THE DECISION TO ALTER PAKISTAN'S ALIGNMENT POLICY,

1962-65

by

Pamela J. Butler



ABSTRACT

The major questions posed in this study are: Why do decision-
mekers in "new" nations decide to alter their. countries' alignments
and, by doing so, are they successful in achieving their objectives?
Elite images are freated as the decisive inputs of the Pakistan foreign
policy system. Former Pakistani President, Mohammad Ayub Khan
and former Foreign Minister, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto have been selected
for study.

The process of policy-formation is explored in order to under-
stand why these two decisi‘on-makers' decided to alter Pakistan's align-
ments in the 1962-65 period. In addition, an analysis of the outcomes
and success of these two decision-makers' policies is undertaken.

Four major variables comprise the framework used to research
fhe images of the two former Pakistani decision-makers. The relative
importance of each of these variables is evaluated. Three hypoiheses
are tested and refined and new hypotheses, emerging from the data, are

formulated. Finally, some guidelines for future research are ofiered.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The development of the nation-state is only in part a domestic
process. All states are shaped in very fundamental ways by the nation-
state system and they are constantly interacting with it. The emergence
of the new states of Africa and Asia has added an important new dimension
to the international system. World War II ended with the breaking up of
great colonial empires and "new states" came to outnumber the old ones.
The leaders of these new states have faced many challenges from their"
new global setting. They must determine their country’s foreign policy
objectives as well as the role their country is to play in the international
system. Moreover, they must set priorities in organizing bilateral rela-
tions with other individual states. Leaders of new states must determine
not only which nations are potentially friendly but they must also decide
how to deal with threats from nations which are less well disposed. In
making assessments such as these, leaders must consider their state's

capabilities relative to those of other states.

a. Empirical Problem

Undoubtedly, the best known characteristic Aof the new and
developing states is their low level of economic development. This
cannot be seen as an isolated characteristic for it is an integral part
of their shortage of capabilities in other spileres. Although the new

states naturally differ according to their inherent resource bases, one



measure of development is the degree to which they are able to maxi-
mize the full potential of their given resources. The stimulus for this

. can come from the domestic environment or from other political systems
in the international environment. Usually, these two stimuli to maximize
capabilities interact with one another.

Alliances have generally been viewed as products of efforts to
establish and strengthen national capabilities relative to those of other
nations. The attempt to redress capability imbalances by means of
alliances has helped paiticipants to make up for varying kinds of weak-
nesses ever since the system of alliances set the general pattern for
international agreements. This balancing technique is as old as inter-
national relations itself and has been studied extensively by h-istorians
and political scientists alike.

Cooperation between states may take many forms. We shall
refer to the entire range of cooperative efforts between two or more
states which are directed at other _states as alignments. The term
alliance is more precise and may be defined as "an organization or a
commitment of a number of states to take certain cooperativé actions
against another state or states under specified conditions."1 Examples
of alliances are such agreements as the North Atlan_tic Treaty, the War-
saw Trealy and the Southeast Asian Treaty. Although this distinction

2

departs somewhat from current usage, alliances will be treated as a

1pavid V. Edwards, International Political Analysis, Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, Inc., New York, 1969.

2See, for example, Chapter IV in Michael Brecher's The New
States of Asia: A Political Analysis, Oxford University Press, London, 1963.




specific type of alignment between two or more nations which has been
formalized.

What is the role of the new nations in this international balancing'
system? Can we simply incorporate them into the established theories
of coalition-building or do they constitute special cases that require
separate study? Are the leaders of these new states aware of the ancient
“rules of the game" or are they making up their own rules? What are
their goals in forming alignments or joining alliances? I would submit
that a general theory of alignments cannot emerge until the alignment
policies of the new states have been studied extensively. It cannot be
assumed that the motive forces for the new states® aiignment patterns
are the same as those of states which have been involved in this balanc-
ing game for centuries. Although they may indeed be the same, the
alignment policies of the new states must be studied on their own terms
before they c@ be incorporated into a general theory. The purpose of
this paper will be to concenirate efforts on generating and testing propo-
sitions about the various stages of alignment policies within the new
nations.

The major question being asked in this study is: Why do leaders
of new nations change their country's alignment patterns? If leaders'
first years as heads of new states are spent in searching for a national
identity in the world system-—in determining the states which are poten-
tial friends and enemies, and setting up alignment patterns to conform

with these assessments—why then do they decide to modify their country's



alignments? To answer this question two steps are required. First,
we must establish the leaders' objectives when they framed alignment
policies for their newly independent nations. Only after we have a clear
notion of the goals they hoped to attain can we proceed to the second
step which is the question of why they decide to alter their country's
alignments. This can be answered by examining whether the goals them-
selves have changed or whether alternative methods of attaining the same
goals are the basis for changing alignments. In the latter case, changes
in the environment may or may not have led decision-makers to adopt
different means to achieve their goals. |

The central problem can now be summarizéd as follows:

Patterns of alignment in the new nations of the world

are responses to perceived capability deficiencies.

Therefore, new naticns will seek alignments which will

maximize the capabilities of their state.

This can be put in the form of three hypotheses:

Hypothesis I

If a decision-maker perceives a threat to his state's
security, then he will attempt to use alignments to
strengthen his country's military capabilities.

Hypothesis II

If a decision-maker perceives a threat to his staie's
security, then he will accord economic capabilities a
lower priority in his search for allies.

Hypothesis IIL

The more accurately a decision-maker perceives his
environment, the more successful he will be in foster-
ing alignments which will maximize his state's capa-
bilities, vis-2-vis the perceived source of threat.



b. Theoretical Concepts

Eugene Meehan defines theoretical concepts as "... inferences,
manufactured by humans for their own purposes, and not discoverable
in na.ture."3 As such, concepts serve to organize the data and to make
analysis easier by providing a framework in which questions can be
generated and research carried on. These concepts may be either im-
plicit or explicit but without a conceptual scheme, explanation is impos-
sible. Therefore; this section will attempt to explicate those concepts
which guided the selection, classification and analysis of the data.

In order to study changing alignments we must first understand-
the way a state acts in foreign policy. Foreign policy can be conceived
as a system of behavior. This behavior may be viewed by some as a
product of the past but unique and distinct in its essentials. An alter-
native approach provides a theoretical framework within whiéh seemingly
unconnected kinds of behavior can be related. It seeks to go beyond
particularization to ident_ify broad trends which will allow us to engage
in rigorous comparative analysis and will hopefully aid us in our efforts
at prediction. It is the latter approach which is being adoptéd in this
paper. A comprehensive model of foreign policy provides the broad
‘théoretical framework within which we may relate the empirical data
of a cluster of foreign policy decisions within one nation-state.

Before giving a description of thé model, it would be useful fo

trace the development in the literature of those aspects of the model

3Eugene Meehan, Contemporary Political Thought: A Critical
Study, The Dorsey Press, Homewood, Il., 1967, p. 11.




which I will use to study the changing alignments of the new states.

In the later part of the 1950's Harold and Margaret Sprout pub-
lished an article which dealt with the complex problems' which must
accompany any effort to assess the role of environmental factors in the
conduct of foreign policy.4 The Sprouts used the term cognitive '
behaviorism as a label to designate the simple and familiar principle
that "a person reacts to his milieu as he apperceives it—that is, as
he perceives and interprets it in light of past experience. nd In addition

cognitive behaviorism was used to draw a sharp distinction between the

psychological environment (within which an individual defines choices and

takes decisions) and the operational environment (which sets limits to

what can happen when the decision is executed). The Sprouts envisioned
two different types of analysis as stemming from these two important
concepts.

The first type of analysis involves the policy-forming process.

In this phase of foreign policy analysis it is the psychological environ-
ment which is relevant. What matters is what the policy-maker believes
the milieu to be, not what it actually is. For the researcher, this
entails linking environmental factors to policy decisions to find out how

the given policy-maker, or policy-making group, conceives the milieu

4Harold and Margaret Sprout, "Environmental Factors in the
Study of International Politics," The Journal of Conflict Resolution, I,
1957, pp. 309-28. The pages cited in this paper refer to a reprint of
this article in J.N. Rosenau, ed., International Politics and Foreign
Policy, The Free Press, Glencoe, Ill., 1861, pp. 106-19.

Shid., p. 109.



to be. The researcher is also interested in how the decision-making
elite interprets the opportunities for and limitations on the goals it
wishes to reach. However, as the Sprouts pointed out, a theory of
decision-making must then be applied which includes assumptions as to
a) the purposes or ends toward which the policy-maker's efforts are
oriented; b) the environmental data which the policy-maker deems
relevant to his purposes and from which he derives his estimate of the
situation and c¢) his mode of utilizing such data in deciding which ends
are feasible and in formulating strategy calculated to attain the ends
envisaged.6 The Sprouts were acutely conscious of the role of the
researcher in evaluating this policy-making process.

.. . some concept of ends to be accomplished underlies

all foreign policy analysis and the analyst's assumptions

as to the general orientation and specific objectives en-’

visaged by the policy-makers in a given situation will

affect his conclusions as to what environmental factors

probably were (or will be) taken glto account in the

deliberations under consideration.
In the context of policy-formation analysis, the basic premise is that
the decision-maker's relationship to his environment rests mainly on
his perception of the environment and the use he makes of that percep-
tion.

The second type of analysis involves the interrelationship of

the psychological and operational environments. Here it is not enough

to understand why a particular decision was made; the researcher also

Shid., p. 113.

"id.



becomes concerned with the outcomes of policy choices. The Sprouts
maintained that discrepancies between the policy-maker's estimate of

the situation (his psychological environment) and the operational environ-
ment become highly significant when the problem is to explain the results
of a given decision; In the words of the Sprouts, the question then be-
comes: "How may the properties present or latent in the milieu affect
the operational results of that decision, even though these factors are
not known or taken into account in the decision-making process?"8 In
this secdnd type of analysis, the role of the researcher changes some-
what. He does not simply delineate what he considers to be the relevant
perceptions of the elite for a particular decision. He must now make
an independent .judgment as to what the opportunities and limitations are
and how they will affect the course of events, apart from the way that
these factors are conceived or taken into account by the decision-makers
in question,

In summary, the Sprouts were the first to conclude that it is
fruitful to distinguish analytically between the relation of environmental
facfcors to policy decisions, on the one hand, and to the operational re-
sults of decisions, on the other. "With respect to policy-making, what
matters is how the policy-maker imagines the milieu to be, not how it
actually is. With respect to the operational results of decisions, what
matters is how things are, not how the policy-maker imagines them to

be. nd

8bid., p. 116.

mbid., p. 118.

a4t



The Sprouts® contribution to theory-oriented studies of foreign

policy was adopted by several proponents of the decision-making approach,

most notably, Joseph ]E‘rankel10

11

and the team of Snyder, Bruck and
Sapin. Following the Sprouts, Frankel distinguished between the
operational and psy;chological environments, The main weakness was
that Frankel did not treat the operational environment in a structured
manner. His treatment of the psychological setting was more complete
but the two environments were not integrated and he was unable to
assess the congruence or disparity between them and the resultant
implications for foreign policy. Within the Sprouts' conception of the
two types of analysis, Frankel placed much greater emphasis on the
policy-forming process than he did on the problem of trying to explain
the results of é given decision.

The Snyder, Bruck and Sapin study also accepted the Sprouts'
distinction between the operational and psychological environments but,
unlike Frankel, its authors ignored the former as irrelevant. The weak-
neéses of their model are grave; the categories are unwieldy and overly
complex rendering the model difficult to operationalize. In @y case,
the authors have not provided a framework within which we may study

policy outcomes.

10Joseph Frankel, The Making of Foreign Policy: An Analysis
of Decision-Making, Oxford University Press, London, 1963.

Up;ichard C. Snyder, H.W. Bruck and Burton Sapin, Foreien

—,

Policy Decision-Making: An Approach to the Study of International Politics,
The Free Press, Glencoe, I. 1962,




10

After the original distinction between the psychological and
operational environments was made by the Sprouts and accepted but
not rigorously applied by Frankel and the Snyder team, another group
realized the importance of these concepts. In 1969, a paper was pub-
lished by M. Brecher, B. Steinberg and J. Stein in which they put
forward the view that the task of theory in the realm of foreign policy
- analysis was to aid in a systematic study 6f the cause-effect relations
among the pertinent variables, as well as in the search for patterns of
regularity in state behavior. 12 They felt that in gathering and analyzing
empirical data, the distinction made by the Sprouts between the psycho-
logical and operational environments should be kept clearly in mind.
'Underlying the model was the view that, '

the operationai environment affects the results or outcomes

of decisions directly but influences the choice among policy

qptions, that is, the. decisions the-m.selves, onlylgs it is

filtered through the images of decision-makers.
Thus, for the first time, the two different types of analysis which the
Sprouts envisioned were systematically combined within one framework
or model. The aim of this model was not only to explain how and why

foreign policy decisions were made but also to assess the outcomes of

these decisions. To emphasize this interrelationship between the psycho-

12Only those aspects of the framework to be utilized in this
paper will be discussed in the Introducticn. The entire framework is
fully explained with case studies by M. Brecher, B. Steinberg and
J. Stein, "A Framework for Research on Foreign Policy Behavior,"
Journal of Conflict Resolution, XIII, March, 1969, pp. 75-101.

13pia., p. 81.
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logical and operational environments, the authors have examined the
same categories or variables in both environments.

In focusing their model on decision-making, Brecher et al.
have divided decisions into two analytic types: strategic and tactical.
Strategic decisions are defined as "broad policy acts measured by
significance for the actor's fcreign policy system as a whole, duration
of impact, and the presence of a subsidiary cluster of decisions to
operationalize that decision. nl4 These subsidiary clusters constitute
tactical decisions. It is at the level of tactical decision-making that
strategic decisions undergo c.onstant change and reformulation in re-
sponse to competing demands within the international political system.
Implementation of a strategic policy choice through tactical decisions
will affect the entire foreign policy system by changing in varying
degrees both the operational environment and elite images of it. New
strategic decisions based on changed perceptions will lead to new tactical
decisions. In short, there is a continuous flow effect or feedback from
operational environment to elite images to decisions. The distinction
between strategic and tactical decisions is a crucial one in the cluster
of foreign policy decisions being investigated here.

The authors of the foreign policy model are in accord with the
Sprouts when they suggest that ". .. decision-makers act in accordance

with their perception of reality, not in response to reality itself.“15

14p4., p. 88.

Bpig., p. 86.
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Although this may seem a simple and obvious truth, it has many impor-
tant ramifications. The close link between elite images and policy acts
is one of the major propositions to be tested in this study. I policy
choices can be shown to flow inexorably from the images of the decision-
making elite, then elite images can provide a foundation for explaining
the past behavior or predicting the future beha!vior of a group of foreign
policy-makers. Within the confines of this work, if the link between
elite images and policy acts can be demonsirated, then these images

can serve as a basis for explaining and predicting changes in alignments.
That is, hypotheses I and II can be tested through the use of these con-
cepts.

