

A certain success was registered at the United Nations and
among a number of countries outside, which expressed their
support for a plebiscite. In the end, however, the effective
position of an India determined to avoid an internationally
supervised plebiscite blocked that avenue for change.

Parallel efforts by Pakistan to enlist support from fellow-
Muslim countries in the Middle East bore little fruit. Each
state was beset by acute internal problems, or, as in the
case of Egypt, was dealing with the remnants of the Euro-
pean presence. Most were stressing secular, not religious,
values, and few found Pakistan’s effort to establish an Islamic
state relevant to their problems President Nasjpr may have
seen in Pakistan’s talk of “Islamic unity” competition

_with his own conception of Arab unity under his leadership.

\ Support from the Commonwealth relationship, particularly

akistan’s expected backing from Great Britain, did not

. materialize as Karachi had hoped, since Great Britain was

as determined to maintain relationships with India as with

Pakistan, and undue partisanship on behalf of one side in

the subcontinent would mean hostility from the other. In-

deed, it was the outsiders’ unwillingness to side with

- Pakistan against its larger neighbor that bedevxled Pakistan’s

forelgn policy from the start.

6. For useful discussions, see George Liska, Nations in Alliance: The Limits of
Interdependence (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1962); David Vital,
The Survival of Small States (London: Oxford University Press, 1971); Robert
Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers (New York: Columbia University Press,

1968). Throughout, we designate Pakistan as a {‘Small Power,” not because of its -

actual size, but by virtue of its relative size and power compared with India. It also
fits Rothstein’s definition: “A small power is a state which recognizes that it cannot
obtain security primarily by use of its own capabilities, and that it must rely Eunda-
mentally on the aid of other states, institutions, processes or developments to do so”

(p. 29).



A Major Power as an Ally?

 Given, then, a substantial amount of fear, a goodly dose of
ambition to “redress the injustice in Kashmir,” and a failure
~of efforts to provide either security or satisfaction through
the international community broadly conceived, through
‘Islamic solidarity, or through the Commonwealth link,
Pakistan not surprisingly sought an alliance with an outside
Major Power.

The following account will suggest that much that has hap-
pened is not entirely atypical of state system behavior. The
main Major Power candidate to act as an ally (the United
States) was at the time building a system of alliances de-
signed to block the expansion of its major opponent (the
Soviet Union). Paklstan responded favorably to American
- soundings regargmg a possible close association. =

One finds striking parallels in the actions, say, of Czecho-
slovakia and Poland in the 1920s, perceiving themselves
weak in relation to both Weimar Germany and Bolshevik
Russia, readily accepting alliance arrangements with vic-
torious France; or at the turn of the century, when Austria’s
leaders calculated that their country’s position vis-a-vis
Italy and Tsarist Russia would be 1mproved by alliance with

the larger Germany.

The American Connection: Advantages and Liabilities

By 1951-52, like Barkis, the United States was certainly
willin’ to develop a close working relationship with Pakistan.
It had but recently found dealing with a limited war in Korea
a good deal more demanding than it had anticipated; its
leadership, particularly Secretary of State Dulles, feared a
‘repetition in South Asia of what it conceived of in Korea as a
Soviet-inspired initiative. Washington recalled what had
been revealed in the Nazi-Soviet documents and considered
these reflected a long-run Russian interest “in the area of the
Persian Gulf.” And it was at the time seeking, with British
assistance, to find a way of developing mutual defense_

L



arrangements with Middle Eastern countries. President
Nasser had rejected the concept of a Middle East Defense .
Organization requiring Arab cooperation with Western
Europe and America, but there was then emerging a concept
of the “northern tier,” involving Turkey and Iran.”

From the American point of view, if Pakistan’s manpower
could be added to the combination, Pakistan’s interest in
defending itself against Soviet encroachment through Af-
ghanistan would strengthen Middle East defenses and block
a historic route from central Russia into South Asia. The
Americans were impressed by Pathan and Punjabi reputa-
tions as “martial races.” The fact that Pakistan was an
Islamic country and had made consistent efforts to reach out -
to the Islamic Middle East made it all the more attractwe
to the Americans.? !

For a number of responsxble ﬁgures in the Paklstan govern-
- ment, the United States appeared to be the logical —indeed,
- the only plausible —Major Power for Paklstan to turn to.
Moscow was still not yet free from the thrall of Stalin’s
harsh rule, and it had no military equipment or economic
resources to spare. Chiiia’s new regime had hardly yet
mastered its dissident areas. By the early 1950s the United
States was actively pursuing in Asia a policy, begun in
- Europe and in Greece and Turkey, of developing alliances
and supporting aid relationships. Washmgton was already
releasing badly needed agricultural “surpluses” to Pakistan.
It seemed ready to commit large economic resources to assist -
its friends in Asia. Above all, it appeared ready to provide
up-to-date military equipment and training. il b

Moreover, the United States:filled another requisite of
prudent statesmanshlp—lt was far away. Machiavelli warned
his Prince against the risk of associating too closely with a

7. For accounts, see The Memoirs of the Rt. Hon. Sir Anthony Eden: Full Circle
(London: Cassell, 1960), passim; Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White House Years,
Waging Peace: 1956-61 (London: Heineman, 1965), pp. 133, 145; and Townsend
Hoopes, The Devil mul]ohn Foster Dulles (Boston: Little, Brown, 1973). ~ :

8. Sce, e.g., editorials in New York Times, jm .24 1953; Nov. 5, 1953.



bigger power close to one’s borders, for there have been

many examples, Machiavelli argued, when a large neighbor-

ing ally had come to help and remained to rule. America,
some 12,000 miles away, could hardly pose such a threat.

One liability of a major associate so far away was the
probability that it would have many other preoccupations

apart from those of its small ally halfway around the world.
~ In distance also lay the risk that when an issue arose of
Fakistan security, the major ally’s attention might be diverted

by developments elsewhere. There were also risks in too
much intimacy with such a power. Given the asymmetry be-
tween the Maic; Power and the Small Ally, no matter how
rar away he might be, would involvement with him unduly
_inhibit one’s freedom of foreign policy maneuver? How often

would one have to'publicly side with the Major Power Ally
on issues of little direct interest to oneself but in ways that

might cost one the friendship of potentially important third

parties? Would his weight become unduly influential in

one’s own internal affairs? These typical questions were
expolored within segments of the Pakistan government and,

on balance, the alliance relationship seemed to be worth

the risk.
The main framework for the alliance arrangement was a

' network of multilateral treaties (SEATO and CENTO) in
each of which the casus belli was specifically defined as
“Communist aggression.” This was not Pakistan’s main
worry, but the substance of the “special relationship” with
the Major Power was built on bilateral military and economic
assistance agreements that brought resources badly needed
by the military and civilian segments of government. This
too was quite characteristic, and finds close parallels with the
British coalition system during the Napoleonic wars and
with inter-war alliances between France and members of
the Little Entente.’