If the only purpose of this paper were to understand why a
particular decision was made, a study of the psychological environment
would suffice. More precisely, if our sole purpose were to explain why
a new state decides to modify its alliance patterns, we could stop after
we understood a) the goals of the leaders of the new states and,

b) the way in which the decision-makers feel that alignments will help
them to achieve these goals. However, we are also concerned with the
outcomes of policy choices and whether or not the elite goals are actually
achieved.

The operational environment constitutes the setting in which
foreign policy decisions are taken. The concept of setting refers to
", .. a set of potentially relevant factors and conditions which may

affect a state's external beh:a,vior."16 The operational environment thus

544, , p. sl
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sets the boundaries within which decision-makers act and the crucial
question in terms of outcomes is whether or not they perceive these
boundaries. The relationship of the two environments—operational and
psychological—also provides a technique for measuring "success" in
foreign policy decisions. Unless elite images coincide in some way with
what is commonly perceived as “reali’cy,"17 decisions based on these
images are not likely to fulfill the elites' expectations. By stressing
the importance of the operational environment, the Sprouts and the team
of Brecher et al. have provided the conceptual tools for exploring the
policy outcomes of new states in maximizing their capabilities through
alignments. For our purposes, assessing the congruence between the
psychological and operational environments will enable us fo test the

third hypothesis. "

¢. Methodological Questions

Having defined the concepts, we must now examine the means
to make them operational. This can be divided into four broad tfasks.

The first task is to designate the elite. The decision-making
elite consists of those individuals who perform the function of political
authorization in the foreign policy arena. The core e1i§e group consists
of the Head of Government and Foreign Minister but the size and com-
position of the relevent group may vary with the issue. For our pufposes

we will examine the elite images of the former Pakistani President,

17The term "reality" equals the analyst's observations of the
operational environment and will be discussed more extensively below.
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Mohammad Ayub Khan and the former Pakistani Foreign Minister,
Zuliikar Ali Bhutto.

In designating the elite for the analysis of any decision, insti-
tutional 'position is a necessary first-approximation for any researcher.
However, those legally authorized to make crucial foreign ;‘)olicy deci-
sions may serve merely as fronts for others who exercise de facto
authority. Whereas formal holding of office permits the initial delimita-
tion of an elite, functional yardsticks are also required for validating
elite membership.

After one understands the nature of the political system as well
as the constitutional system of a country, one can begin to determine
the people who _exercise this de facto decision-making authority. When
Martial Law was terminated in Pakistan, a new constitution was promul-
gated on March 1, 1962. This constitution made the President the
central, if not the sole, repository of all power in both domestic and
foreign policy matters. One political analyst claims that the powers of
the Pakistani President were greater than those of the United‘ States
President or even of General de Gaulle and that the wide authority given
to the President made him almost a constitutional dictator.18 Ayub Khan
made full use of these powers and there is no question that the formula-
tion of foreign policy in the 1962-65 period was firmly in his hands.

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto was made Fofeign Minister in 1963. He

had always been vocal on the subject of foreign affairs even before it

18D. P. Singhal, "The New Constitution of Pakistan,” Asian

Survey, O, August, 1962, p. 22.
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became his official duty, as evidenced by his speeches in the Pakistan
National Assembly. Although his ‘role was definitely secondary to that
of President Ayub Khan, I will argue below that pressure from Bhutto

had a great deal to do with Pakistan's change in alignment policies.

The second task is to define the decisions to be analyzed. The
precise focus is the cluster of decisions that led Pakistan to seek closer
ties with the People's Republic of China (and later the Soviet Union) and
to move away from a policy of close alignment with the United States.
The sequence of decisions being studied was taken in the period between
1962 and 1965. This cannot be seen as a rigid time span because the
origins of many of the elite images are to be found in the years before
the actual decisions were made and these must be studied in all of their
complexity. Then too, events prior to this time are often crucial in
the immediate context of these decisions.

There were, however, three major events which marked this
period. The first was the agreement, on May 3, 1962, of the Govern-
ments of Pakistan and China to demarcate the Sino-Pakistan border. The
second was the Sino-Indian border conflict in November, 1962. The third
major event took place in the fall of 1965, when Pakistan and India con-
fronted each other in armed conflict over Kashmir. Each of these
events was to prove crucial in the decision to modify Pakistan's align-
ments.

The third task is to reconstruct the foreign policy images held

by two members of the Pakistani elite when they made the decision to



seek new alignments. This can be accomplished by examining the
psychological environment which includes two general types of variables,

external and internal. 19 The former refers to conditions and relation-

ships which exist beyond the territorial boundaries of state actors and
operates at three distinct levels. The first is the global system, the

second is the subordinate and other subordinate systems and the third

is bilateral including dominant bilateral relations.20 The internal vari-

ables necessary to understand elite images are five: military capability;

economic capability; political structure; the specific demands on foreign

policy made by interest groups; and the general demands made by com-.

peting elites. These ten variables provide the researcher with a general
framework within which decisions can be studied.

Preliminary research has shown that not all of the ten variables
included within the model are relevant to the decisions under considera-
tion. In limiting the scope of this study to a new state which was
attempting to alter its alignments, .four of the variables i’lave proved
of crucial importance. Therefore, two external variables and two inter-

nal variables will be investigated. The first external variablé is Pakistan's

dominant bilateral relations with the two superpowers. Since the United
States and Pakistan were formally allied, greater emphasis will be placed

on this relationship. However, the Soviet Union was also involved in

19This section is taken almost verbatim from the Framework
presented by M. Brecher et al., op. cit., p. 82.

20The relevant variables will be defined at the beginning of
each chapter.
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Pakistan's attempt to change her alignment policiesv. Both superpowers
represented sources of additional capabilities for Pakistan, so both
must be considered. The second external variable involves Pakistan's
bilateral relations with two of her neighbors: the People's Republic of
China and India. The internal variables will be limited to military

capability and economic capability.

The third task presents formidable difficulties. The analyst is
attempting to reconstruct the foreign policy images of the decision-
makers despite the fact that he is functioning at some distance from
his subjects. He may also have to contend with ideological, social or .
other barriers to communication and understanding. He oiten works
with insufficient, incomplete and sometimes even contradictory evidence
and this is made even more difficult when the analyst cannot personally
interview his subjects. The Sprouts realistically explained this problem
of the analyst in the following words:

At best, the analyst's inferences regarding his sub-

ject's image of the milieu and his orientation to it

rests invariably and inescapably on more or less

arbitrary decisions as to the relevance and weight

to be given to various kinds of evidence perceived

and filtered through the analyst's own (and usually

several intermediaries') culture-biased spectacles.

Since not all relevant elite perceptions are necessarily articu-

lated, how can these images be researched?22 The methodology used

21Sprout and Sprout, op. cit., p. 113.

22M. Brecher et al. address themselves to this problem and
the arguments given here are their own, op. cit., p. 89.
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in researching elite images is basically that of analyzing the content of
available speeches, writings and interviews of the decision-making elite.
The authors of the foreign policy model being applied here contend that
while unarticulated images may exist, they are distinctly éeconda.ry to
articulated images in delineating the psychological environment. The
rationale for this is two-fold. Firstly, the repeated public expressions
of elite perceptions, even when consciously distorted, create public com-
mitments. and expectations which the decision-makers will probably feel
compelled to fulfill; the alternative is a credibility gap with likely con-
sequences for their security of tenure. Secondly, if decisions are made
on the basis of concealed images this too may have the same impact on
the attentive public—incredulity and pressure for policy changes consist-
ent with articulated images or even the demand for changes in elite
personnel.

Despite the problems involved in researching elite images, the
authors of the framework feel that it is a worthwhile approach to foreign
policy analysis and it will be applied in this étudy. Although it was
impossible to gain personal interviews with the two Pakistani leaders,
or even to have the benefit of observing them in action directly, there
were other compensatory advantages in dealing with this particular country.

It is well known that it is often difficult to obtain reliable inform-
ation about the foreign policies of the new states. This also applies to
Pakistan in all areas except one: there has been abundant publication of

the speeches and writings of the Pakistani leaders. Some of the sources
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which provide verbatim records of the speeches and writings of the

two leaders are transcripts of radio broadcasts; biographies; documents
of the Pakistani Government and the United Nations; and news confer-
ences and statements reported by the domestic and foreign press. More-
over, the former President of Pakistan has written a political autobiography
and both leaders have written articles and books on Pakistan's foreign
policy.

The fourth task is to evaluate the congruence of elite perceptions
with reality in order to understand the outcomes of policies. This also
presents formidable problems. In a footnote, the authors of the frame-
work discuss the difficulties involved in defining "reality,” which is a
term applied to the analyst's observations of the operational environ-

ment. 23

It may be questioned whether the social scientist is capable

of more accurate perceptions of the environment than is the participant
decision-maker. The authors admit that this will vary in degree with

the analyst and the decision-maker. Although the national leader has
superior access to sources of information, the social scientist is normally
less involved and therefor’e likely to be more objective. The'n too, an
analyst can turn to other scholars to gain a consensual concept of reality.
If he is studying the outcomes of a specific decision historically rather
than predictively, then his task is to describe the opportunities and

limitations implicit in the operational environment, and he will have the

added benefit of hindsight. The precise measurement of the gap between

23mid., p. 81.
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the psychological and operational environments is very difficult but we
cannot refrain from asking important questions simply because the ans-
wers will not be precise. Instead, we can offer qualitative statements
(i.e., greater-than/lesser-than statements) about congruence which will
allow us to go beyond studying policy formation to an analysis .of the
outcomes and success of policies.

By studying a four-year period of Pakistani foreign policy, we
can observe the continuous flow effect or feedback from the operational
environment to elite images and then to decisions. By focusing on a
subsidiary cluster of tactical decisions which are used to implement
the major strategic decision, we will be able to view policy-making as
the continuous and dynamic process that it is. We can also assess
changes in the relationships between the variables during this four-
year period.

The proposed outline for exploring decision-makers' perceptions
and their resultant choice among alignment options is the following.
Chapter II is comprised of two main sections. The first section traces
briefly the developments of Pakistan's foreign policy toward the United
States and the People's Republic of China from the time of Pakistani
independence to 1962. It is important to understand the history of
Pakistan's relations with these two countries before we can focus on
the 1362-65 period. The second section of Chapter II contains a discus-
sion of the Pakistani leaders' general foreign policy orientations under
the three main i1eadings of brief biography, personality and belief -

system.
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The psychological environments of the two decision-makers will
be delineated in Chapters III and IV. Each chapter is organized around
the four major variables and one policy-maker will be studied in each
chapter. Th_e data.in these chapters will enable us to test the first
two hypotheses.

Chapter V contains an assessment of the degree of congruence
which exists between the psychological and operational environments,
using the same four variables. A comparison of the perceptions of the
two decision-makers will be undertaken in this chapter and an attempt
will be made to determine which of the two leaders more accurately
perceived reality. In this way, we will be able to study not only the
goals of the two leaders but also their coinciding and conflicting images
which, among other factors, determined whether or not their goals were
achieved. Therefore, this chapter relates to the testing of the third
hypothesis. |

The concluding chapter has three main purposes. The first is
to summarize the theoretical and empirical conclusions of the' paper.
This will be accomplished by ranking the four variables and some ex-
planations will be given for the relative prominence of some variables
to the decision-makers® images and the relative weakness of others.
From there we can proceed to the second purpose of the conclusion
which is to confirm or negate the hypotheses which have been formulated
in this Introduction. Finally, we will offer some theoretical guidelines

for future research.
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There is a complex web of factors which must be considered
in attempting to understand the entire foreign policy of a particular
nation-state. I am attempting to investigate only specific aspects of
the foreign policy process. The major questions which are posed in
this study are: Why do decision-makers in new nations decide to change
their country's alignment policies and, by doing so, are they successful
in achieving their objectives? To answer these questions, part of a
model of foreign policy is being used. In proceeding from the theoretical
discussion presented in this Introduction to the empirical data of the
decisions themselves, it is important to keep clearly in mind that elite -

images will be regarded as the decisive inputs of a foreign policy system.



CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL SETTING AND THE FOREIGN POLICY ELITE

On August 15, 1947, the new self-ruling nation of Pakistan
came into existence. The "raison d'éire" of Pakistan was to provide
Muslims with a homeland in which they could mold their lives in ac-
cordance with Islamic principles. 1 This was the basis for the "two-
nation theory" and the founding of Pakistan. The "two-nation theory"
has been described as the essence of Pakistan by Keith Callard.

The demand for the partition of India was based on the

desire of the Muslim 'nation® to have a state of its own.

It asserted that there were two nations in India, the

Muslim and the Hindu, and that between nations, there

could be no question of majority and minority. Nations

are sovereign and equal irrespective of size.

This two-nation principle, therefore, has significance only as far as
relations with India are concerned, but India occupies a crucial position
in Pakistan's foreign policy considerautions.3

Relations with India have been discordant from the moment of

independence in part because the partition of the sub-continent zlong reli-

1'I‘he word "Islam" means "submission" to the will of Allah and
the person who so submits is a "Muslim" or a "Moslem." Muslims
honor Muhammad as an apostle of Allah and as the last and greatest of
the prophets.

2Keith Callard, Pakistan's Foreign Policy: An Interpretation,
2nd ed., Institute of Pacific Relations, New York, 1859, pp. 5-6.

3Pakistan is a couniry in two parts: the east wing and the
west wing. The two wings are separated by over 1,000 miles of
Indian territory.
23
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gious lines was accompanied by dissension and bitterness. Boundury
disputes, arguments over the disposition of property left behind by
refugees and the division of assets and liabilities were impossible to
resolve to the satisfaction of all. The violence that accompanied this
turbulent period left a residue of acrimony between Pakistan and Indiz
that has never been overcome.

The dispute over Kashmir has been the most virulent source of
hostility between the two countries. To Pakistan the issue is quite
simple. The state of Jammu and Kashmir is inhabited by a population
that is predominantly Muslim. For Pakislanis, the broad principls of
partition was that Muslim majority areas should go to Pakistan, thc
remainder to be included in India. I this principle had been put into
practice, the Kashmir dispute might well have been solved on the same
lines as the partition of India itself. The issue was, however, not
resolved in accordance with the "two-nation theory." The result has
been that the greater part of the state has become part of India. The
Pakistanis find it intolerable that a Muslim majority area should be
prevented from joining the other Muslim majority areas of the sub-
continent, To suggest that the Muslims of Kashmir should remain in
a secular India is to challenge the whole validity of the two-nation prin-
ciple on which Pakistan is based. On the other hand, India has never
accepted the "two-nation theory," and Pskistanis are convinced that
India cannot voluntarily relinquish control over Kashmir without accept-

ing the validity of this theory. Thus the case of Kashmir cuts at the
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root of the two-nation principle and the issue itself is enmeshed in the
historic problems of Hindu-Muslim enmity.

In short, relations with India have been the main preoccupation
of Pakistan's foreign policy. This fact should be kept clearly in mind

as we trace the developments of Pakistan's relations with the United

States and the People’s Republic of China in the 1947-62 period.