9. For a discussion of the latter, see Rothstein, op. cit., chap. 10.
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At the core of the arrangement, however, was a funda-
mental difference between the two countries in focus and
sense of priority. For the Major Power, the main concern
~was the Soviet problem and its :lly China, and a possible
thrust southward by one or both, analogous to the invasion of

‘South Korea by North Korea several years earlier. To the

Smaller Ally, by contrast, the main problem was its much
larger subcontinental neighbor, India.!® To be sure, Af-
ghanistan posed a problem among Pakistan’s tribal peoples,
and its relations with the Soviet Union were periodically

troublesome. But by comparison, Afghanistan was small |

worry; India was the overriding concern. The ambiguity in
the relationship came early, for soon the United States
sought working relations with both its Small Ally, Pakistan,

and the latter’s source of prmcnpal anxiety, India, at the

same time.

There is nothing remaikable in such dlfferences Rarely‘
-do two states, separated by such distances, experience of
statehood, and of such unequal power see eye to eye. As
Rothstein put it,

An alliance between a Great Power and a Small Power may also

involve an inherent difficulty arising from the extent of their

“interests. The Great Power tends to ally in terms of a threat to the

balance of the whole system; the Small Power in terms of a threatto

its local balance. Inevitably conflicts of perspective emerge."

But what the two states did share was clear. They agreed
that if Pakistan’s military capability could be improved by

injections of military equipment and training, and its politi-

cal capabilities consolidated by substantial economic as-
sistance, the leaders of Pakistan would be better able to
cope should an external threat materialize.

10. For an illuminating discussion of this ambiguity as it affected Pakistan’s
approach to SEATO, see George Modelski, SEATO —Six Studies (Melbourne: F. W.
Fheshlre 1962), pp. 137-138, 155, passim.

11. Rothstem, op cit., p. 62.
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Quite typically, the alliance brought a sharp increase in
military equipment and in economic resources devoted to
bolstering local military expenditures of the Smaller Ally.
Over $9o0 million worth of military equipment was trans-
ferred to Pakistan, although the exact figure is not known.
Transport, mobile equipment, and tanks were delivered in
substantial numbers, as were B-57 bombers and more
~ sophisticated aircraft includirig numerous F-86s and, in the

early 1960s, twelve jet fighter F-104s. The latter could out-

fly anything in the Indian armory, though the latter had many
more if less sophisticated aircraft. Large economic assistance
transfers were also made, and foodgrain shipments tided
over bad seasons. Indeed, economic assistance trebled after
1954 in comparison with the years preceding the alliance,
grants coming to nearly $90o million and concessional loans
" and PL 480 foodgrains together totaling another $1.5 billion.'

Moreover, also typical of many alliance arrangements,
the mutual interchanges became so close and detailed be-
tween the Major Power and its Small Ally that at least within
- the Washington government a substantial group of inter-
national security officials emerged who were deeply com-
mitted to protecting the. alhance arrangement with thelr
~ Smaller Ally.

There also developed a potentlal ‘bargaining asset that
proved useful later on—the electronic installations at
Peshawar.® Originally” these had not been planned when
the alliance was first bruited, but it turned out that the
‘electronic characteristics of the Peshawar valley were
ideally suited to tuning in on the Soviet Union’s major
missile-testing range. Peshawar also proved to be a useful
jump-oif point from which, on occasion, the Major Power Ally

12. Shaheen Irshad Khan, Rejectwn Alliance? A Case Study of U.S. ~Pakistan

Relations (1947-1967) (Lahore: Ferozsons, 1972), p. 186,
13. For a discussion, see Selig Harrison, “America, India and Pakistan —A Chance

for a Fresh Start,”” Harper's, CCXXXIII (July 1966), 56-68.
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sent reconnaissance planes at some 80,000 feet across Russia
to the territory of another ally, Norway.

In addition to providing the location for electronic surveil-
lance, which became in itself a source of policy leverage to
the Pakistan government, the Small Ally supported its Major
Power Ally’s position at the United Nations on many (though
not all) issues.”* At meetings of the “non-aligned” states-
men, such as at Bandung and Colombo, it argued on behalf of

the legitimacy of alliance relationships undertaken in self-. -

J.:fense and criti¢ized the Soviet Union’s form of “colonial-
istn in Asia” and “neo-colonialism.” Such statements were
all the more acceptable to the Pakistan authorities since they
were not only highly regarded by representatives of the
Major Power Ally, but they also ran counter to the arguments
made by Pakistan’s large neighbor, India.

‘Though subsequently these arrangements and policy

lines came to be seen as very mixed blessings, and some

stressed their net liability all along, it could be argued that
for five or six years the Small Ally prospered within the al-

liance. Particularly in relation to its larger neighbor, Paki-

stan’s defense and diplomatic position had markedly im-

proved by comparison with 1954. As Wayne Wilcox put it,

The alliance with America offset India’s military preponderance
and changed the diplomatic wenghtmgs of the Indian and Pakistani
cases on Kashmir. The army’s own “tools” were not only expanded,
but much enhanced in quality and sophistication. U.S. military
advisers brought new techniques of command and communication
to what was, in fact, an obsolete light mfantry formation.'®

To be sure, Pakistan did not gain enough dlplomatlc clout
to solve the Kashmir problem its own way. But its sense of
anxiety about the ability of its larger neighbor to overrun

14. It differed on China policy, for example, from 1959 onward.

15. “Political Role of Army in Pakistan: Some Reflections,” South Asian Studies ‘ ‘

(Jaipur), VII, No. 1 (Jan. 1972), 30-44, quoted on 36.
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it sharply diminished; the original sense of acute fragility

- was markedly reduced. On the economic side, its irrigation
infrastructure, transport, and industrial facilities improved
sharply, and urban food prices were held down, allowing city

payrolls to remain stable and the cost of exports to be com-

petitive.
At the same time, however, the substantial improvement in
Pakistan’s position had its effects on developments in India.

It was not an intended by-product of the military assistance

program, but that did induce the Indians to mcrease their
defense budget. The competition hardly became an “arms
race” as the super-powers experience them, but in terms of
local resources it came close to that as each party increased
defense expenditures in rather close relation to the other.

The Alliance Loses Its Charm

‘The alliance arrangement, however, was far from perfect,
and it came to be seen by promment Paklstams as less and
less satisfactory.

In the first place, the rate of military deliveries leveled off
after a rapid surge during the first years of the alliance. The
military services were naturally disappointed that the early
pace was not maintained. Second, the Small Ally found that
its Major Power Ally did not wholeheartedly support its
case against India on the disputed territory, but sought to
maintain working diplomatic and ‘economic relations with
both countries. Third, because of the United States’ desire
to block Soviet expansion and the very size and possible
consequential character of India in the future Asian balance,
the Major Power sought to strengthen the Small Ally’s op-

ponent by a substantial economic assistance program. To be-

sure, on a per capita basis, economic aid to India never
reached more than half as much, but since the country was
four times as large, the non-ally often received nearly twice

-16. Fora discussion, see Rothstein, oj). cit., pp. 251-59.
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as much in real terms as the Small Ally. “What kind of a

‘special relationship’ was this?” it could be and was argued :

in Pakistan.

Fourth, a new element in the state system became in-
creasingly obvious, promoted in part by the energetic activi-
ties of the large neighbor—namely, the mystique of non-
alignment and the effort to undermine the reputation of
statesmen who sought to éolve their diplomatic and securit’y
problem by allying with a “neo-colonialist” Major Power."®
It may have been coincidence, but apart from Yugoslavia,
whose position was unique, and Ghana in Africa, the prin-

cnpal proponents of nonalignment just happened to be by far.

the largest countries in their respective areas and were not

experiencing the sense of local threat from larger neighbors
that troubled Pakistanis. But diplomatic costs became as-

- sociated with the alliance relationship at the United Nations,
at “Third World” conferences, and in other multilateral

forums where dlplomats confabulated and reputations were

upheld or undermined."”

Moreover, -the relatlonshlps developed as part of the
alliance affected the domestic balance of political forces
within the Smaller Ally. The army was receiving large flows
- of military supplies and the central bureaucracy was receiv-
ing and allocating substantial economic assistance transfers.
- Accordingly, these elements in the pohtlcal system were
gaining in preeminence at the expense of civilian political
forces and institutions and domestic regional interests.
. Bengali opposition against Ayub Khan, the leader of Pakistan
who had earlier been welcomed as the architect of the al-
liance, became focused on the alliance as the source of
domestic political distortions. Growing domestic resentment

against both the army and the bureaucracy built up hostility

17. Godfrey Jansen, Non-Alignment and Afro-Asian States (New York Praeger,
~ 1966); Alvin Z. Rubinstein, Yugloslavia and the Non—ahgned World (Princeton:
Pnnceton University Press, 1970).

15



“against those alliance arrangements that were seen to be con-
solidating the latter’s position at home. .
~ In 1960 the downing of the U-2 dramatized the Major
Power’s activities on Pakistan’s soil directed against the
Soviet Union. The Russian threat to retaliate against Peshawar
. by releasing nuclear missiles sharply inflated the apparent
cost of the alliance arrangement. It raised widespread ques-
tions about the advantages of the alliance that had not been
raised before.'®
In 1962 the Small Ally’s prmmpal opponent became em-
- broiled in military conflict with China, Asia’s largest country.
Instead of standing by, as Pakistan would have preferred,
Pakistan’s Major Power Ally promptly come to India’s as-
sistance. United States’ military assistance was never “mas-
sive” as alleged. Nevertheless, the Major Power’s military
aid to the Smal! Ally’s major opponent came as a_shock. It
underlined the hard fact that the so-called special relation-
ship had not been nearly as special as had been touted. This
proved particularly vivid when the Major Power was not
prepared to make its limited military assistance to India
contingent on a settlement of the disputed territory in a way
favorable to its Smaller Ally, as the latter insisted.
Such developments are not unusual in alliances. As Model-
ski points out, when a Great Power provides a security
guarantee, it “has the right to expect that such support will
not be called for except in defense of the most vital interests.
 [Nevertheless,] the small countries have a propensity for
- using the Great Power for their own . . . interests and .
local preoccupations.”® Pakistan, he argued, consnstently
sought to draw SEATO into its quarrel with India over
Kashmir, an endeavor that distracted the countries of South-
~ east Asia from what had presumably brought them together
in the first place, i.e., the perceived threat from Chiga.

18. For a brief discussion, see Burke, op. cit., p. 266. Sée also Z. A. Bhutto, The
Myth of Independence (Lahore: Oxford Umverslty Press, 1969). -
19. Modelski, op. cit., p. 155.
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More Van'ed‘Options in Asia

It is characteristic of alliance relationships in a highly

dynamic area and period that they do not last. Two elements
contributed to changing Pakistani views of the utility of the
American alliance. As pointed out, at the core of the arrange-
ment were the very different weights Washington and

Karachi/Islamabad attached to the Russian and Indian

~ threats. Whenever this difference became apparent, the
alliance was brought into question in both capitals. Second,
China’s rise from the ashes of civil war and revolution meant
that a new and major element in the Asian state system, just
on India’s northern border, might also play a useful role in
balancing the power of India.
As early as 1959 Pakistan had begun to broaden its relation-
ships with its Asian neighbors to the north in a search for
~additional ways of dealing with its Indian problem: Negotia-
tions with Russia led to oil-exploration agreements —on the

assumption that such arrangements might induce Russia to .

~ be less wholehearted in its support of India’s case at the

United Nations, quite in addition to the intrinisic value of .
having additional explorations for oil under way. In 1959

President Ayub offered “joint defense” to India and spoke
of the “danger from the north,” meaning China, a ploy that
pleased Washington and put New Delhi in a bad light. When
it rejected Ayub’s initiative in late 1959-60, however,
Pakistan approached China regarding a possible frontier de-
_ limitation in the area of the Karakorams. Nothing came of
this latter step until after the Sino-Indian border war had
begun, but these initiatives showed Pakistan’s interest in
broadening its Asian relationships. Its Major Power Ally
did not welcome these initiatives, since both Russia and
China were then considered by Washington as its foremost
~ opponents. But the Small Ally persisted all the same.

In 1962 the success of China in ignominiously defeating

India opened a major alternative for Pakistan in‘its effort to
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balance the power of India. Machiavelli had urged his Prince
to develop friendly relations with the neighbors of his larger
neighbor. Kautiliya, Chandragupta’s adviser, had elaborated
this principle as early as 300 B.C. He had sketched a typical
checkerboard pattern, where one’s immediate neighbor was
~an enemy and the country on the other side of one’s neigh-

" boring enemy was one’s natural ally. The simplified apo-
thegm for this theorem is the familiar, “The enemy of my
enemy is my friend.”?* Following 1962, China, for Pakistan,
fitted this recommendation perfectly; it ‘was clearly India’s
enemy and it had now demonstrated its proven capacity to
preoccupy India and to distract it from ambitions it might
harbor toward Pakistan. Pakistan’s Major Power Ally, acting
on the same principle, saw India as its principal “friend” on
the subcontinent, since it was directly opposing Washing-
ton’s enemy, China. Accordingly, it was not prepared to
press India hard on behalf of a “Pakistan solution” in Kash-
mir. Perhaps, some Pakistani officials argued, India’s enemy
—China—might be persuaded to obllge on Kashmir, since
the Americans clearly would not.

. This new opening posed a diplomatic conundrum how-'

ever, since the Major Power with whom Pakistan was allied
»was acutely hostile to Pakistan’s Kautilyan “friend.” Follow-
ing 1962, therefore, Pakistan developed further a more
complex policy. President Ayub called it the “triangular
tightrope.” It sought to retain whatever advantages the
alliance with its Major Power Ally might still provide, while
simultaneously reaching specific agreements with one of the
Ally’s major Asian opponents. The trick was to find issues of
such manifestly reasonable substance that its Ally’s objec-
tions could not be too sharp. Yet the issues had to be of
sufficient import to dramatize to Pakistan’s subcontinental

opponent—India—its new flexibility and its potential for

20, For a discussion, see George Modelski, “Kautiliya’s Foreign Policy and |

International System in the Ancient Hindu World,” American Political Science
- Review LVIII, No. 33 (Sept. 1964), 549~-60, quoted on 555. :
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bringing new sources of pressure to bear. Within most al-
liances at one time or another, particularly when important
shifts are taking place, such conundrums present themselves
and often take some years to solve.