Pakistan and the United States 1947-62

In the early years after independence, the Prime Minister of
Pakistan, Liaquat Ali Khan, advocated a policy of neutrality and non-
alignment in foreign affairs. By 1951, however, Pakistani fears of
Indian "intimidation" had grown stronger and General Ayub Khan, the
Commander-in-Chief of the Pakistan Army, began thinking in terms of
a military alliance with the United States. On the strength of religioﬁs
ties, Pakistan had counted a great deal on the support of Muslim countries
in the dispute with India but soon began to realize that she had over-
estimated the power of religious g.ppeals to Muslim countries. Thus,
by 1953, Pakistan was thoroughly disillusioned in her attempts to get the
diplomatic backing of the Muslim world in her feud with India. As Callard
noted, "In the first appraisal of her position among the community of self-
governing nations, Pakistan could find no single couni:ry which could be

counted as an unfailing friend and ally willing to lend aid and comfort

4Limitations of space preclude giving a full account of the history
of the Kashmir issue and certain side issues. For a detailed study of
how the dispute developed, see: Michael Brecher, The Struggle for Kashmir,
Oxford University Press, New York, 1953.




26

in time of need. n

Pakistan's feeling of isolation coincided with the assumption of
power by the Republicans in the United States. The new U.S. Secretary
of State, John Fost;r Dulles, embarked upon an active policy in South
and Southeast Asia of containing Communism by trying to win over the
newly-indepéndent states of Asia. The objective of the United States—
to contain Communism—and the Pakistani fear of Indian aggression
gradually moved the two countries to a point where their interests seem-
ingly com'rerged. American policy insured Pakistan's security by assisting
it in the development of a ‘modern military force in exchange for political,
diplomatic and military support. Pakistani leaders also thought that the
Western Powers might put pressure on India to hold a plebiscite in
Kashmir if Pakistan allied itself with the West.

A Mutual Defence Assistance Agreement was signed with the
United States iﬁ 1954, and this was followed, in 1955, by membership
in the South East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO). In 1955, Pakistan
also became a member of the Baghdad Pact which later became known
as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO). Although the United States
was not formally 2 member of CENTO, it participated in its military
planning and extended economic aid to CENTO members. Finally,
Pakistan signed a bilateral agreement with the United States in March,

1959, which contained special guarantees regarding the defence and

5Keith Callard, Pakistan: A Political Study, George Alien &
Unwin Ltd., London, 1957, p. 303.
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security of Pakistan.6 It should be recalled that Pakistan adopted this
course of action at a time when other newly-independent countri;es (such
as India) adopted a neutral or non-aligned policy on the issues created
by the Cold War. It is against the background of these treaties that
an assessment has to be made of the course of United States - Pakistan
relations and the points of tension which have graduallyA emerged.

Ever since the signing of SEATO and the Baghdad Pact, Pakistan's
political leaders have justified those military alliances in terms of their
contributions to Pakisté.n’s defence.l7 Al political analysts are agreed
that Pakistan entered into a military alliance with the United States

8

primarily with the view to strengthening herself against India.” Khurshid

Hasan says the Pakistani leadership expected the military aid agreements

6Under the American-Pakistani accord of March 5, 1959, the
United States recognized that Pakistan's independence and integrity were
vital to its own interests, and "in case of aggression against Pakistan,
the Government of the United States of America, in accordance with the
Constitution of the United States of America, will take such appropriate
action, including the use of armed force, as may be mutually agreed
upon." Cited in a work by Fred Greene, U.S. Policy and the Security
of Asia, A Volume in the series, The United States and China in World
Affairs, McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York, 1968, p. 128, Articlel
of Agreement of Cooperation between the Government of the United States
of America and the Government of Pakistan, T.I.A.S. 4190. .

7Khalid Bin Sayeed, The Political System of Pakistan, Houghton

Mifflin Company, Boston, 1967, p. 269.

8Pr'ofessor Sayeed notes that it can be argued that since Pakistan
with its divided territory was both a Middle Eastern as well as a South-
east Asian country, it had joined CENTO to protect its West wing and
SEATO to insure the safety of East Pakistan. In posing the question as
to whether or not Pakistan joined SEATO in order to insure its security
against China he says: "There is clear evidence to suggest that from the
very beginning Pakistan was not thinking of a threat from China but
primarily of its defensive positions against India." "Southeast Asia in
Pakistan's Foreign Policy," Pacific Affairs, XXXV, Fall 1962, p. 232.
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to lessen the power inequality between Pakistan and India, reduce the
burden of heavy defence expenditure necessitated by a strong and "hostile"
India, increase diplomatic support in the solution of her disputes with
India and obtain increased quantities of economic aid for development
purposes.9 However, the United States did not give outright support to
Pakistan against India. The aid given to Pakistan had strained Indo-
American relations and the United States did not want to exacerbate
them further by taking sides in the Indo-Pakistan disputes. Thus both
Pakistan and the United States viewed quite differently the objectives
and purposes of their alliance. Notwithstanding this, Pakistan between
1954 and 1960 followed a policy of close alignment with thg United States.
The advantages which Pakistan gained from the alliance with the
Unitéd States w.ere considerable, especially in the military sphere. How-
ever, there were also many disadvantages which Pakistan endured as a
result of close ties with the West., The Baghdad Pact had divided the
Arab world and through its merﬁbership in that Pact Pakistan was held
responsible, by many of the Arab countries, for contributing to that
division. Pakistan's success in forging closer ties with Musiim countries
was largely confined to Iran and Turkey, also members of CENTO. Then
too, Pakistan was the object of Soviet protests over its alliance with the
United States. This reached an embarrassing climax with the discovery

that the United States U-2 espionage aircraft, which landed in the Soviet

Khurshid Hasan, "U.S.-Pakistan Relations,” Foreign Policy of
Pakistan: An Analysis, ed. by Khurshid Hasan, The Allies Book Corpora-
tion, Karachi, 1964, p. 54.
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Union in 1960, had taken off from an air base near Peshawar in Paki-
stan. But most important of all in November, 1953, when the United
States informed India of its intention to offer Pakistan substantial military
assistance, India w;thdrew an offer she had made to Karachi the previous
August to consider a plebiscite for Kashmir and then adopted "a po‘sition
of complete rigidity on the issue. n10 U.S. military aid to Pakistan also
brought about another change which was detrimental to the interests of
Pakistan. The Sov_iet Union, which had been neutral on the Kashmir
issue, suioported India from 1955 onwards; this made it more difficult

to satisfy Pakistan's desire to have the conflict settled to her benefit
through the United Nations.

Throughout this period Pakistan accepted the notion that Com-
munism was a threat to the peace of the world. As a member of SEATO
and CENTO, Pakistan expressed her determination to stand by the United
States in the fight against Communism, It is interesting to note Ayub
Khan's views on Communism when he stiil adhered to a policy of close
alignment with the United States.

. . . people talk about coexistence with Russia today. I

maintain that coexistence isn't possible; ... I Communism

were to prevail in our part of the world we should have

the status of a satellite. The Russians have different

treatment for different countries. If the bulk of the country

is large like China, it is treated as equal. Maybe if India

is to become Communist, she would be treated as ic}ual
because of bulk; but we would just be ground away.

1OF. Greene, op. cit., p. 127.

UqQuoted by B.L. Sharma, The Pakistan-China Axis, Asia
Publishing House, New York, 1968, p. 61.




3C

Although Ayub Khan proclaimed Martial Law in 1958, this did
not signify any change in Pakistan's policy of alignment, as evidenced
by the 1959 bilateral agreement which was more comprehensive in scope
than that of 1954. There were changes occurring in the United States,
however. |

With the death of Dulles in May, 1959, the Republican Adminis-
tration was more inclined to tolerate non-alignment as an acceptable line
of policy. This became the professed basis of American policy in Asia
and Afriéa after the Democrats came to power in 1961 and many of the
leading Democrats were thbught to have a pro-India bias. 12 Cultivation
of Indian friendship ranked high among the objectives of the new Kennedy
Administration since the United States felt it was vital to build a strong
India to counterbalance the increasing influence of Communist China. This
became apparent in May, 1961, when Lyndon B. Johnson, then Vice-
President of the United States, made a tour of several Asian countries
in which "he carried with him specific authorization by President Kennedy
to make military, para-military and economic commitments within a pre-

13

arranged limit." He revealed that "he had appealed to Prime Minister

Jawaharlal Nehru of India to extend his activities in Southeast Asia with

a view to strengthening the area and that he had a favorable response."14

12, Sayeed gives evidence to support this contention, The
Political System of Pakistan, op. cit., pp. 271-2. For Chester Bowles’
and Kennedy's statements on this point see, Selig S. Harrison, India and
the United States, Macmillan, New York, 1961, pp. 28 and 64.

13New York Herald Tribune, May 25, i961. Cited in Latif Ahmed
Sherwani, India, China and Pakistan, Council for Pakistan Studies, Karachi,
1967, p. 64.

141pid., p. 65.
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This shift of emphasis in American foreign policy was not lost
on Pakistan and reinforced her growing disenchantment with the United
States. To Pakistan, a strong India was a much greater menace to her
security than international Communism.

There were other problems that also troubled the Pakistanis
during the Kennedy Administration. One was the suspicion that American
liberals, ~inte11ectuals, and New Frontiersmen did not view with sympathy
the historical depth and intensity of Pakistan's Muslim nationalism. 15
Another area of concern was the decreasing dependence of the United
States on military bases in foreign countries. Changes in military tech-
nology, particularly the development of ICBM's and .nuclear submarines
fitted with Polaris missiles, had considerably reduced the military -value
of bases supplied by Asian allies. Restiveness about the tie grew as
the U.S. steadfastly refused to use SEATO as an instrument for pressure
against India. These trends in American foreign policy strained the rela-
tions between Pakistan and the United States. By 1961, Pakistan began
to see more clearly the iack of harmony in the interests of the two
countries. Ayub Khan's visit to the United States in 1961 d1d not funda-
mentally ease the heightening tension in their relations. The Democratic
Administration's pro-India stance clashed with the a;lti-India feeling in

Pakistan. Despite good will on both sides, the conflict of interests was

not resolved.

15Khalid Bin Sayeed, "Pakistan's Foreign Policy: An Analysis

of Pakistan's Fears and Interests,” Asian Survey, IV, March 1964,
p. 153.
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Pakistan and the People’s Republic of China 1947-62

Pakistan recognized the People's Republic of China on January 5,
1950. Immediately afterwards, Pakistan abstained from voting on the
United Nations General Assembly Resolution (sponsored by the United
States) condemning China as the aggressor in the Korean War. Pakistan
also abstained on the United Nations Resolution imposing an embargo on
strategic goods and materials destined for China and North Korea. 16

Britain devalued the Pound Sterling in 1952 and India promptly
devalued its rupee. The Government of Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan
decided not to devalue the Pakistan rupee. As a result; India refused
to accept the new rate of exchange of the Pakistan rupee and halted
Indo-Pakistan tljade. This posed a serious threat to Pakistan's economy,
and its rail system, which was then dependent on coal from India, was
in ger of paralysis. China came to Pakistan's aid by signing a barter
agreement under which China was to supply coal in exchange for Pakistan's
raw jute and cotton. China soon became one of Pakistan's major custom-
ers and Pakistan enjoyed a very favorable balance of trade with China.
However, élthough Pakistan did establish economic links with China in
the early 1950's, their relations in other spheres were not developed.
Since the Communist party was outlawed in Pakistan, people-to-people

contact between the two countries was restricted.

In 1954 when Pakistan allied herself with the West in SEATO

and the Baghdad Pact, Peking's reaction was naturally critical but not

16Area Handbook for Pakistan, Foreign Areas Studies, Govern-
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1965, pp. 341-2.
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as violent as the outbursts from Moscow. In fact, it was New Delhi
that decried the alliance most vehemently. Several authors have specu-
lated that it was perhaps Major General Raza, envoy to Peking and
close friend of Prime Minister Chou En-lai, who convinced the Chinese
that Pakistan had joined the Western alliance for defence against India
and not with aggressive designs against China. 1 Sino-Pakistan trade
actually grew in volume and their relations showed no signs of deterior-
ation, although these relations could not be characterized as intimate or
close.

At the Bandung Conference in 1955, the new Prime Minister of
Pakistan, Mohammad Ali of Bogra, and Chou En-lai met for the first
time. The Chipese leader was further assured that Pakistan's member-
ship in SEATO did not imply that Pakistan opposed China nor did Pakistan
fear any aggression from China. Addressing the Political Committee of
the Bandung Conference in the presence of Mr. Mohammad Ali, the

Chinese Premier said:

The Prime Minister of Pakistan further assured that if

the United States should take aggressive action under the
military treaty or if the United States launched a global

war, Pakistan would not be involved in it. He said Paki-
stan would not be involved in it just as it was not involved

in the Korean War. I am grateful to him for this explana-
tion because through these explanations we achieve mutual
understanding. This created agreement and harmony amongst
us in understanding each other in regard to collective peace
and cooperation.

1TFor example see Qutubuddin Aziz, "Relations between Pakistan
and the People's Republic of China," Foreign Policy of Pakistan: An Analysis,
ed. by Khurshid Hasan, The Allies Book Corporation, Karachi, 1964, p. 77.
Also Anwar Syed, "The Politics of Sino-Pakistan Agreements," Orbis, XI,
Winter, 1968, p. 803.

183, Aziz, op. cit., p. 9.
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Because of Chou En-lai's conciliatory attitude at Bandung, the Pakistan
Prime Minister was left with the impression that China's attitude towards

Pakistan was both reasonable and moderate. X2

This meeting was an
important landmark in the development of Sino-Pakistan relations. In
1956, visits were exchanged between the Chinese Prime Minister and
the new Pakistani Prime Minister, Mr. H.S. Subrawardy. The forma-
tion of the China-Pakistan Friendship Association was announced in Peking
in the same year.

Ayub Khan became the leader of the Pakistani nation in 1958
and no attempt was made on either side to improve Sino-Pakistan rela- .
tions during his first years in power. In fact, Ayub seemed to retain
his predilection for siding with the West as indicated in the following
statement, '

. . . Pakistan has openly and unequivocally cast its lot

with the West. ... We do not believe in hunting with

the hound and .running with the hare._ We wish té)ofollow

and are following a clear and unambiguous path.

During 1959-60, serious differences arose between India and China
over Tibet and the Chinese occupation of territory around Aksi Chin in
Ladakh. It is interesting to note Ayub Khan's evaluation at this partic-

ular time for, as we shall see, it conflicts with statements that he

made later on.

19 .
Ibid., p. 80.

20Moha.mmed Ayub Khan, "Pakistan Perspective," Foreign

Affairs, XXXVII, July 1960, p. 555.



35

As a student of war and strategy, I can see quite

clearly the inexorable push of the North in the direc-

tion of the warm waters of the Indian Ocean. This

push is bound to increase if India and Pakistan go

on squabbling with each other. If, on the other hand,

we resolve our problems and disengage our forces

from facing inwards as they do today, and face them

outwards, I feel we shall have a chance of preventing

a recurrence of the history of the past, which was

that whenever this subcontinent was div‘ﬂed someone

or other invited an outsider to step in.
The new Pakistani leader tried to establish friendly relations with India
and had even put forward a plan for joint‘defence in 1959. Although
Ayub Khan found Nehru unreceptive to his offer for joint defence, Peking
asked against whom this co-operation would be directed. This offer,
as well as Pakistan's support of a resolution in the United Nations
General Assembly condemning the Communist Chinese Government for
suppressing the Tibetans, were not viewed with favor by Peking. Thus,
because of Ayub’s preferences and Peking's suspicions, prospects for
friendly relatidns between Pakistan and China did not look bright in the
early stages of the Ayub Administration.