Another question typical of alliances is the matter of how
domestic politics affect alliance relationships. To go very far
in this direction takes us away fram the state-to-state model
we are working with, but a few words would be in order. We
have already seen the alliance’s effect on strengthening the
hand of the army and the bureaucracy and noted that criti-
_cism of the regime was in part taking the form of criticism of
the alliance. Now the flow of influence ran the other way, as
criticism of the alliance began to cost the regime further
domestic support. Younger political leaders with an eye to
the future began to dramatize their own differences with the
regime by stressing the constraints imposed on their country

by the alliance. They publicly urged the merits of closer -

relationships with their large Asian neighbors to the north.*
Elements of the professional military establishment and the

foreign policy community, frustrated by the declining rate

of military aid transfers and anxious to make the most of their
larger neighbor’s embarrassment, pressed for a closer
Chinese connection. Any improvement in relations with
Russia might loosen the Delhi-Moscow connection and
would tend thereby to further weaken external backmg for
~ the larger neighbor. '

- Accordingly, despite criticism from the Major Power Ally,
a border settlement was finally worked out with China in
1962. Some military assistance arrangements were also de-
fined and a series of state visits arranged. These steps
signaled to the larger neighbor that Pakistan had additional
ways of countervailing against the latter’'s dominant posi-
tion; to its domestic critics it showed that it was not bound

21. See e.g., Bhutto, op. cit., where he develops the arguments he and others
- began to use a good many years before the publication in 1969, even when he was
still in the government.
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hand and foot by the alliance with the Major Power, as the
critics alleged.

It was noted earlier that within the alhance arrangements
the Smaller Ally sought to improve its own bargaining posi-
tion in relation to the Major Power. These symbolic steps
served also to dramatize to the Major Power Ally that Paki-
stan ought not to be taken for granted, and that although
Pakistan had stood out in support of its Major Power Ally’s
positions on many occasions in the past, there were limits to
its acquiescing to everything the Major Power might want to
do. Indeed, some observers believed the Government of
Pakistan welcomed, and may even have encouraged, sharp
public criticism of American policy. The public protests
demonstrated that domestic pressures on the Pakistan
government were 56 severe, it might have to withdraw from
the alliance if American policy did not change. This may
have strengthened Pakistan’s hand in dealing with the
United States, though it might as likely provoke equally
compelling impatience on the part of the Major Power Ally.?

These steps did not answer Pakistan’s aspirations for the:

disputed territory, nor did they slow down the growth of
India’s military strength.

Just as its larger nelghbdr (India) had protested loudly
against any transfers of military equipment from the Major

Power (the United States) to its Smaller Ally (Pakistan) in
1954, now the Smaller Ally reacted vigorously to any military
transfers to its larger neighbor. The sharp objections against
the limited American transfers to India in 1962 have been
mentioned. These so aroused the anxieties of the Smaller
Ally that its representatives appeared to be, as someone
said, “almost out of their minds with worry.”* Gradually,

the close personal collaboration between the military.

services of Pakistan and the United States was restricted;

22. See, e.g., New York Times, Apnl 29, 1963, from Karachi.
23. Persona! interviews.
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- the training role and mobility of the American mission were
pared down. American officials were often put on the de-
fensive in what seemed to be well-orchestrated personal
encounters.

In an effort to reassure the Small Ally, in the spring of
1963 a number of high-level envoys from Washington
visited the subcontinent, including Secretary of State Rusk
and President Kennedy’s personal military adviser, General
Maxwell Taylor. About this time, it is reported that the
American Embassy in Rawalpindi indicated to the Govern-
ment of Pakistan, in a letter from President Kennedy, that

the “United States commitment to Pakistan was not limited

to Communist countries, but specifically includes India”
as well® '

‘Moreover, in 1963 the Indlan government sought a major
-modernization program from the United States. An impres-
sive military mission went to Washington and sought military

~assistance reported to be valued at between $500 million
and $1.5 billion over a three- to five-year period. If the latter
figure was nearerthe mark, the contemplated transfers would
have been well beyond those already made to the Smaller
Ally.? Debate within the American foreign policy com-
munity was intense and protracted. In the end, the Major
- Power proposed to provide much of what was asked for, with
the exception of the supersonic, high- performance aircraft
similar to what had already been transferred to Pakistan.
From the Indian point of view, this downgrading of the as-
sistance package was so serious that they rejected most of it

" 24. Unpublished memorandumn by B. H. Oehlert, Jr., “How to Lose Allies,”

dated May ‘19, 1970, reported by G. W. Choudhury, “The Emergence of Bangladesh

and the South Asian Triangle,” The Yearbook of Wurld Affairs 1973 (London:
- Institute of World Affairs, 1973), p. 81. :

25. The lower figure is from Chester Bowles, Promises to Keep (New York:
Harper & Row, 1971), p. 475; the higher from the New York Times, May 21, 1963.
‘The actual value of military assistance at that time, of course, varied greatly, de-
pending upon the pricing policies of the supplier and the opportunity costs actually
attributed to financing loans at different interest rates, “grace periods,” and years
“to repay. P
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except for some radar defense installations to be located
across the northern frontier and a used munitions plant to be
moved from St.'Louis.?® There is little doubt that the leading
- officials of the Smaller Ally were greatly relieved.

It can be fairly argued that an important implicit considera-

tion in Washington’s deliberations was the likely effects such

‘a program as proposed by India would have on relations be-
tween the United States and its Smaller Ally. The Pakistanis
were at pains to make clear their acute anxiety. And by now
the Smaller Ally had some bargaining power in dealing with

its Major Ally. The professional proponents of the Pakistan

connection in the United States, particularly within the mili-
tary establishment, argued strongly on behalf of the interests
of the Smaller Ally. Its growing Chinese relationship
strengthened their hand, as they could argue the importance
of not “driving Pakistan into the arms of the Chinese,” a
point the Pakistani officials were actively pressing as well.
To what extent the electronic installations at Peshawar were
a bargaining chip thrown into the scale is not known, but
they probably played a part?’ The prospective transfer of

supersonic aircraft was partieularly disturbing to the Paki- -

stani authorities, for at a stroke their only technical military

‘advantage would have been checkmated. It seemed likely
that there was a hard bargain on that specific issue —which
proved to be decisive in leading the Indians to turn down
the package offered. : -

- In the end, of course, Pakistan’s Iarge neighbor found the
Russians more willing than the Americans, as Ambassador
Bowles had warned all along, and a large build-up, begun be-
fore 1962, accelerated after the lukewarm Washington offer
* in 1963. Just as China had seen Pakistan as a useful counter-

" 26. For contemporary published reports, see New York Times, March 25, May 21,
May 31, June 20, and June 30, 1963. _

27. Certainly Grand Harbor’s naval facilities played a crucial part in the hard
bargaining Malta engaged in vis-a-vis Creat Britain in 1971. For this fascinating
encounter, see my “Up for Auction: Malta Bargains with Great Britain” in I. William
Zartman's The 50% Solution (New York: Anchor Books, 1976), pp. 208-34.
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weight to India on the latter’s western flank, so the Soviet
Union must have seen India as a convenient counterweight
to China on the latter’s southern flank.

The 1965 Gamble

Direct Challenge to the Large Neighbor

There are times in a state’s history when the tide of events
appears to be turning against it, when a formerly precariously
. held but just tolerable position is visibly eroding. The diffi-
culties may be domestic, they may be foreign, o1 & combina-
- tion of both. At such times, statesmen are tempted to stake a
good deal on a bold iinitiative. Once even a minor resort to
violence is accepted, a gafe is thrown down to fortuna; the
outcome must in some measure depend on chance. In 1965
~ Pakistan’s leaders gambled heavily —and lost. ‘

By then, Pakistani officials could not help but notice that
the military strength of their larger neighbor was improving,
thanks to Soviet equipment transfers and a growing arms in-
dustry that Pakistan could not hope to match. Politically,
India was progressively drawing the disputed territory of
Kashmir into India’s constitutional system. In contrast, the

Small Ally was receiving fewer military supplies than it had

before, for its Major Power Ally’s strategic orientation was

downgrading South Asia generally as a result of ICBM

technology, some measure of detente with Russia, and a
~ growing concern with Southeast Asia. In 1962 and the early
spring of 1963, many Pakistanis came to believe that the
United States had not been a reliable ally, for it had refused
to make arms shipments to India contingent on Indian con-
cessions on Kashmir. Having let that opportunity pass,
Pakistan officials must have reasoned, Washington was not
likely to press Pakistan’s larger neighbor further. The United
Nations was moribund on the issue of Kashmir. Domestic
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- opposition in West Pakistan was increasingly critical of the "

regimé for its inaction. In East Pakistan, however, critics of
Islamabad focused more on lack of economic growth and in-
sufficient political representation of Bengali interests, for
~they cared little for the Kashmir issue that so exercised
opinion in the west.

In retrospect, one can see that the Pakistan initiative of

1965 was a turning point. Again, details would take us too far
into the particularities of India’s, Pakistan’s, and subconti-
nental history, but certain key points can be qulckly made.?®
There developed a growing conviction among a number
of key Pakistani leaders that a policy of doing nothing would
mean that the disputed territory of Kashmir would be ir-
revocably surrendered to India. Such an approach was not
only seen as dishonorable desertion of Muslim brethren left
under Hindu rule, but would be politically risky at home,
particularly in the Punjab where sentiment in regard to

Kashmir was most exercised.
Portents of short-run Indian weakness could be seen in the

succession to Nehru’s mantle of the unprepossessing and

reputedly Gandhist Shastri and the unimpressive per-
formance of Indian troops in the Rann of Kutch combat in
‘the spring of 1965, ‘. '

Already in late 1963 discontent in Kashmir was dramatized
when the theft of a hair from the Prophet’s beard held as a

sacred relic in the principal mosque of Srinagar precipitated

severe rioting and police shootings. A situation ripe for rebel-
lion might be at hand, some thought, if only Pakistan could
show determined support for its Muslim brothers in the
valley.

Part of the effort may have been desngned to forcefully drag
the attention of the international community back to Kashmir.
It is credible, though admittedly speculative, that there was

28. For a critical, analytical discussion, see Herbert Feldman, From Crisis to
Crisis, Pakistan from 1962-1969 (London Oxford University Press, 1972), chap. 9.
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a belief among a number of Pakistani officials that only if
there was an outbreak of violent (though limited) interna-
tional conflict would the international community, includ-
ing the Major Powers, bring sufficient weight to bear on
Pakistan’s larger neighbor to force a mutually acceptable
settlement. Nasser, perhaps, had tried such a maneuver in
1967 and failed, but Sadat had been bolder in 1973 and had
gained a measure of success. In 1965 some Pakistani pohcy-
' makers may have calculated in a similar vein.?

It may be that they believed others shared their view re-
garding the sharp distinction they saw between the “line of
demarcation” in Kashmir separating the two parts of the dis-
puted territory and the “international boundary” separating
Pakistan and India in the Punjab. Seen from this perspective,

an intrusion of “irregulars” into the valley from Azad Kash-

mir could remain quite distinct from any action India
might take elsewhere in retaliation. If India did move
across the international frontier, some may have argued, this
would represent Indian aggression and the specific American
assurances mentioned earlier, reportedly given in 1962-
63, might brmg Pakistan’s Major Power Ally to the support
of Pakistan.

There may have been a further expectatlon If the ad-
venture did go so far as to bring war between the two South
Asian countries, the Kautiliyan formula would prove cor-
‘rect and Pakistan’s friend China, the enemy of its enemy,
would again drive southward — or at least threaten to do so—
to confound Pakistan’s larger neighbor. '

In the early months of 1965, India took further steps to
integrate Kashmir into the Indian political and administra-
tive system. Local political groups desirous of cooperating

' 29. On Nasser’s presumed calculations, see Miles Copeland, The Game of Natmns‘
(New York: Simon & Shuster, 1969), pp. 144-46, 253-58; Yair Evron, The Middle
Eust: Nations, Super-Powers and Wars (London: Elek, 1973), p. 185, citing article
by Heikal; and Insight Team, The Middle East War (London: Sunday Times and
Andre Deutsch, 1974), pp. 42 and 228. ;
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‘with India were made parts of the Indian National Congiess
party; titles of key officials were made identical with similar
~ officials in India; provisions of the Indian constitution relat-
ing to the application of emergency powers were, for the first
time, made operational in Kashmir. The worst suspicions of
Pakistanis seemed to be aboutto be fulfilled in such a Fabian
way that outsiders were scarcely aware of what was happen-
ing; or if they were aware, they did not seem to care.

A classic example of reciprocal escalation got under way.
Activity across the Kashmir cease-fire line intensified. Claim-
ing that Pakistani armed men were trying to interrupt traffic
- on the precarious road fiom Srinagar to Leh, in mid-May
the Indian government ordered its troops to cross the
cease-fire line where they occupied three posts in the Kargil
area. Pakistan protested to the United Nations, and the
Indian troops were withdrawn on the guarantee that the
United Nations supervisory corps would occupy the evac-

uated posts and ensure that there were no repetitions of the -

alleged actions by Pakistani troops. Incidents (border cross-
ings, firings, etc.) became more frequent all along the line;
the United Nations reported over two thousand during the
first six months of 1965. Unrest in Kashmir was said in
Pakistan to be rising sharply with the political changes;
Indian officials claimed that all was calm and peaceful as
usual. Officials in Azad Kashmir reportedly organized
guerrilla training units, the Indians arguing these were really
- elements of the regular Pakistan army training under leader-
ship based in Murree. In early August substantial numbers of
infiltrators penetrated the Indian-held parts of Kashmir?