In October, 1959, when relations between Pakistan and China
were rather strained, the Government of Pakistan came into possession

of a Chinese map which showed a large portion of Pakistan's extreme

northern region as Chinese ’cerritory.22 Requests for clarifications

21miq., p. 556.

22pakistan's border with the  People’s Republic of China extended
along a line starting from the tri-junction of Pakistan, Afghanistan and
China to the Karakoram Pass in the East—a distance of two hundred
miles. For a more detailed description of the geography of this area
see: XK. Sayeed, The Political System of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 275.
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brought the familiar reply that the map was drawn up by the pre-
Communist regime. Although China had used peaceful means in demar-
cating her frontiers with Burma and Nepal, Pakistan was still uncertain
about the Chinese attitude. Consequently, Pakistan strengthened her
forces stationed in Hunza and Baltistan as a precaution against Chinese
"incursions® into these‘a:cea.s.23 However, Pakistan's undefined border
with China remained a source of concern to the Government of Pakistan.
Within a few weeks after receiving the Chinese maps, Ayub Khan
announced his infention of approaching China for a peaceful settlement
of the Chinese-Pzkistan border. China did not respond immediately to
Pakistan's initiative. Throughout 1960, which was the year of the U-2
incident and heightened global tensions, Sino-Pakistan relations remained
static. In May, 1961, after consulting with the President of Azad Kashmir,
Pakistan submitted detailed proposals to Peking for the demarcation of
the border. The Chinese Government informed Pakistan that it would
examine the proposals and submit a reply in the near future. In the
interim, Pakistan took steps to demonstrate a desire for friendship with
China, such as its vote in December, 1961, in favor of seati;lg the
People’s Republic of China in the United Nations. In the middle of
March, 1962, more than two years after Pakistan had first proposed
negotiations, China decided to discuss the border question. On May 3,
1962, the Governments of Pakistan and China simultaneously announced

that they had agreed to demarcate the Sino-Pakistan border.

23This sequence of events is described by Nasim Ahmad, "China’s
Himalayan Frontiers: Pakistan's Attitude," International Affairs, XXXVII,
October 1962, p. 478. h
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Events Involved in the Sequence of Decisions

The foregoing description of Pakistan's relations with the United
States and the People's Republic of China has carried us to the period
being studied in this paper. As meﬁtioned in the Introduction, there
were three main events which the Pakistami decision-makers perceived
as stimuli and therefore, I would like to describe these three events
from an operational perspective.

One of these events, the border negotiations between Pakistan
and China, was superimposed upon another, the Sino-Indian border war.
In fact, actual negotiations for the demarcation of the Sino-Peakistan
border began on October 13, 1962, a week before Chinese and Indian
troops clashed on the Sino-Indian frontier.

The Siﬁo-Indian border conflict had grave consequences for
Pakistan's foreign policy in that it created a harmony of interests be-
tween the United States, Great Britain and India. Chinese troops pene-
trated the North East Frontier Province in November, 1962. The
following month at the Nassau Conference, President Kennedy and Prime
Minister Macmillan agreed that the United States and the Cozﬁmonwealth
should each provide India with military equipment worth $60 million. 24
Later, in June, 1964, the United States announced that between 500-525

million dollars worth of military aid would be extended to India over the

next five years. 25

24Keesingjs Contemporary Archives, XV, Keesing's Publications
Limited, Bristol, 1963-64, p. 19649.

2“:’K. Hasan, "U.S.-Pakistan Relations," Foreign Policy of
Pakistan, op. cit., p. 98.
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The American decision to give military aid to India fundamentally
altered the American-Pakistan alliance. India was now perceived by
Pakistan as an even greater threat than before. Pakistan felt that the
action of her allies ih supporting the neutralists instead of their pledged
friends had raised grave doubts about the wisdom of Pakistan's policy
and the reliability of those a.llies.26 Though the United States sponsored
Indian-Pakistan talks in 1963, it refused to make its new assistance to
New Delhi conditional on a Kashmir settlement. In short, the border
war had broken the old diplomatic order, and necessitated a re-assessment
of Pakistan's foreign policy.

The Sino-Pakistan border agreement was signed in Peking on

March 2, 1963.%7

While demarcating the boundary between China and
the area "the defence of which is under the control of Pakistan" the
agreement provides that it is subject to negotiation, after the settlement
of the Kashmir dispute, with the authority which gains sovereignty over
the area. 28 If the sovereign power is Pakistan, no further negotiation

will be necessary and the provisional agreement will become firm and

permanent,

2604, , p. 59.

2TThe text of the Boundé,ry Agreement can be found in Guy Wint,
ed., Asia, A Handbook, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 1966, pp. 765-6.

28The border consisted of parts of Kashmir under Pakistani con-
trol but India also claimed these areas as part of her own territory. In
deference to the United Nations' decisions and the international commit-
ments regarding the future of the former state of Jammu and Kashmir
undertaken both by Pakistan and India, Pakistan has never claimed
"sovereignty” over the boundary between Azad Kashmir and Sinkiang,

but continues to "defend” it.
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In the agreement both sides made concessions. The area in
dispute was about 3,400 square miles and the compromise left about
2,050 square miles of the disputed area on China's side, Pakistan,
however, gave up only claims on maps whereas the People's Republic
of China agreed to withdraw its frontier forces and administration from

about 750 square miles.29

The new territory brought Pakistan only
modest economic advantages—some grazing grounds and the Daraband-
Darwaza salt mines which would be useful to Pakistanis in adjacent
areas.30 Secure possession of the waters draining into the Indus River
system must also be counted as an advantage in view of Pakistani appre-
hensions about the future of streams flowing into ‘West Pakistan from the
Indian-occupied part of Kashmir. Most important, the agreement was
significant politically because it mitigated the potential for conflict be-
tween the two countries and placed China formally on record as main-
taining that Kashmir did not, as yet, belong to India. The settlement
by-negotiation of the Sino-Pakistan border issue was a new beginning of
improved relations between the two countries.

The third major event affecting Pakistan's alignment policies in
the 1962-65 period was the Indo-Pakistan border war. In April, 1965,
an armed conflict flared up between India and Pakistan méer the Rann

of Kutch. In August, the Indian Government claimed that Pakistan had

been sending "infiltrators" into Indian-held Kashmir and in the same

29K, Sayeed, The Political System of Pakistan, op. eit., p. 276.

30p nwar Syed, "The Politics of Sino-Pzkistan Agreements,"
Orbis, XI, Winter, 1968, p. 804.
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month India retaliated by moving troops across the previous cease-fire
line. DPakistan maintained that there had been an internal rebellion
against the Indian regime in Kashmir and responded to India's "aggres-
sion" by crossing the line herself in the south. Extensive and bitter
fighting ensued, with Pakistan appearing to have somewhat the upper
hand. Then Indian forces crossed the international border between India
and Pakistan near Lahore and the two countries were plunged into a very
real, if undeclared, war. The armed hostilities were brought to an end
by the Tashkent Agreement of January 10, 1966, At Tashkent, Pakistan
and India agreed to withdraw their troops to their former positions.
They also agreed to restore diplomatic relations and to consider meas-
ures for the restoration of economic and trade relations.31
The h&o—Pakistan border war was an important event in terms
of Pakistan's decision to alter her alliance policy. The war cannot be
viewed as a local one involving only Pakistan and India; the situation
became explosive from the international point of view. The two super-
powers as well as Communist China played major roles in the dispute
even though they did not participate directly in the fighting. -The United
States and the Soviet Union exhibited a rare coincidence of interests in
their desire to terminate the hostilities. China, on the other hand,
threatened to escalate the conflict by initiating military activity against

India on the Sikkim border. Unlike the two superpowers, who did not

31For a more extensive account of the Indo-Pakistan border war
see: K. Sayeed, The Political System of Pakistan, op. cit., pp. 279-83.
Also, Arif Hussain, Pakistan: Its Ideology and Foreign Policy, Frank
Cass & Co. Lid., London, 1966, pp. 170-72.
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officially take sides during the hostilities, China came out very strongly
in favor of Pakistan. The various maneuverings between the five nations
will be discussed in subsequent chapters but it should be clear, even at
this point, that the Indo-Pakistan war would have important implications
for Pakistan's relations with the three major powers.

Now that we have discussed the major events in the period under
examination, our next task is to identify the principal decision-makers

and to trace their backgrounds.

The Foreign Policy Elite

Before examining elite images in a specific set of decisions, it
is important to have some understanding of the personal characteristics
of the key decision-makers as well as their general orientations to foreign
policy. Therefore, the concluding section of this chapter will serve to
introduce the two Pakistani leaders to the reader. Their general foreign
policy orientations will be discussed under the three main headings of -

brief biography, personality, and belief system.

a. Mohammad Ayub Khan

Field Marshall Mohammad Ayub Khan was the President of
Pakistan longer than any other man in the country's history. Born in
the village of Rehana in Pathan Province on May 14, 1907, Ayub came
from a conservative Muslim middle-class family background. He grew
up with a purely Muslim social influence and attended the Muslim
university, Aligarh, a college in which religious education was combined

with the study of modern arts and sciences. By his own admission, he
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was neither a very bright student nor did he find his studies particularly
absorbing.

He attended Sandhurst Military School in the late 1920's. He
reported that he was aware of being regarded as an inferior human
being as a result of belonging to a subject race.32 Training in tech-
nology and contact with foreign specialists also sensitized him to the
relative backwardness of his own country. He claimed he never developed
a deep understanding éf England and that Sandhurst was not conducive to
mixing with the British. 33 However, the military atmosphere was to
have an important influence on the way in which he v_iewed problems
in later life.

After Sandhurst Ayub joined a British regiment, the Royal
Fusiliers, who were stationed in Ambala in the eastern Punjab. In his
various army capacities (Generai Officer Commanding in East Pakistan,
"Adjutant-General and finally Commander-in-Chief), Ayub was called upon
to solve the problems of the formation and training of the army in Paki-
stan. The Pakistan Army at the time of partition was created from the
Muslim elements which had left the Brifish Indian Army. Té regroup
and reorganize these bodies into a homogeneous force was an enormous
task in itself. Ayub believed that after independence Pakistan's very
survival depended upon the establishment of a well-trained, well-equipped and

well-led army and he was determined to create this type of military

32Fie1d Marshall Mohammad Ayub Khan, Friends Not Mzasters:
A Political Autobiography, Oxford University Press, London, 1967, p. 10.

33mbid.
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establishment for his country.

In August, 1952, apparently independent of government initiative,

Ayub instructed the new military attaché to Washington to explore the
possibilities of a military alliance with the United States. In October,
1953, General Ayub Khan visited the United States, once more without
significant evidence of his government's support. In fact, the Govern-
ment of Pakistan "had not corresponded with the State Department at all
about it,"34 Ayub's biographer, Colonel Ahmed,asserts that it was |
General Ayub's visit to the Pentagon in 1953 that was responsible for
the United States policy of extending aid to Pakistan in the fields of
industry, commerce, economics and defence. He feels that it was the
recognition of Ayub's integrity that led American decision-makers to
ignore political considerations in giving 2id to Pakistan. Apart from
negotiating with American authorities, General Ayub invited influential
people from the United States to visit Pakistan and inspect army instal-

lations to see things for themselves.

These visitors gave glowing accounts of the efficiency of
the Pakistan Army when they returned to Washington.
Their reports regarding our civil government and politi-
cians were necessarily not very complimentary, but it
seems that the advantages of having the Pakistan Army
on their side outweighed American apprehggsions about
the shortcomings of our political leaders.

Major -General Fazal Mugeem Khan corroborates this estimation of

Ayub's success in building up the Pakistan Army.36 He stresses the

34colonel Mohammad Ahmed, My Chief, Longmans, Green and
Company, Lahore, 1960, p. 75.

3mid. ,. p. 76.

36MajorrGenerai Fazal Mugeem Khan, The Story of the Pakistan
Army, Oxford University Press, Pakistan Branch, Karachi, 1963, pp. 165-80...
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fact that General Ayub had acquired great stature in national life, not
only by the manner in which he had built up and led the army, but also
as a result of his personality and appeal to the masses.
317

By 1958, the whole country was gripped by an economic crisis.
Despite the confusion there was talk of holding géneral elections under
the 1956 Constitution. These elections were promised for November,
1957, but were then postponed to 1958, As the general elections ap-
proached, the question of maintaining law and order would, in Ayub's
view, involve the army whether it liked it or not.

The sense of demoralization had seeped down to the

masses and they started saying openly, ‘*Let somebody

save this country!" The implication was obvious: it

was the army alone that could step into the breach.

That was the only disciplined organization that could

give the country the necessary covering fire, in order

to enable it to steady itself and extricate itself from

the evils which had surrounded it ... as conditicns

were, the army alone fguld act as a corrective force

and restore normalcy.
Thus Ayub stressed that it was not he who sought political power but

the circumstances and the popular will which thrust the reigns of leader-

ship into his hands. He went on to emphasize that he had turned down

previous offers of leadership because he felt the army should remain

37A]rub explained the reasons for the economic crisis in the

following words: "Reckless spending seemed to be the order of the day.
We were incurring foreign exchange liabilities to the extent of Rs. 30 to
40 million every month in excess of our earnings. The foreign exchange
reserves were down to Rs. 420 million, of which about 140 million were
not negotiable. In another ten months or so the currency would have
lost all value and we might have had a complete breakdown of the mone-
tary and banking system in the country." Friends Not Masters, op. cit.,
p. 56.

38mid., p. 58.
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aloof from politics. However, by 1958, the turmoil of Pakistani politics
seemed to warrant drastic action.

The October Revolution was handled by Ayub as a military opera-
tion and there was very little opposition or bloodshed. Ian Stephens
remarked that "Pakistan's military revolution of October, 1958, seems
likely to go down to history as the most efficient and benign thing of its
sort that the twentieth century has seen.“:39 After gaining power, one
of Ayub's objectives was to modernize his country and he saw no reason
not to usé Martial Law to carry out fundaﬁéntd reforms.