30. For a long time Pakistan officially denied the fact of infiltrators from its side
of the line. Perhaps the most objective and informed testimony comes from General
Nimmo, chief of the United Nations Military Observer Group, who reported “that
the series of violations that began on 5 August were to a considerable extent in
subsequent days in the form of armed men, generally not in uniform, crossing the
© cease-fire line from the Pakistan side for the purpose of arnied action on the Indian
side.”” United Nations, Report of the Secretary General on the Current Situation in
Kashmir (Doc S/6651), Sept. 3, 1965.
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They appear to have hoped to evoke a popular uprising or to
give -heart to those Kashmiris who wanted to oppose the
valley’s integration with India.

In response to the infiltration, the Indian army again
crossed the cease-fire line “to eliminate the source of the in-
filtrators.” The Pakistan army retaliated on September 1 by
sending a regular force against the Indian army units defend-
ing the road from Jammu to Srinagar near Akhnur. A week
later, the Indians eventually replied, as they had always said
they would, by attacking Pakistan across the international
frontier in the Punjab and pressed toward Sialkot and La-
hore. Two days later, Washington announced a stop to all
- military assistance to both India and Pakistan. After some
seventeen days of combat between regular army units of both
sides, the indecisive 'war ground to a stop.

Each side claimed military victory, since each had gained
some territory at the expense of the other. The net assess-
ment concludes that the Pakistan army was effectively
brought to a halt, while the Indians had many uncommitted

troops and much more materiel than their opponent when the
cease-fire came, though these forces were scattered and
would have required some.time to be brought to bear. It is’

probable that President Ayub and his immediate military
advisers knew the position, but the newspaper reporting had
been so exaggerated that the populace was bewildered. They

could not understand how such a series of “victories” would

end with such a miserable, indecisive peace. The terms of
~ the peace were confirmed at Tashkent, when the Russians
mediated the settlement, with the inconspicuous involve-
ment of the American President, Lyndon Johnson.®!

We now know that this adventure was a disaster for
Pakistan and for its regime. China did threaten, but it did
not move. Politically, the gambit did not succeed because the

31. W. W, Roatow, The Dlﬂ'mwn of Power: An Essay in Recent History (New
York Macmillan, 1972), p. 410..
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inhabitants of the disputed territory did not rise, and most of |

the infiltrators were turned in and killed or imprisoned.

Militarily, it showed an early success, but Indian numbers -

and the inherent vulnerability of Lahore left Pakistan with
no alternative but to accept a cease-fire once it became clear
that replenishments from the United States were not forth-
coming. ‘
These actions dramatically underlined the outer limits of
the alliance with the Major Power. Not only did the Major
Power Ally refuse to come to the rescue of its Smaller Ally;

in an effort to bring the conflict to a prompt halt it stopped

all arms shipments to both belligerents. This policy hurt its
Ally more than its Ally’s opponent, since the latter had its
~own armaments industry and the flow of supplies from the
Soviet Union was 'hardly affected. In its own defense, the
Major Power Ally argued, not without logic, that it had never
offered to guarantee Pakistan against the consequences of
any high-risk initiative it might be tempted to take, par-
ticularly against other than the assumed Communist threat.
Even the specific bilateral commitment made in 1962 in the
aftermath of military aid to India did not apply when Pakistan
itself had by its infiltration gambit in effect pulled the main
trigger first.

Understandably enough, the Pakistanis looked on this as
near treachery on the part of Washington, since India had
been the first to cross the international boundary. In any
event, as the Pakistanis saw it, India had precipitated the
situation by its political moves in changing the constitu-
tional status of Kashmir. As Washington saw it, however, the
sending of irregulars into the valley was the real precipitant
of the conflict and that initiative absolved the United States
of the obligation to fulfill its guarantee in this instance. That
Pakistan’s tactics were precisely the ones the Americans
were grappling with in Vietnam only served to further
weaken sympathy for Pakistan in Washington.

As a result of this conﬂu,t the predominant mood in the
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capital of Pakistan’s Major Power Ally became “a plague on

both your houses.” In Pakistan, this change of attitude called
for an urgent search for alternatives to the now virtually in-
operative American connection.

The Chinese Option Becomes All the More
Important '

Problems within the alliance intensified. Efforts of Paki-
stani spokesmen to improve relations with China and the
Soviet Union by criticizing the Major Power Ally’s policy in
‘Asia made collaboration within the alliance all the more
difficult. Eventually, the American President became so an-
noyed by these differences, vigorously aired in public, that
on indecently short notice he abruptly postponed visits of
both the Pakistan President and the Indian Prime Minister;

a critical meeting of the international consortium on aid to

Pakistan was not held on time because, it was said, the
American representative was not given clear instructions,
certain “political problems” having to be clarified first. It is

reported that the foreign minister, a strong critic of American
policy, was fired at American insistence. To placate the sup-

porters of the first and to protect the regime from being
criticized for being too pro-American, the finance minister,
a strong proponent of the alliance, was also dropped.

In short, instead of eliciting a response that furthered the
interest of the Smaller Ally, as had occurred in 1962 when
Pakistani officials made clear their acute anxiety over. Ameri-
can aid to India, the public criticisms and risky military
initiative had only weakened Pakistan’s supporters in the
capital of the Major Power Ally. Such protests might have

been good domestic politics, however, for the Pakistani

public was understandably as bitter against Washington as
were the officials who had advised on the decisions leading

to the outbreak of war. But from the foreign policy point of ,
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view, they were, as the saying goes, counterproductive.
- On the other hand, Pakistan’s relationships with its
Kautiliyan friend China were improving. Arms flows in-
creased, some MIG fighters were delivered, and the ever-
present possibility of renewed Chinese activity on India’s
northern border was thought to inhibit Indian activities.

The Government of Pakistan also sought to affect the
balance between itself and India by seeking constructive
relationships with the Soviet Union. While differences with
the United States were intensifying, Pakistan began to
receive limited military assistance from the Soviet Union.
Moscow reportedly also urged India to try to stabilize rela-
tionships with Pakistan by moderating its position on
Kashmir. As part of its bargain with the Soviet Union,
Pakistan finally closed the American listening post in
Peshawar at the expiration of the original agreement.®
Satellite technology had apparently rendered it less crucial
to the United States by then. But as it had served Pakistan
- well in bargaining with the United States in 1962, so it was
useful as a chip in bargaining with the Soviet Union in
. 1968. But it was a one-shot asset then, for once it had been
closed in exchange for some Soviet military equipment,
Pakistan could no longer use it in dealing with either Major
Power.

So long as the Johnson Admlmstrat:on grappled with the
North Vietnamese in Vietnam, these Pakistan relationships
with the Asian Communist giants complicated Pakistan’s
relationship with Washington. But once the Nixon Adminis-
tration sought to bring an end to American participation in
the Vietnam war by improving relations with both China and
. Russia, Pakistan’s position became more acceptable in
Washington. The “triangular tightrope,” of which President

32. Intemauonal Institute of Strategic Studies, Strategic Survey 1968 (London:
I1SS, 1969), pp. 33-34. -
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Ayub spoke in explaining his efforts to have simultaneous

relationships with the United States, China, and the Soviet

Union, was developed further by his successor. It was

through Islamabad that the Americans and Chinese arranged

their first steps toward direct discussions between the Ameri-
can and Chinese heads of state.

By now it was clear that instead oY coping with NS Tha)dr

problem — India — through its close association with a Major
Power Ally, as between 1954 and, say, 1965, Pakistan had
broadened its options and was dealing directly with its two
larger Asian neighbors to the north, with a much looser rela-
tionship with the United States. It had not been successful
“in isolating India from its Soviet backer, but since the
Tashkent settlement following the 1965 war the Soviet Union
had been steering a less one-sided course in South Asia than
it had before—or. than it resumed following the treaty ar-

rangement with India in 1971.

[

The 1971 Debacle

The next major shift in the subcontinent’s balance of
power came as a result of the follow-on events after Presi-
dent Yahya had opened Pakistan’s domestic political system
to the freest elections the country had ever had. This led to
a geographical polarization of political support for two
civilian leaders who were unable to bury their differences in
common effort to ensure a continuation of civilian rule en-
compassing both wings. Acute linguistic, economic, and poli-
tical grievances, a total misreading by Pakistani officials at
the center of the intensity of resentment in the Bengal
region, and a misplaced confidence in the efficacy of large-
scale military action to suppress agitational regional politics
led the Islamabad authorities to concentrate nearly a third
of their forces in the eastern province. A_savage repressive
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effort backﬁred hideously and intensified the determmatxon
of Bengall polltlcal leaders to accomplish the separation
that the army’s action had been intended to prevent
From India’s point of view, the opportunity to “finally”

deal with its Pakistan problem, the flood of millions of
refugees, and the disorders likely to move across the frontier
into its own most disturbed state of West Bengal led it to
receive, train, and equip guerrillas to fight the army-imposed
regime in East Pakistan. Its own military preparations, begun
in April and May 1971, and its Treaty of Mutual Friendship,

concluded in the summer of 1971 with the Soviet Union, were-

contingent preparations for a highly skillful and well-
executed Indian military penetration of East Pakistan in
December.

The repressive a¢tion of the Pakistan army had lost Paki-
stan most of its friends abroad, quite as much as within
East Pakistan. Although China stood at the ready on the
frontiers, any initiative it might have been tempted to take
was inhibited by Soviet power, now committed to India’s
defense by Article (9) of the new Treaty of Mutual Friend-
ship.®® The United States attempted to mediate a political
settlement between authorities in East and West Pakistan,
but the timing of Indian moves preempted whatever slight

chances of success that diplomatic initiative might have had.

The Americans made gestures of support for Pakistan when
the Indian armies crossed East Pakistan frontiers, and it
sent units of the Seventh Fleet to the Bay of Bengal, though
they were not in the area until the conflict was virtually
over. Once again, the Major Power Ally appears to have been
inhibited by the steps the Pakistan authorities had taken
to precipitate the new conflict and by the Ally’s unwillingness

33. ‘For a detailed discussion of the military planning, actual preparations, and
course of the Indian campaign, see the excellent study by Pran Chopra, India’s
Second Liberation (Delhi: Vikas Publishing, 1973); also International Institute
of Strategic Studies, Strategic Survey 1971 (London: IISS, 1972), pp. 46-54.
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to involve itself in a direct military engagement against
Pakistan’s larger subcontinental neighbor.

In the end, Pakistan saw over half the country’s population
splitting off to form the new state of Bangladesh, over one-
third of its army taken prisoner, and its larger subcontinental
neighbor virtually in command over its former eastern
province. As the International Institute of Strategic Studies
put it, Pakistan now had only one-tenth the size of India,
with “about an equivalent proportion of its diplomatic and
political leverage.”* The refugees returned, and within
five months the Indian army had gone home in a neatly

managed military victory, brief occupation, and prompt
withdrawal. Pakistan’s prisoners of war were taken in tow to

- India, to remain in camps for over a year and a half.

Indian preponderance on the subcontinent could not now
be doubted. Whether this state of affairs would persist
depended more on India’s domestic capacity for coping with
intractable economic and political difficulties at home than
on India’s unambiguous numerical superiority in military
strength, population, and economic poténtial.

Prime Minister Bhutto’s Predicament

. Since taking over his shattered country, much that Prime
' Minister Bhutto has done can be seen as concerned with this
. persisting foreign policy problem. His early fast-paced
. travels to the Middle East, to Peking, Moscow, and Washing-
. ton can be understood as continuing episodes in the search
for economic and military resources from abroad and forelgn
political support. :

Quiet special relationships with and the assxgnment of
technicians to the Gulf sheikdoms prqvnde badly needed

34. Ibid., p. 46.
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foreign exchange and may have been designed to assure
adequate representation of Pakistani interests in the councils
of the OAPEC. But undue preference for Saudi Arabia and
the neighboring sheikdoms could run counter to Iran’s
conception of its future role in the area and complicate
relations with Iran. Even though .both may have shared
concerns regarding Afghanistan, Pakistan’s policy toward
Baluchistan can have a direct effect on Iran’s conception
- of Pakistan’s intentions.. A loan of some $500 million from
Teheran in the summer of 1974 suggests that the Shah,
however, sees a considerable parallel interest with Pakistan’s.

The Simla accord in July 1972 opened the way for a
process of accommodation between India and Pakistan on
such problems as the return of the prisoners of war, trade
relations, collaboration on river valley development, etc.
If success could be achieved on specific issues, the level of
mutual suspicion might decline and a number of cooperative
enterprises of mutual benefit be begun. But India’s nuclear
explosion could only intensify Pakistan’s anxieties once
more and would require substantial Indian diplomatic art to
assuage. '

The Islamic Summit in the winter of 1974 sought to
-~ dramatize the breadth of Pakistan’s support among Muslim
states stretching all the way from Morocco to Indonesia. It
permitted subtle political steps toward recognizing Bangla-
desh, a prelude to renewing ties with the former east wing.
- And since the conference followed the Yom Kippur War
and the quadrupling of oil prices in November and December
1973, it may have been designed to gain for Pakistan assured
oil supplies at preferential prlces from the Mushm Middle
‘East.

Looked at from another angle, Mr. Bhutto’s foreign policy
predicament was severe. On the one hand, he could not ex-
pect major military assistance from the United States. What
equipment Pakistan required had to be purchased, on what-
ever lending terms could be obtained, in the open arms
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“market, further enlarging Pakistan’s already very substantial

foreign indebtedness. Some degree of detente with the
Soviet Union was desirable to minimize the risk of Soviet -
pressure on the Northwest Frontier. And an easing of tension

- with India could reduce military expenditures and turn more
attention in both countries to domestic development. But in
| the absence of a solid civilian political party structure and
established political institutions, any regime had to depend
on either popular enthusiasm or the substained goodwill of

the military. Since popular enthusiasm was likely to be fickle.

and the military tended to be both conservative and still
committed on Kashmir, they were not likely, separately or
together, to provide the domestic base for such unpopular
but probably prudent policies.

|
Conclusion

In sum, we can see four major periods, each marked by a
different Pakistani approach to balancing the power of its

larger neighbor. During the first period, from independence

to roughly 1954, Pakistan sought to accomplish this end by
turning to the international community in the form of the
United Natiors to bolster its position and by seeking support
of countries in the Arab Muslim Middle East.