The personality of Ayub Khan has been described by his bio-
grapher as "direct, spontaneous and frank, a Willingl listener and seldom
indulging in sarcasm. In his manner he is detached yet friendly, social
yet reserved. n40 Colonel Ahmed notes that Ayub viewed individual prob-
lems not only in a detached and impersonal fashion but related them to
national a;ffairé and national life. He recalls Ayub’s firm adherence to
the impartiality which he practised throughout his army career. He sees
Ayub Khan as an intense patriot who was dedicated to Pa_kistan.41 This
view is substantiated by Major-General Fazal Mugeem Khan who also
worked closely with Ayub in building up the Pakistan Army. He relates

that although there was much to occupy Ayub Khan's time when he was

Commander-in-Chief, "a great capacity for work and a keen desire to

39J’.an Stephens, Pakistan, Ernest Benn Ltd., London, 1963,
p. 246. '

40y, Ahmed, op. cit., p. 11

41hid. | passim.
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know more allowed him long periods which he could devote to the study
of his country's problems."‘q’2

Another aspect of Ayub's personality which comes through
strongly in all of his speeches and writings is his great respect for
discipline and order. This is undoubtedly a direct result of his military
training. One analyst observed that if one looks at the structure of
Basic Democracies in Pakistan which Ayub instituted after the termina-
tion of Martial Law, one is impressed by its néat hierarchical form.
"Each layer has clearly delegated authority and functions which is some-
what like the neatness of the Army administration. n43 Ayub himself
made this explicit when he visited the rural areas of West Pakistan to
explain the system of Basic Democracy: "It is my desire to see the
country as org@zed as her army."44

In terms of his belief system, Ayub laid great stress on the
importance of Islam to Pakistan. An attitude of near-desperation can
be seen in the following plea to his people.

Please do remember that no other country or nation is

in such dire need of depending on Islam as Pakistan. I,

God forbid, other countries of the world choose to stray

away from the path of Islam, then, whatever the conse-

quences in the other world, in this world at least they can
still afford to exist as nations and communities. The posi-

42Fa.zal Mugeem Khan, op. cit., p. 196.

431(halid B. Sayeed, "Basic Democracy and Political Develop-
ment, " unpublished lecture presented to the conference on Pakistan
Since 1958 at McGill University, Institute of Islamic Studies, June 17-19,
1964 (mimeographed), p. 1.

44'Davvn, Karachi, December 20, 1959.
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tion of Pakistan is entirely different. Our country was

founded in the name of Islam and it can subsist only on

this name. The?e i.s no other basis ‘fgr our national

cohesion and solidarity except Islam.
Ayub's attitude towards Islam was sincere but not dogmatic. He con-
tinually emphasized the value of Islam to Pakistan, not only as a founding
principle but also as a source of spiritual strength. On the importance
of this latter point, he asserted that the failure of the West in political
and spiritual fields could be attributed to the "loss of its grip on eternal
'»ralues."46 He also saw the discordant world situation as a product of
the current imbalance between scientific forces and spiritual values.4’7

Ayub stressed over and over again that Islam was a progressive

religion and should help Pakistan to advance. He felt that a society

| should possess an ideology not only to regulate its collective life but
also to give it a foothold in a world of perpetual cha.nge.48 He sorrow-
fully admitted that Muslim communities all over the world were among
the most backward and attx;ibuted this to a lack of mobility and incentive
on the part of the Muslim populations. He did not feel that this immobil-

ity was inherent in Islam itself but merely a misapplication of Islamic

principles. Ayub continually cited those sections of the Qur'an which

45Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, Speeches and Statements (1958-
1965) of Field Marshal Mohammad Ayub Khan, ed. by Rais Ahmad Jafri,
Mohammad Ali Academy, Lahore, May 1966, pp. 84-5.

4GSpeeches and Statements, I, Pakistan Publications, Karachi;
July 1960-June 1961, p. 39.

Tid. | p. 93.

Bria., p. 39.
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encouraged progress and development and warned of the serious conse-
quences of failing to ad';lpt Islam to present-day problems.

The President claimed that he did not see the world in absolutist
terms. He prided himself on being a pragmatist in pursuing the possible
in a moderate manner. Ayub insisted that he viewed compromise and
the give-and-take of politics as natural parts of statecraft.

Now, in life, decisions have fo be taken. The choice

often is between so many evils and the art of statesman-

ship lies in weighing different alternatives and eventually

deciding which is the f&St evil which can do you the

least amount of harm.

Again we can see the influence of Ayub’s military background where he
was trained to balance realistically a whole rangé of defence problems
with capabilities.

Ayub bélieved that his pragmatism also extended to the realm
of foreign policy. He contended that Pakistan could not afford the luxury
of neutralism which to him meant the freedom to "criticize and curse
everybody else." Foreign policy must be based on the needs of the
nation, taking into account vital interests and advancing those interests.
The plan which he developed, and which he asserted was both rational
and pragmatic, was that of setting up bilateral equations with each of
the major powers.50 In this way normal relations could be established
with each of them without antagonizing any one of them. He was aware

of the delicacy of such a policy since no bilateral equation could be

established in isolation. The various equations would influence one

49Speeches and Statements, VI, July 1963-June 1964, pp. 12-13.

50Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., pp. 118-9.
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another's levels and, in the end, each equation would be determined by
the limits of tolerance of third parties. For this policy to work, it
was necessary to determine clearly the limits of tolerance within which
bilateral equations might be constructed. To accomplish this, Ayub
intended to limit Pakistan's foreign policy aspirations as well as to con-
trol the style of Pakistan's diplomacy so that it would not antagonize |
any great power.

In summary, Ayub's military training was a very important in-
fluence in his life. He was an intense patriot who felt that he could best
serve his couniry through the army. He laid great stress on the impor-
tance of Islam to Pakistan but he continually emphasized its progressive
aspects. Apart from this strong belief in Islam as the basis for Pakistan's
survival, Ayub prided himself on being a pragmatist. In setting out his
theory of bilateral equations, he was well aware of the restrictions on a
leader of a new and underdeveloped country. Consequently, Ayub sought
to tailor both his foreign policy objectives and his means for achieving

these objectives in accordance with the limitations which he percei\}ed.

b. ZuHikar Ali Bhutto

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto brought a varied and international background
to Ayub's Foreign Ministry. Born in 1928, he came from one of the
oldest aristocratic families of Sind. He attended the University of
California (Berkeley) where he received an honors degree ir Political
Science. In 1952, he received his M.A. in Jurisprudence from Oxford

where he was a member of Christchurch College. While at Oxford he
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was given an award for debating and cited as having outstanding qualities
of leadership. The same year he was called to the Bar at Lincoln's Inn,
London, and also became a lecturer in international law at the University
of Southamptorn. In 1953, he returned to Pakistan and began to practise

law in Karachi.

Until his resignation on June 18, 1966, Mr. Bhutto was the only
Minister who had been a member of the Presidential Cabinet uninterrupt-
edly since its formation in 1958. He served the government as Minister
for Commerce from 1958 to 1960. The next two y-ears he was Minister
of several departments: Minority Affairs and National Reconstruction;
Information; Fuel, Power and Natural Resources; and Kashmir Affairs.
From 1963-66, he was Minister of Foreign Affairs and of Atomic Energy.
Even before attaining these positions Bhutto was interested in foreign
affairs; he was a member of numerous foreign delegations and was
leader of the Pakistani delegation to the United Nations in 1959, 1960,
and 1963.

Bhutto had a more complicated personality than did Ayub and
he tended to see things in more emotional terms. One can feel the
contrast between the more pragmatic orientation of Ayub and the more -
subjective basis of Bhutto*s thought from their respective speeches and
writings; the choice of language is markedly different. Despite his
emotionalism, Bhutto was the more intellectual of the two leaders. He
had a much broader view of history than did Ayub and a keener sense
of the historical-forces which have shaped the present-day world. There

is an almost scholarly ring to his admonition to "approach evenis more
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systematically and to put an end to the age-old habit of impetuous and
arbitrary ad hoc responses.“51

The preservation of the independence of the new nations was
paramount in Bhutto's personal value system. He was sensitive to the
fact that, after twenty years, there continued to exist a sharp difference
between what he termed "independence and sovereign equality." It was
this belief that led him to entitle his latest political work, The Myth of
Independence. Bhutto asserted that the struggle to attain sovereign
equality continues undiminished. "Foreign domination has been repiaced
by foreign intervention, and the power to make decisions radically affect-
ing the lives of our peoples has been curtailed by the canons of neo-
colonialism. "52_ Both this emotional involvement and Bhutto's talent
for oratory are demonstrated in his discussion of the proper goals for
Pakistan.

The force of freedom must triumph because it is

stronger than any other force for which man will

lay down his life. It is still possible for the smal-

ler nations, with adroit handling of their affairs, to

maintain their independence and retain flexibilit% of

action in their relationship with Global Powers.93

Independence and flexibility, then, were his guideposts in outlining Paki-

stan's foreign policy objectives.

51Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, Oxford
University Press, London, 1969, p. 79.

52Ibid. , b. 5.

Bmid., p. 13.
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Bhutto's ideology is a mixture of the extreme nationalism found
in so many of the leaders of the developing nations, and a distinctly
Marxist orientation. Lamenting the fact that Pakistan's independence
had to some extent been undermined by her dependence on economic
and military aid from abroad, he asked, "Should the smaller nations
therefore obediently follow the dictates of Global Powers and exchange
their independence for material gains and promises of economic prosper-
ity? The answer is an emphatic "No',"%

Bhutto, like Ayub, saw Islam as the basis of Pakistan society;
within his own ideological framework, he also saw it as a historical
force in the world which could effect great changes.

Islam was born to be a force for the establishment of

equality and justice. The opposition to imperialism and

coloniaiism of other forces is at best founded on an ap-

prehension and a doctrinaire conviction, but in Islam it

is part of the religion itself. Thus Islam is committed

morally and historically to the struggle against domination

and exploitation. 5
On the other hand, Bhutto felt that Islam, as a political force, had
suffered more at the hands of the Christian states than of others "and
is still in the process of recovering from the damage inflicted. u38
Bhutto, to a far greater extent than Ayub, retained the conviction of

a traditional hostility beiween the Muslim world and the Christian

empires.

%4mid., pp. 12-13.

5‘E’Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, The Quest for Peace: Selections from
Speeches and Writings 1963-65, Karachi, The Pakistan Institute of
International Affairs, 1966, p. 83.

56Z.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., pp. 132-3.
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Like President Ayub, Bhutto denigrated neutralism as a policy
for Pakistan; he felt that to become part of the neutralist camp would

5T Bhutto

automatically place Pakistan under the domination of India.
too espoused the theory of bilater@ equations but in a conceptually more
c‘omplicate.d way: "When the national interests of a state clash with the
interests of a Global Powef, it would be preferable to isolate the area
of conflict in the direct dealings with that Great Power. A workable
equilibrium should be sought independent of the point on which vital
interests differ. ..."® Bhutto was also more keenly aware of what
political scientists term "the international system"; perhaps this stem- |
med from his personal experience at the United Nations. He understood
that bilateral relations would be affected not only by other bilateral
relations but also by the international system as a whole. He saw the
necessity of examining relations with states, not on an ad hoc basis,

but within the broader context of world events and 'mternational conditions
that influence the relations of all nation-states, large and small. "Indeed,
the true implications of recent happenings can only be judged if every
major developinent is viewed in its proper place in the vast jig-saw

puzzle of international power politics.“59 Consistent with his tendency

5TBhutto's statements vis-i-vis India reflect a deep-seated
emotional antagonism. In line with Bhutto's personal characteristics,
one can detect a more virulent attitude towards India than is the case
with Ayub Khan and a greater emotional attachment to Communist
China is alsc manifested.

582.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 13.

id., p. 6.
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to view events in broad terms was his concern to use the contemporary
scene as a source of clues, "as to the kind of problems or hazards
that might have to be faced in a world which moves uncertainly between
co-existence and co-annihilation. n60 Given the role of Marxism as a
source of both explanatory concepts and normative guidelines in Bhutto's
thought, accurate prediction was not only possible because of historical
trends, but desirable for the successful pursuit of goals.

To summarize, Ayub Khan and Bhutto came from very different
backgrounds and belonged to different generations. Bhutto's approach to
foreign policy was both more emotional and more intellectual than that |
of Ayub. Bhutto was an extreme nationalist and combined this with a
Marxist interpretation of international politics; yet, his Marxist frame-
work was modified to accommodate Islam. Whereas Bhutto emphasized
Islam as both a regional and an international force, Ayub laid stress on
the importance of Islam to Pakistan itself. Both leaders, however, were
unambiguous about their faith in the superiority of Islam over both the
Communist system and the capitalist system. Despite the lip-service
Bhutto paid to limitations in foreign policy, he was less apt to accept
restraints than was Ayub., This was particularly true with regard to
India and the Western Powers. Ayub was prepared to compromise with
the "give-and-take" of politics but Bhutto felt that anything which would
undermine Pakistan's independence and sdvereignty was unacceptable as

a2 line of policy. In short, the personal experiences and ideologies of

80mid. , p. 4.
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the two leaders resulted in two different approaches to foreign policy.
The purpose of this chapter was to give a historical perspectiv:
to the decision ﬁﬁder examination, to explain the three main events
which served as cgtalysts to that decision, and to describe the two
major policy-makers. We can now turn to the substance of the paper—
the examination of the elite images of these two leaders. Through the
analysis of images, we can explore the reasons for change in Pakistan's

alignment pattern.



CHAPTER II

MOHAMMAD AYUB KHAN'S FOREIGN POLICY IMAGE

In this chapter four major variables will comprise the frame-
work used to research the images of the formef Pakistani President,
Mohammad Ayub Khan. First, Pakistan's dominant bilateral relations
with the United States and the Soviet Union will be explored. Second,
Pakistan's bilateral relations with the People’s Republic of China and
India wili be examined. Third, Pakistan's military capabilities relative
to those of the four poweré will be investigated. Finally, Pgkistan's
economic capabilities relative to these same four countries will be
studied. This ﬁramework will enable us to investigate the shifting

alignments of a new nation.

External: Dominant Bilateral

The first external variable to be explored is termed dominant
bilateral., This refers to the total pattern of interactions between any
state and the super-powers in the global system.1 Within this category,
the United States and the Soviet Union are treated separately. Pakistani
ties with the United States were an emanation of the various military
treaties signed with the super-power. Therefore, the political aspects
of these agreements are treated as dominant bilateral variables and the
military aspects are treated as military-capability variables. This dis-

tinction is somewhat difficult to sustain in practice because both aspects

1M. Brecher et al., op. cit., p. 83.
56
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are so inextricably intertwined but it is analytically useful.

a., United States

By the time Ayub Khan became fesponsible for the foreign policy
of Pakistan in 1958, the political identification with the West was com-
plete. He claimed that his interest in these pacts had been exclusively
in terms of the defence of the country.2 As he became responsible for
the economic and political development of Pakistan, however, he came
to realize the necessity of having good relations with the United States
and other western powers who were in a position to help Pakistan eco-
nomically. He felt that the "equation" between the United States and
Pakistan had been one of close friendship and alliance.?’

With the emergence of the People's Republic of China as a major
Asian power and more particularly, after the conflict between India and
China in 1962, Ayub felt that American policies had undergone a funda-
mental change. The most important element in this change, from Ayub's
point of view, was the United States build-up of india as a bulwark
against China.?

Earlier, Ayub had recognized the change of attitude in the United

States towards neutralism and he claimed that over the years, "it has

come to assume a mantle of respectability in American eyes.“5 He feit

2éyub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit., p. 176.

3Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., p. 129.

41bid.