By 1952 -this course seemed. inadequate, and Pakistan

turned toward developing close relations with a distant.

. Major Power, the United States. By 1954 this relationship
was institutionalized in a series of ‘alliances and military
and economic as31stance arrangements. Thns second effort

to alter in Pakistan’s favor the balance of power between -
Pakistan and its larger neighbor brought a considerable

improvement. However, it fell short of Pakistan’s highest
-aspiration since the disputed territory of Kashmlr was not
successfully obtained.

The state system is always in ﬂux however Arrangements
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‘useful in one period may become inadequate in another.
The relative position of Pakistan via-a-vis India began-te
slip in 1960-61. In part, this is attributable to the Indian
response to Pakistan’s improved arms position in the mid-
- 1950s as aresult of the American alliance. But India’s concern
- with China had an independent dynamic influence on India’s

military position. The two together, however, and Indian
“interests in a general improvement in her own defense posi-
tion, particularly after the 1962 debacle, led to a rapid step-up
in India’s defense after 1962.

As ‘a result of these changes and Pakistan’s changlng per-
ception of the utility of the American connection, Pakistan
sought to correct its weakening position by developing
broader options within Asia itself. China’s success in humili-

ating Pakistan’s rival and its readiness to play a direct role

in balancing India improved Pakistan’s position after 1962.
. But the gain was limited and proved only temporary. Soviet

‘military assistance to India increased following the war with .
China. The politico-military: debacle of the 1965 Indo-
. Pakistan war and its side-effects on America’s commitment

to Pakistan, changes in American perceptions of the politico-
strategic importance of the subcontinent, and the somewhat

dramatic style of political spokesmen in demonstrating their
independence from the Major Power Ally, all weakened the
utility of the American connection. Growing contention

within China resulting in the Cultural Revolution made the

China connection temporarily less useful. Nevertheless,

while there was a net loss in the military balance, there
was some diplomatic and political gain, for Pakistan now had
more variegated options, no longer depending solely on
decisions made in any one capltal for whatever outside
backing it might obtain.
- Finally, the way the regime dealt w1th the crisis in East
Pakistan.in 1971 and the Indian military success thereafter
left the remaining half of Pakistan in a far weaker position
than it had been at any time since, perhaps, the early 1950s.
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The futility of attempting to fill the gap between foreign
policy goals as set in the 1950s and the foreign policy means
available in 1970 was dramatically revealed. One result

could be that the aim of gaining control over the disputed
territory can now be abandoned with honor. It may also
lead to a new quality of relationship between the two
‘countries on the subcontinent. The outcome would depend

as much on the style and objectives of Indian diplomacy
toward Pakistan and the backing available to either from out-

side Major Powers as on internal dynamics with Pakistan it- -

self.

How Useful a Model?

This account of Pakistan’s efforts to balance the power

of India provides one reasonably eﬂ’lgie_rit interpretation of
Pakistan’s foreign policy behavior. It dees not, however,

account for a number of important aspects of Paklstans

approach to foreign policy.
It does not explain the costly Pakistan commitment to

regain Kashmir, a commitment that has contributed so much

. to the heavy emphasis on military preparations and the

infensity of hostility toward India. Nor does it explain India’s
reluctance to either make concessions in Kashmir or to take

other steps to reduce Pakistan’s anxieties. This approach -
does not explore long-standing Muslim-Hindu antagonism,

nor the incompatible principles of statehood that provided
a sense of moral self-righteousness to both parties to the
Kashmir dispute. It does not consider the domestic political
pressures that sustained the interest in the struggle in both
countries. Accordingly, it does not provide an adequate
reflection of the inwardness of this antagonism to policy-

- makers in both countries. But the logic of arms-race theory

and of Kautilyan perspectives provides a good deal of under-
standing of this competitive hostility.
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Many intetesting and important questions have not been
looked at. Most states are not monoliths in fact, but a congeries

of competing and collaborating interests. What were- the
bureaucratic, professional, or economic interest groups within -

Pakistan that have been most important in shaping the con-
cept of “national interest” and the making of foreign policy
in Pakistan? Did domestic political support at apy one time
depend as heavily upon a high degree of hostility toward

India as many Indians argue? How did the institutional .

structures of the Foreign Affairs and Finance ministries
“affect foreign policy choices™> Were economic interests
as important. in supporting the alliance relationship as is
often alleged? Were there serious debates regarding the
possible advantages (or disadvantages) to the economy as
a whole, particularly of East Pakistan, if more constructive
economic relations with India had been instituted, even at
the cost of some reduction in hostility toward India?

Certain turning points were not inevitable, although the
state-to-state model suggests they were. The gradual move-
ment from close alliance with a distant Major Power to the
“triangular tightrope” was to be expected at some point.
The exact timing, however, may owe something to domestic
politics in both Pakistan and the United States and to the
styles and preoccupations of their respective leaders.

While the 1965 gamble that proved so consequential
was.in itself understandable enough, another leader or the
same one in other administrative or political contexts might
have weighed the chances differently and sidestepped that
particular risk. This would surely have produced a different
set of succeeding events. Nor was the separation of Bangla-
desh inevitable; or if it had to come, it did.not have to be
such a tragic and destructive affair. The competitionbetween

- 35. Foran interesting discussion of aspects of Pakistan’s institutionalizing efforts,
as they relate to other aspects ‘of Pakistan’s political development see Ralph Brai-
banti, “Pakistan’s Experiment in Political Development,” AsIA Supplement No. 1
(Fall 1974) pp. 25-42.
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the two subcontinental states no doubt eased the advances
of the Soviet Union into a position of influence on the sub-
continent, but it would be wrong to argue that Indo-Pakistan
contention is sufficient explanation for Soviet interest in
South Asia, and that had the two been able to avoid conflict,
Moscow would have had no opening. Kautiliyan logic would
have led Moscow to seek an opening into the subcontinent
as soon as the Sino-Soviet split became obvious, from the
early 1960s forward at least. Nevertheless, India’s concern
about Pakistani irredentism in regard to Kashmir and Paki-
stan’s military support from Washington no doubt made it
easier for Moscow to follow the advice of Chandragupta’s
adviser. '

State systems often set narrow limits to what statesmen

can do. Scholars and observers tend to exaggerate statesmen’s
room for maneuver. But within these margins, there is nearly
always a range of human choice. Close observation of the
uniqueness of each state, the specific settings of statesmen
and how they grapple with successive difficulties is neces-

sary before one can presume to define more narrowly the

range of their choice and how parsimonious or extrava-
gant they were in the use of what foreign policy resources
lay to hand. The detailed examination of the changing con-
tours of the state system and the shifting flow of power
within it can help us see these limits more clearly.

It is, however, only by careful and repeated observation
of the linkages between the state system and the domestic
setting, as mediated by political elites, that we are likely
to improve our ability to generalize. And for that, we need

a combination of the area .specialist and the student of state

systems.
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