Sfbid., p. 132.
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that Pakistan had increasingly been taken for granted and that India had
received a disproportionate amount of aid from the United States "without
accepting any of the obligations that devolve on an ally.“6 There were
definite feelings of resentment before 1963, but it was the Sino-Indian
border conflict and the "massive" American aid which followed that gave
Ayub Khan the greatest cause for alarm. |

Although the Sino-Indian border war was a major cause of
Pakistani-American tensions, the rapprochement between Communist
China and Pakistan was another source of stress between the two allies.
In an interview, President Ayub was asked if Pakistan were drawing
away from the West and moving closer to Red China. His answer was:

I do not think it would be correct to say that there is

any change basically in our foreign policy. The fact

that we want to settle our border dispute with China is

a thing that has been a part of our foreign policy and

is part of our general desire to have friendly relations

with our neighbors.
This statement is indicative of the reluctance with which Ayub Khan began
to alter Pakistan's alignment policies. Throughout the 1962-65 period
Ayub reflected the widespread disillusionment in Pakistan With the United
States. However, despite numerous public criticisms of the U.S., Ayub's
remarks were usually phrased in relatively moderate terms.

Thé Pakistani Presiden;c held 2 view of the future that was related
to the United States-Pakistan-Communist China triangle. He articulated

the view at various times that within the United States important groups

Opid., p. 133.

Tpakistan Affairs, XVI, January 16, 1963.
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were seeking a normalization of relations with China. He saw this as
a foundation for America's future policies vis-a-vis China. When asked
if Pakistan's improved relations with China, together with its continued
membership in SEATO could allow Pakistan to play an intermediary role
between Peking and Washington, Ayub referred to just such an exarﬁple
in the case of Laos. He went on to say: "We are deeply interested in
peace all over the world, and especially in Asia, but peace in Asia can-
not come unless there is some measure of understanding between the
United States of America and China. I we can in any way assist to-
wards that end in our own humble way we shall be delighted to do so.“8
However, Ayub did seem to recognize the difficulties involved in any
kind of Sino-An}eri0an understanding. He realized these difficulties
stemmed from two contradictory objectives, i.e., the United States
commitment to Chiang Kai-shek and Taiwan, and Communist China's
repudiation of "two Chinas." Although he supported the Chinese position,
he did refer to the American commitment with some degree of sympathy
when he said, "It is a political commitment, it is an honorable commit-
ment. nd

During the Indo-Pakistani War in 1965, Ayub felt that the United

States should play a more "positive role" in the armed conflict. He

8"'President Ayub Khan Addresses Joint Press Luncheon,”
President Ayub Khan ... On the Record, Reprinted by the Department
of Films and Publications by Courtesy of the High Commissioner for
Pakistan, London, July 13, 1964, p. 20.

Spakistan Affairs, XVII, March 5, 1964.
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said the United States had an important role to play in Asia. It had
both power and influence, and with its influence, the United States could
further its own interest in having a strong Indo-Pakistan sub-con’cinent.10
Ayub's attitude towards the United States clearly revealed that
he did not want to sever ties between the two countries. He was merely
attempting to implement his policy of establishing friendly relations with
China without overstepping bounds and antagonizing the United States. In
applying the theory of "bilateral equations" Ayub was well aware that
Pakistan was walking a dangerous tightrope but American aid to India
had significantly altered the complexion of this dominarnt bilateral equa-
tion. Although he moved away from the previous policy of unqualified
alignment with the United States, he continued to stress the importance
of this relationship. Furthermore, he asserted that closer ties with
Communist China did not fundamentally alter the common interests

which existed between the U.S. and Pakistan.

b. Soviet Union

Within Ayub Khan's scheme of bilateral equations the Soviet
Union began to figure more prominently in the latfer part of the period
under examination. Earlier, Ayub perceived that Pakistan's member-
ship in SEATO and CENTO had alienated the Soviet Union. !

Russia's posture in the Sino-Indian confrontation, together with

her increased military assistance to India after 1962, were both undesir-

10Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit., p. 143.

115vub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., p. 169.
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able policies from Ayub's perspective. RuSsian aid to India had neu-
tralized American aid to Pakistan in the past and this situation had
worsened since joint Soviet-American aid had been given to India during
the border war. Therefore, Ayub sought to alter the relationship be-
tween the Soviet Union and Pakistan. He reasoned that Pakistan's
membership in SEATO and CENTO was not directed against the Soviet
Union and there should be a possibility of coming to an understanding
with the Russians if Pakistan could remove their doubts and misgivings.12
Ayub paid a visit to the Soviet Union in 1965—the first visit
ever made to that counfry by a Pakistani chief of state. A joint com-
muniqué (April 11) revealed that Ayub Khan and the Soviet leaders had
discussed various aspects of Soviet-Pakistani relations and how they
could be im'prm;ed. Both sides had agreed to promote further develop-
ment of their relations, "guided by the principles of respect for terri-
torial integrity and State sovereignty, non-interference in each other's
internal affairs, and equality of all Sta.tes."13 |
In his autobiography Ayub Khan related the impressions he had

of the Soviets during his visit. 4 He explained to the Soviets that he

12Ibid. , p. 117, In the early part of the period being examined,
Pakistan did enter into a few limited agreements with the Soviet Union.
However, the value of these agreements did not lie so much in their
material worth as in their signifying the new bearings in Pakistan's
foreign policy.

13Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, XV, June 12-19, 1965,
p. 20797.

14The full discussion of Ayub's visit to the Soviet Union from
which this account was taken can be found in his autobiography, Friends
Not Masters, op. cit., pp. 168-74.
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blamed the legacy of colonialism for their strained relations in the past
because after the British had departed, Pakistan naturally turhed to the
West for support. India had aggravated the situation by presenting Paki-
stan to the Soviet Union "as some kind of theocratic state opposed to all
liberal movements."15 His visit to the Soviet Union was essentially
intended to recover the lost links.

In his discourse with the Soviet leaders Ayub argued that Russian
policies of aiding India were the same as those of the United States; both
sets of policies had the effect of exacerbating discord in the sub-continent
by encouraging India to "perpetuate her forcible occupation of a large
part of the State of Jammu and Kashmir and to flout the United Nations
Resolutions with impunity."16 He explained that the Soviet veto in the
United Nations had given India added assurance that her intransigent .
stand would be supported. Ayub took great pains to clarify the point
that Pakistan's membership in the Western pacts was not directed against
the Soviet Union and seemed to feel that a greater understanding of the
Pakistani position was the result of this meeting. This marked the real
beginning of discussions on various possibilities for cooperati'on between
the Soviet Union and Pakistan on a bilateral basis. Ayub recalled that
both sides saw this meeting as a turning point in their relations. He
seemed to feel that if he could convince the Soviet leaders of the sincer-
ity of his position, this would have a defiﬁite effect on their future rela-

tions. He believed that he succeeded in doing just that.

mid., p. 169.

1614, , p. 171.

—————



63

In his talks with the Soviet leaders, Ayub seemed particularly
interested in understanding the nature of Sino-Soviet differences. This
was part of his recognition of limits in building up his bilateral equations.
In seeking to have friendly ties with two countries which were at odds
with one another, he must understand the dynamics of these differences
so as not to antagonize one of them while drawing closer to the other.
His assessment was as follows: The Chinese felt that the Soviet Union
did not want them to emerge as a major power. On the other hand,
the Soviet Union was a revisionist state and did not want to lose all
that it had so far achieved by provoking war with the West—even though
this might bring about Chinese recriminations of "selling out.”" Ayub's
evaluation was that, despite the fact that arguments were being exchanged
on an ideological plane, the causes for mistrust were basically national-
istic; China feared that her major aim of attaining a position of equality
with the Soviet Union and the United States would be delayed with super-
power coexistence. Ayub thought that Sino-Soviet differences would
continue but,

... if either the Soviet Union or the People’s Republic

of China is exposed to attack by a third country, the

differences will disappear and the two communist powers

will offer united resistance. Whatever may be the views

of the leaders in the two countries, the people of one

country will not sit back and watch the people glf the other

country fighting a major war all on their own.l 4

Thus Ayub saw a basic commonality of interests between the Soviet Union

and Communist China.

ni4., p. 174.
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As we have seen, the Russian leaders® support of India in the
Kashmir dispute was one of the major stumbling blocks in what Pakistanis
termed the "normalization” of relations with the Soviet Union. However,
Ayub welcomed the Soviet offer to help resolve the dispute during the
1965 Indo-Pakistani War. He now said that the Soviet Union could lend
a powerful helping hand in the framing of a meaningful resolution that
could lead to an honorable settlement of the Kashmir issue.18 Conse-
quently, he accepted the good offices of the Soviet Union in Tashkent.

Ayub was very impressed with Kosygin's role in the discuséions.
There were strong indications that India might not agree to the Pakistani
demand to include the Kashmir problem as a speéiﬁc issue on the agenda.
It was reported, however, that Mr. Kosygin urged that Kashmir should
be included. 19 Although Ayub said that the Tashkent Declaration was a
good beginning, he felt that it did not go as far as it should have to
resolve the differences in Indo-Pakistani rel.a’:ions.20 Ayub stated that
the interest of the Soviet Government would facilitate the task of discus-
sing Kashmir but the Tashkent Declaration itself in no way altered
Pakistan's stand on Kashmir, 21

Despite the fact that the Tashkent Agreement was viewed as

something less than perfect, the direct Soviet involvement in resolving

18Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit., p. 149.

1gllﬂn, Karachi, January 6, 1966.
20Ibid.,'Ja_nuary 11, 1966.

21fpid. , January 15, 1966.
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the conflict, the Soviet admission that there was indeed a Kashmir issue,
and the new Soviet concern for Pakistani susceptibilities were all factors
which revised Ayub's images in favor of the Soviet Union. The three
major powers which Wei-e involved by proxy in the Indo-Pakistani con-
flict were the Soviet Union, the United States and the People’s Republic

- of China. From Ayub's point of view it was the Soviet Union and Com-
munist China which proved to be the true friends of Pakistan. Witk
increased doubts about the reliability of American commitments, Pakiétan-

American relations suffered accordingly.

External: Bilateral

Bilateral relations are the second vériable to be examined.
This includes the total pattern of interactions between any two states
except for relations involving super-powers within the global system.22
Within this category Pakistan's relations with the People®s Republic of
China and India will be treated separately. These two Asian neighbors,
moere than any other individual state apart from the United States, direct-

ly influenced Pakistan's decision to disengage herself from an almost

satellite dependence on the United States.

a. People's Republic of China

Ayub Khan became increasingly aware of Communist China's

presence in Asia after the 1959 incursions in Tibet. 23 He felt then that

221, Brecher et al., op. cit., p. 83.

23Ayub explains his misgivings about the undemarcated Sino-

Pakistan border in Friends Not Masters, op. cit., pp. 161-2.
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a similar situation could arise from Pakistan's own undemarcated border
with this powerful neighbor. His fears increased when he came into
possession of "pre-Communist maps,” which located parts of Pakistan's
territory within Chinese boundaries. In addition, Ayub seemed to see
in the new tensions in Sino-Indian relations an opportunity to gain a
friend in the international arena—an increasingly important objective
after Pakistan's own major allies began to give military assistance to
India. Thus, the Sino-Indian War opened up an option for Ayub which
did not exist before. |

Ayub believed that the Communist Chinese hesitated at first in .
responding to his offer to settle the border question becmuse they did
not want to get.involved in another argument with India. 24 ge carefully
explained to the Chinese Government that all Pakistan desired was the
identification of the line between two stated points. The area to the
north of the line would constitute Chinese territory. The area to the
south of the line would possibly remain undetermined but would be under
the defence of Pakistan. After the Chinese leaders understood this point,
Ayub noted that they were ready to negotiate.

On the whole, Ayub found the negotiations for the border agree-
ment very harmonious. As in the discussions with the Soviet Union,

Ayub believed that in negotiating with China, "All we had to do was to

convince her of our sincerity and friendli intent. "29

24For Ayub’s account of his negotiations with the Chinese see,
ibid., pp. 161-68.

Omid., p. 118.



There can be no doubt that the border agreement with China
was partly dictated by long-standing considerations, deriving from the
efforts of Ayub Khan to settle all border questions. However, Ayub
assessed the ramifications of the agreement as far-reaching.

This agreement on border demarcation was the first step

- in the evolution of relations between Pakistan and China.

Its sole purpose was to eliminate a possible cause of con-

flict in the future. But as a result of this agreement, the

Chinese began to have trust in us and we also felt that if

one was frank and straightforward, one could do honest

business with them.

Resolution of the border dispute was also seen within a wider context of
avoiding any misunderstanding with China and thereby ensuring the peace
of Asia.27 Linked to this was the perceived triﬁmph for Pakistani
diplomacy.

After the border agreement had been signed, Ayub had many
words of praise for the People's Republic of China. 28 He said China
was making significant progress in all spheres of life and was anxious
to have friendly relations with her neighbors. He remarked that relations
between Pakistan and China had always been cordial and referred to two
thousand years of history in which there was no evidence of any wars or
disputes between the two countries. Ayub told the Chinese Prime Min-

ister that "History and geography have provided our two countries with

links which provide a sound basis for good neighborly relations in the

26id., p. 164.

2Tpakistan Affairs, XVII, March 5, 1964.

28Th:.s section is drawn from a speech given on February 20,
1964 Speeches and Statements, VI, July 1963-June 1964, pp. 139-40.
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interests of our two peoples."29 He identified Communist China as a
country, like Pakistan, which was pre-occupied with the task of national
reconstruction after a common colonial heritage. Both countries desired
world peace for this purpose and Ayub cited more recent history to
exemplify their common interests at Bandung in 1955.

As usual, Ayub also saw the limits in this particular bilateral
equation, as he did in others.

I think the limits within which Pakistan's relations
with China can develop are fully understood and re-
spected on both sides. There are two factors that
can influence the development of this relationship.
One is the Chinese feeling that the United States, in
collaboration with the Soviet Union, are trying to draw
a ring round China so as to contain and isolate her.
Now, if Pakistan were to join any such arrangement
either with the Soviet Union or with the United States
of America, then the relationship would collapse. So
we have to convince the Chinese that we are not in
the market for any such deal and that, therefore, they
need have no fear or doubt about us.3’0

Ayub believed that "the Chinese are prepared to be reasonable with any-

body who is prepared to be reasonable with them. w3l
During the 1965 Indo-Pakistan War, there were many charges

of "collusion" between Pazkistan and China. 32 However, in a television

interview with the American Broadcasting Corporation, Pakistan's

ambassador in Washington declared that "there have been no promises,

29piq.

30Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., p. 166.

lpakistan Affairs, XVI, March 5, 1964.

32This will be discussed more fully when we turn to an examin-
ation of the operational environment.
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no agreements, no collusion of any kind between my Government and
China.n33 The ambassador must have had directions from the Pakistan
Government to make this statement on a nation-wide program before
the American people. Dawn reported that attempts were being made
by Indians and som;a Western correspondents to link difficulties deiaying
a settlement at Tashkent with China's latest Note.34 This Note warned
India against further provocations along the Sino-Indian border. Dawn,
however, was clear in reporting that the Pakistani decision-makers
failed to .see how the Chinese Note had any relevance to the Tashkent
ta.lks.

Ayub vehemently denied any suggestion of Siho—Pakistan "collusion. "
His expressions of gratitude to the Chinese were usually comprised of
oblique references to support from "all those who believe in peace and
freedom." Probably the most extensive pronouncement from Ayub was
the following: ;'The moral support which the Chinese Government extended
to us so willingly and so generously will for ever remain enshrined in
our hearts™® On the whole, Ayub was cautious in expressing friendli-
ness and gratitude foward China and the above statement did not really
single China out for special mention; China was mentioned along with

several other countries that had given Pakistan their support. I we

3pawn, Karachi, September 14, 1965.

341pid. , January 9, 10, 1966.

35Broadcast to the Nation on the Cease-Fire by Pakistan, Pro-
duced by the Department of Films and Publications, Government of
Pakistan, Karachi, September 22, 1965.
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return to Ayub’s request to the United States to play a more dynamic
role in the conflict, this takes on added meaning. According to Dawn
of September 16, 1965, Ayub observed that by exercising her influence
in the right measure, "the United States could further its own interest
of having a strong Indo-Pakistan sub-continent.” Anwar Syed has ad-
vanced the theory that the Chinese threats to India did cause concern
in many quarters, including Pakista.n.36 This would seem to be validated
by the fact that the government and the press in Pakistan did not acknow-
ledge that. the Chinese threats levelled against India had anything to do
with the Indo-Pakistan conﬂict. In fact, they tried to disentangle the
two situations. In an editorial on September 21, 1965, Dawn insisted
that the "Chinese move has nothing whatever to do with Pakistan's
defensive war with India."

The statements of Ayub Khan concerning China’s role in the
1965 war are ﬁot so readily available as his statements on other subjects.
Comments by the Pakistani leaders on almost all issues are easily obtain-
able and that leads one to ponder the omission of this highly important

development in Pakistan's foreign policy.37

b. India
India had a predominant role in every foreign policy objective

formulated by Ayub. His decision to modify Pakistan's alignments was

3(:"Anvvar Syed, "China and the Indo-Pakistan War of 1965,"
Orbis, X, Fall, 1966, p. 871.

3PIThe reasons for this lacuna will be examined when we turn
to the operational environment in Chapter V.
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no exception. Alihoegh India has been, and will be mentioned as a
factor in each of the caiegories, the study would be enriched through
a better understanding of Ayub’s perceptions of India itself.

Ayub expressed the sentiments of the population of Pakistan
when he explained that it was Brahmin chauvinism and arrogance that
forced Pakistanis to seek a homeland of their own.38 The Muslim ob-
jective was to have a state where they could order their lives according
to their own thinking and faith. Before partition, the Muslims believed
that the Indians wanted them to remain serfs in an independent India.
This was the status that Ayub felt Muslims still had in India today.

The fundamental opposition between the Muslim and Hindu faiths was
manifested in Indian society which was based on rigid caste distinctions.
Then too, the whole philosophy of life differed as a result of Islamic
and Hindustani cultures.

We, as Muslims, believe in generosity, in equality and

brotherhood of man, whereas the basis of Hindu religion

is rigidity, stuliification of society, and other things.

And in spite of secularism and so on and so forth: mind

you, Mr. Nehru made a very honest effort to break this

barrier, break this rigidity in Hindu religion: I think that

was his rezl aim, but I don't think he succeeded. I don't

think he could succeed. ...

Ayub's expressed aim was to make India realize that it would

be detrimental to her national interest to maintain a hostile attitude

38
This paragraph is drawn from Friends Not Masters, op. cit.,

p. 172.

39 The World Today," B.B.C. Radio, July 14-15, 1964, in

. President Ayub Khan ... On the Record, Reprinted by the Department
of Films and Publications, by courtesy of the High Commission for
Pakistan, London, September, 1964, p. 4.
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towards Pakistan.40 He did not minimize the difficulty of achieving
this aim; Ayub believed that the Indian attitude toward Muslims could
be explained only in pathological 1;erms.41

Although Ayub claimed that he wanted peace between Pakistan
and India, he saw no possibility of confederation between the two states
because of their fundamentally different ideologies. "Indian nationalism
is based on Hinduism and Pakistan's nationalism is based on Islam."42
The two could never combine but they should be able to live side by side
in peace .and understanding. Again, Ayub returned to his notion of
sincerity and said that one‘ of the reasons why Nehru did not accept
Pakistan's peaceful overtures was that the Indian leader was doubtful

—

of Ayub's sincerity. By the same token, Ayub doubted the sincerity of
the Indian decision-makers:

India currently presents three faces to the world: one

to the West, simulating a resolve to fight China in

order to secure the maximum of western arms assis-

tance; a second to the Soviet Union, stressing her

resolve, nevertheless, to remain 'non-aligned'; and a

third to China, seeking a peaceful settlement of the

dispute by secret peace overtures through neutral

emissaries.
Thus Ayub felt that lack of trust between the Pakistani and the Indian

leaders was a major source of the continuing tensions which existed

between the two couniries.

40Ayub Khon, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., p. 47.

41ps4., p. 115.

4214, , p. 128.

$3mid., p. 135.
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The intransigence of the Indian leaders figured prominentiy in
Ayubts assessment of the Kashmir dispute. Although the Kashmir issue
is thought to be very complex, Ayub explained that it was in actuality,
very simple. "I believe that if there is a change of heart on the part
of India, it should not be difficult to find an equitable and honourable
settlement. ndd Ayub also recognized that the population of Pakistan was
united on the issue of Kashmir and "no government in Pakistan could
possibly forget the problem.“45

There were times when President Ayub Khan envisaged a situa-
tion when a weak and dilapidated India would crumble under its own
weight. However, there were other times when he observed that India
was one of the major contenders for power and influence in the world.
Ayub was asked if he agreed with the contention of some Americans that
the future of democracy in Asia depended on In&ia's a;bility to achieve,
through democratic means, a better standa.fd of living more quickly than
the Chinese Communists could realize by their methods."‘6 Ayub ans-
wered by referring to India*s relationships with her immediate neighbors—

Pakistan, Nepal, Sikkim, Bhutan, Burma, Malaya, and Ceylon—and

pid., p. 143,

Opid. , p. 124, Arif Hussain brings up the very important
point that one of the very real difficulties in achieving a solution to the
Kashmir problem is that both India and Pakistan think in terms of diplo-
matic victories rather than the solution itself. In conjunction with
Ayub's statement he notes that there is also a lack of trust in the
public ‘and the leaders of both countries think that any concession will
make them unpopular. Pakistan: Iis Ideology and Foreign Policy,
op. cit., p. 84.

46Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit., p. 211,




emphasized their apprehensions about India's designs.

Now just imagine that as a result of this development
programme and acquisition of military power and so
forth, India gets more powerful. Do you mean to say
that these countries are going to feel more secure?

In fact they will be looking for protection elsewhere. ...
And my belief is that they will seek protection from

the Chinese. (Emphasis added.)*!

Although Ayub did not predict that India was capable of challenging the
People's Republic of China for leadership in Asia, he did see India's
ambitions as unlimited.

buring the 1965 conflict between Pakistan and India, Ayub
seemed saddened that India did not have a change of heart. As men-
tioned, he felt this was essential for the settlement of disputes and for
ushering in an era of peace. The Indian delegation at the Ministerial
meeting in Tashkent conceded the need to settle the Kashmir dispute
but added that "the atmosphere was not yet congenial for i‘.his."48
"But," asked f’resident Ayub, "how can a congenial atmosphere be
created if Indian leaders continue to say that Kashmir is an integral
part of India?"™® In short, the incidents in the Rann of Kutch in 1965,
further embittered Indo-Pakistan relations and made a solution of the

Kashmir dispute even more difficult.

‘ 471bid.

48r pokistan: Dissatisfaction with Tashkent,” Round Table, LVI,
July, 1966, p. 311. E—

49Ibid.
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- Internal: Military Capability

Military capability is defined as "the ability to wage war or to
50

deter other states from attacking." However, to understand Ayub's
evaluation of Pakistan's military capability, two things must be kept
clearly in mind. Firstly, military capability cannot be defined in
absolute terms for the entire range of foreign policy decisions. Instead,
it must be assessed in relation to the capabilities of other states.
Secondly, military capability must be related to objectives. This refers
to a) the objectives which Ayub himself hoped to achieve and b) the
objectives of leaders in other countries whose foreign policy actions
were relevant to Pakistan. It is in the context of these two considera-
tions that we will examine why and how Ayub Khan wanted to increase
Pakistan's military capabilities.

Ayub Khan has said that the territorial integrity of Pakistan,
including Kashmir, was a sacred principle in Pakistan's foreign policy.51
However, his special concern was the defence of Pakistan against any
possible aggression by India. This was not some vague future possibility
but a very real and omnipresent one in Ayub's eyes.52 War with India
would be a national war in every sense of the word because India's aim
was to expand, dominate, and spread her influence. Furthermore, the

Indian leaders themselves had said that Pakisfan was their principal

50M. Brecher et al., op. cit., p. 83.
5

1Asrub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., passim.
52

The following explanation is drawn from ibid., p. 47.
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enemy. Pakistan, on the other hand, could not aim at conquest of India

because that would be a negation of the "two-nation theory." Since

53

partition of the sub-continent, India was hostile to Pakistan. The

basic reason for this, in Ayub's opinion, was "India's ambition is to

e. nd4

absorb Pakistan or turn her into a satellit Thus Indian efforts in

the field of foreign policy were all directed towards two major aims—
the isolation of Pakistan and its disini“.egration.55
Ayub assessed India's attitude towards Pakistan in the following
way.56 India wanted to gain tactical advantages over Pakistan by having
moré trade and more freedom of movement between the two countries.
This would soften feelings on the two sides and once an atmosphere of
good will and understanding developed, all problems would resolve them-
selves. Ayub refuted this position and asked how good will and under-
standing could develop when basic differences and disputes remained
unresolved? He repeated over and over again that the issue of Kashmir
was a question of life and death, not only for the people of Kashmir but
also for the people of Pakistan. Moreover, Kashmir was vital to the
integrity and defence of Pakistan. Thus when Indian leaders said that

good will should grow and the problems would resolve themselves, Ayub

interpreted this as India‘s seeking to buy time to consolidate her occupa-

53phid. p. 115.
Zhers

Bmid. - p. 117.
Smhid., pp. 121-22.
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tion of Kashmir. He analyzed India’s tactics in tke following way: “Lel
things become normal and we will deal with the problem" and "now that
things aire normal, why raise the problem?"57

The President became more concerned about Pakistan's ability
to defend herself against India after India had received American military
aid beginning in 1962-63. He did not, of course, accept the Indian asser-
tion that her war potential was intended to contain future Chinese aggres-
sion. "How is it then that the type of machine which they are evolving
can operate essentially on the plains? How can Pakistan ignore the fact
that India is in a position to unleagh vast forces against Pakistan at a

58

few hours notice?" Ayub assessed India's military forces as three

times the strength of Pakisfan's, of which no more than fifteen per cent
could face China, the rest being poised against Pak.ista.n.59 In this way,
India continued to exploit the boundary dispute with China demonstrating
once again her policy of opportunism in order to gain arms.60
In earlier years Ayub Khan saw the United States as the major
soﬁrce of additional military equipment for Pakistan. Furthermore, he
felt that Pakistan's membership in the Western Pacts would also enhance

Pakistan's military security. As we have seen, Ayub's fears of Indian

aggression grew stronger after 1962-63. We shall now explore Ayub's

SThid., p. 123.

58mid., p. 122.

99pakistan Affairs, XVI, January 16, 1963.

60gpeeches and Statements, VI, July 1963-June 1964, pp. 147-48.
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-perceptions of the three major powers in terms of the contributions he

thought they could make to Pakistan's military security against India.

a. United States

The initial reaction of the Pakistani decision-makers to the
American aid bestowed upon India in 1962-63, was one of increased
resentment and betrayal. President Kennedy had assured President

Ayub that he would be consulted as an ally before any military aid was

61

given to India. Not only was this not done but Kennedy suggested to

Ayub that he send a private message to Nehru teliing him that he could
count on Pakistan's taking no action on the frontiers to alarm India.
India would then be free to concentrate on Chinese "aggression.” Ayub
replied,

Mr. President, what you now ask of us is to give an
assurance to Mr. Nehru of a kind that will enable him
to deploy his troops, at present concentrated against us,
elsewhere. 1 am surprised that such a request is being
made to us. After all, what we have been doing is
nothing but to contain the threat that was continuously
posed by India to us. Is it in conformity with human
nature that we should cease to take such steps as are
necessary for our self-preservation? Or, will our own
people ever accept such a position? 62

In response to the American guarantee that arms supplied to India would

not be used against Pakistan, Ayub said:

6IA lengthy discussion of the events surrounding American

military aid to India in 1962-63 can be found in Friends Not Masters,
op. cit., pp. 132-48.

62
pp. 141-2,

Letter to President Kennedy, November 5, 1962, ibid.,
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This is very generous of you, but knowing the sort of

people you are dealing with, whose history is a continu-

ous tale of broken pledges, I would not ask a friend like

you to place yourself in an embarrassing situation. ...

Our belief is that the arms now being used against China
- will undoubtedly be used against us at the very first

opportunity. ©3 (Emphasis added.)

Ayub, therefore, tried to convince the United States that a balance of
power between India and Pakistan should be fostered in the interest of
peace and tranquility.

Ayub also disagreed with American leaders on the nature of the
Sino-Indian conflict itself. The United States seemed to accept the fheory
that the Chinese would escalate the war and attack India over the Hima-
layas. Ayub rapidly changed his mind from the Jinexorable push from
the North" position that he had assumed in 1959,6 4 and observed that
this was a military absurdity. Ayub thought that the Sino-Indian conflict
would continue to be limited in nature because of the terrain over which
it was being waged. 65 Then too, Ayub felt that the war would have
started sobner if either party had intended it to be a major war. But
even more fundamentally, he felt:

. .. the Red Chinese intentions and objectives in Tibet

are limited, and that is a fact of life. Militarily it

cannot become a base for a major offensive operation

against a huge sub-continent. It does not make military

sense at all, because their supplies start coming over
land routes from about five-thousand miles away. ...

63Ibid.

%see p. 35.

85Ayub discusses this in Pakistan Affairs, XVI, January 16, 1963. -.
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If the invasion of India was intended, then there are
other ways of invading India, much easier ways through
much softer areas. .. .09 (Emphasis added.)

Thus Ayub saw the border war as a "phony war" and felt vindicated
when China declared a cease-fire a_ﬁd unilaterally withdrew her forces
from the conquered territory when India "was on the run."” The main
thrust of his argument was that the United States should 'not give mili-
tary assistance to India because the Chinese threat to India was not
serious enough to warrant massive military aid and, above all, because
such military assistance would ultimately endanger Pakistan's security.
Ayub's fears for Pakistan's security continued long after the
termination of the Sino-Indian border war. His inﬁjor complaint re-
mained the same: "It may suit the United States to build up India by
massive doses of arms and economic aid but we have every reason to
complain if American guns are trained against us and put a threat to

our existence. n67

Ayub reiterated that the American arms build-up
in India had put a tremendous strain on the close friendship which had
previously existed between Pakistan and the United States. Beyond this,
Ayub also felt that if the United States insisted on giving military aid
because of the Chinese Communist threat in Asia, then it should at
least pressure India into settling the Kashmir dispute with Pakistan.68

This was especially true in 1962-63, when Ayub believed that the United

684,
Thid. ,- XVII, December 16, 1965.

%8 bid. , XVI, January 16, 1963.



81

States had considerable leverage over India.

The value that Ayub attached to Pakistan'é membership in
SEATO and CENTO also underwent a change following the Sino-Indian
border war. He began to feel that both treaties had lost much of their
value. Ayub recognized that the SEATO Treaty embodied nothing more
than a commitment of the various countries concerned to meet and decide
what kind of contribution they could make. He added that the pacts might
still have some value in that "the member couniries might feel it their
duty to express their sympathy for another member in times of difficulty;
but as far as their military value is concerned, I think they are more

n69

an irritant than 2 help. Thus he viewed the érra_ngements as no

longer realistic in the new world order: "The change in the American
attitude towards the Soviet Union has certainly reduced CENTO to an
anachronism. ™0 When asked if Pakistan might withdraw from the Western
Pacts, he replied that there had been a great deal of discussion about

that possibility.

We wanted security both from ... any Communist
country as well as from India, because immediately
we have been threatened for the last fifteen years
from India, intimidated, and so forth. The pact did
not give us the protection for that. People are won-
dering how much value there is in these pacts, really,
as far as our total securily is concerned ... one thing
is becoming quite clear, that the line between friends
and those that have not been friends is now getting
obliterated. ! (Emphasis added.)

69Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., p. 157.

Omid., p. 158.
Mpakistan Affairs, XVI, January 16, 1963.




82

American leaders had frequentiy complained that Pakistan's
rapprochement with China was in sharp gontradiction with Pakistan's
membership in SEATO and CENTO. Despite Ayub's diminishing faith
in the value of the pacts, he did not seem ready to withdraw. He
continually emphasized that defence pacts were strictly and exclusively
for defensive purposes and were not, therefore, incompatible with the
normalization of relations with other states. "SEATO, being a defensive
alliance, a member state need have no quarrel with China unless the
latter should attack the former's territorial integrity or that of another
member state, 12

Ayub had always attached greater significance to American
bilateral guaranj:ees of Pakistan's security than he did to Pakistan's

13

membership in SEATO and CENTO. However, his diminishing trust

in American military protection was also extended to these bilateral ties

" Under the 1959

as a result of an incident that occurred in 13963.
bilateral agreement, in which the United States was to come to Paki-
stan's assistance should the latter be subjected to attack, several
attempts were made by the United States to reassure Pakistan ‘that
this would indeed be the case. The United States made plans to fly

out a task force to Pakistan. Ayub, as a military man, wanted to

know whether such a force would carry out a contingency plan in com-

T2 .
Dawn, Karachi, March 29, 1965.

"3Speeches and Statements, VI, July 1963-June 1964, pp. 197-8.

74Ayub describes this incident in Friends Not Masters, op. cit.,
pp. 152-3./ >
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bination with the Pakistan armed forces. The Americans would not
agree to this and Ayub complained,

. .. all they wanted was to demonstrate to us their
ability to fly out to Pakistan from far-off bases. In
this we were not interested. Since they did not agree
to participate in the kind of exercise we had suggested,
we felt that no useful purpose would be served by hav-
ing a U.S. task force come to Pakistan for any exer-
cise. By this time it was becoming clear to us that,
in the event of India attacking us, it was most unlikely
that the U.S.A. would honour its commitment and come
to our assistance.® (Emphasis added.)

During the 1965 Indo-Pakistani War, Ayub maintained that his
fears concerning U.S. military aid to India were fully justified. "We
had warned our friends time and again that this aid would not be used

against China, but against Pakistan. This has come to pass."'76

During
the period of open warfare, American weapons and military equipmént
were used on a large scale by Pakistan and apparently on a smaller
scale by India. 1T The use of these arms clearly violated the conditions
under which they had been given to both states. From Ayub’s point of
view, this only proved that the United States had no control over the
use of the arms which had been given to India. This made any guarantee
to Pakistan regarding their use absolutely meaningless.

Anqther source of resentment during the 1965 war was the United

States suspension of arms aid to both India and Pakistan soon after the

two countries became involved in open hostilities. In addition, the United

mbid., p. 153.
l76Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit., p. 138.

77Norman Palmer, "The Defense of South Asia," Orbis, X,
Winter, 1966, pp. 928-9. ‘
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States asked all members of NATO, CENTO and SEATO not to supply
any arms to Pakistan. The American attitude towards its ally Pakistan
was in sharp contrast with the Russian attitude to India. The Russians
never stopped their military supplies to India. Ayub was acutely aware
that the cessation of military aid had more serious consequences for
Pakistan than for India. 8 The gravity of the situation can be gauged
by the fact that the Pakistan Armed Forces were equipped mainly with
American weapons. Pakistan, therefore, was heavily dependent upon
Western sources for supply replacements and most of the ammunition.
Hence, the American decision froze the defence capacity of Pakistan at
the level at which it then stood until such time as Ayub could turn to
other sources of military supplies. Thus the actions of the United States
during the 1965 war served to reinforce Ayub's growing suspicions that
he could not rely on the Americans to come to Pakistan's defence when
it was most needed.

Ayub was already considering ways to overcome this problem
immediately after the U.S. arms embargc had been announced.

A special organisation has been set up to deal with the

problem of defence production and procurement in both

Wings. What we can spare from our own resources’

may not be adequate for all ocur defence requirements.

We have, therefore, to seek assistance from others to

supplement our efforts. In obtaining assistance from

other sources we have to guard against the danger of

relying too heavily on any single source of supply. Al-

ready we have suffered on this account. We cannot
afford to repeat the same mistake. We must secure

788peech delivered in Pakistan on November 7, 1965.

Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit., p. 166.
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what we need for our defence from whatever avenues
may be available to us for this purpose.'® (Emphasis added.)

The freeze on military equipment did make further acquisitions of new
American equipment most doubtful and led Ayub to turn—with some

success—to Peking for tanks and jet combat planes.80

b. Péople's Republic of China

Prior to 1965, Ayub had hinted that China might well play a
role in warding off Indian aggression. The President was asked in an
interview if the value of the Western Pacts did diminish and there was .
an Indian attack, would Ayub turn to China for military assistance? His
reply was, "Well, it's too difficult to answer that question in a hypo-
thetical fashion. It depends on how the circumstances evolve. ... .
Again, the Chinese, even if they want to, can't help us much because
of this physical barrier."81 All of Ayub's replies to this question have
not been of the same type, however, At times he seemed to attach
importance to leaving the option of Chinese protection as vague but opea.

The answer to that lies with the United States author-

ities. If India grows menacingly strong, we shall be

in a great predicament and shall have to look around

for someone to help us. And if we are attacked by

India, then that means India is on the move and wants

to expand. We assume that other Asiatic powers,
especially China, would take notice of that.®4 (Emphasis added.) .

.
80F, Greene, op. cit., p. 138.
81Sgeeches and Statements, VI, July 1963-June 1964, p. 198.

82Washigng:ton Post, September 12, 1963.
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¢ . Soviet Union

In the 1962-65 period Ayub did not openly express any hope
that the Soviet Union would give Pakistan military aid. K he did con-
sider this as a possibility for the future, his speeches and writings
did not reveal it. He did say, however, that it was necessary for
Pakistan to take the first step in establishing friendlier relations with
the Soviet Union. Therefore, when Ayub visited Russia in 1965, he
tried to convince the Soviets of two things.83 Firstly, Pakistan's
membership in the Western Pacts was not directed against the Soviet
Union but against India. Secondly, the Soviet leaders should realize
- that they were increasing tension in the sub-continent by arming India.
Ayub believed that he succeeded in making the Soviet leaders understand
these two impor-tant aspects of Pakistan's foreign policy. Furthermore,
the Russian role at Tashkent gave Ayub hope that the Soviet Union might
take a more neutral position in Indo-Pakistani disputes in the future.
The transformation of Russia from a state which was completely antago-
nistic to Pakistan to one that could understand Pakistan's security prob-
lems was viewed by Ayub Khan as a major achievement. He believed
that this was an important first-step in strengthening Pakistan's position
vis-a-vis India.

In summary, although Ayub could hardly have been oblivious of
a possible Communist threat, as evidenced by his joint defence proposal

to India in 1959,84 he did not see a clear and present danger to the

83pyub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., pp. 170-72.

84See p. 35.
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Indo-Pakistan sub-continent as emanating from China or the Soviet Union.
"Well," said Ayub, "they have not been aggressive or expansionist with
us."85 Communism may pose a threat to all but it was not likely to
make Pakistan its exclusive target whereas India had made it clear more
than once that Pakistan was her principal enemy. Although Ayub believed
that he had done everything possible to convince Indian leaders that- Paki-
stan wanted to live in peace with India, the latter could not accept the
existence of a strong and independent Muslim state next door. This
forced Ayub to examine the Pakistani situation "dispassionately and
realistically.”

As a result of American support to India and the American
posture in the 1965 war, the Pakistani President was no longer sure
that he could rély on the American guarantee. It is in this perspective
that Ayub's desire to leave open the option of Chinese protection must
be understood.

On the other hand, Ayub's friendly overtures towards Communist
China were rather cautious, as were his gestures towards the Soviet
Union. He certainly did not propose that Pakistan join the Communist
camp. Ayub was not prepared to make a stronger commitment to Peking
or Russia, even in return for the limited military aid that they might
provide. He did not withdraw from SEATO and CENTO despite his mis-
givings concerning their military value. Moreover, he knew he could

not afford to ignore any additional military aid that might come from the

85"President’s Interview to Press and Radio," President Ayub
Khan... On the Record, op. cit., p. 6.
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United States in the future. The important lesson which Ayub had
learned was that Pakistan should never again make the mistake of
depending on a single source for her arms supply. Therefore, he
began to comprehend the importance of organizing relations with other
countries, paftiéula;rly neighbors, in a manner consistent with the

needs of Pakistan's security.

Internal: Economic 'Capability

Economic capability can be defined as "the total of all material

and human resources available to the state for externai behavior."86
These range from natural resources like food and raw materials through
industrial plant to scientific and technical skills, etc:. As with the
military capability variable, economic capabiiity cannot be defined in
absolute terms. It .must be assessed in relation to the capability of a
super-power, of other states in its own region, or relative to specific
rivals,

Ayub Khan viewed Pakistan's low economic capability as a
fundamental problem facing his government. 81 Ayub’s aim was to indus-
trialize rapidly while increasing agricultural production which was the
backbone of the Pakistan economy. "Our objective is to evolve an agri-

cultural-cum industrial economy, which suits the talent and meets the

challenge of an ever-increasing pc»pulation.n88 Beyond this, it became

86M. Brecher et al., op. cit., p. 84.

87S}£eches and Statements, I, op. cit., pp. 1-2.

88pid.
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one of the most important functions of Pakistan's foreign policy to secure
all the foreign aid that was needed and also to get it from sources and
under such conditions that her independence was not compromised in any

way.

a. United States

Ayub was well-aware that Pakistan had relied heavily on external
assistance. In addition, he knew that Pakistan's development was very
much dependent on American aid in particular:

Development presupposes resources, and in our social

conditions and our scheme of values these resources

cannot all be generated or mobilized through regimenta-

tion. Therefore we have to look for external assistance

to build up the social overheads and provide the initial

capital investment. This necessitates our having good

relations with the United States and other western powers

who are in a position to help us economically. %% (Emphasis added. )

Although the United States had given Pakistan a great deal of
aid for develoﬁment purposes, Ayub was still not conten1:.90 Pakistan
had to pay for capital goods which it was forced to import in order to
process its raw materials. But, assistance and loans could be repaid
only if enough foreign exchange was earned by selling processed goods
in foreign markets. Ayub complained that Pakistan had only limited
access to these markets because the United States and other developed
countries preferred to buy only raw materials from Pakistan and then

make their own arrangements for manufacturing these raw materials.

89Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit., p. 118.

9C’Ayub discusses Pakistan's economic problems in ibid.,
pp. 183-85.
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Prices of raw materials were subject to wide seasonal variations and
the terms of trade always tended to operate against Pakistan. The
difficulties were increased with tariffs, quota restrictions and other
obstacles which prevented the expansion of Pakistan's export trade.
Ayub emphasized that this put Pakistan at a great disadvantage and
made it very difficult indeed to satisfy commercial and industrial needs
through imports as well as repaying the heavy loans which had been
incurred. He singled out the United States as being especially guilty
in this réga.rd. America would allow Pakistan to export only twenty-
five million yards of clothl a year to the United States—"a ridiculously
small quantity." Cloth was one of Pakistan's major export hopes, but
this principle also applied to other goods; Ayub remarked:

It is self-evident that to provide aid and to deny

trade to the less developed countries amounts almost
to giving with one hand but taking away with the other.

91
Ayub's faith in' the good will and ethics of the United States and the West
was diminished as a result of their "economic opportunism.” As a
pragmatist, however, Ayub understood that for the time being, Pakistan
would have to adapt to the situation as it was.

The President related an incident which demonstrated how
American economic practices could be detrimental to Pakistan in yet
another way. During early July, 1965, at the request of the United

States, the Aid-Pakistan Consortium meeting (which included nine coun-

tries and was scheduled for July 27, 1965) was postponed for two months.

91Speeches and Statements, VI, op. cit., p. 88.
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Ayub was seeking $500 million from the Consortium for the first year
of Pakistan's Third Five-Year Plan. The official American position
was that without Congressional authorization, the United States could
not pledge 40% of the amount that Pakistan had asked for. Ayub's
reaction was bitter because the United States had pledged $940 million
to India well in advance of authorization by Congress.g2 Ayub's state-
ments demonstrated that his anger at what he considered preferential
military treatment for India also extended into the economic realm:

Now in respect of India, the United States made a
special effort with the other contributing countries

to persuade them to match the United States effort.
The United States went out of her way to bequeath

a billion dollars as their contribution at a time when
the Indian plan was not even worked out. In our case,
all sorts of objections were raised. Some were genuine
while some were, to my mind, spurious—the sort of
things which are designed to put off a caller. There
did not seem to be a real effort to recognize the situa-
tion. And I don't think the United States made any
special efiort. 93

Furthermore, Ayub insisted that there was no real difference between
economic and military aid; substantial economic assistance to India
had made it possible for that country to allocate other resources to
a military build-up against Pakistan, 34
The dispute with India was directly related to Pakistan's eco-

nomic capability in yet another way. Ayub considered the Kashmir

92¢ | Sayeed, The Political System of Pakistzn, op. cit., p. 277.

93Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit., p. 210.

94Norman D. Palmer, South Asia and United States Policy,
Houghton Mifflin Co., Boston, 1966, p. 299.
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dispute the basic one in the conflict. As developing nations, both India
and Pakistan had pressing economic problems and neither country could

afford to divert any sizable proportion of its budget to defence;95

yet,
Ayub explained that the escalating arms race between Pakistan and India
continued to drain the economies of both countries. Consequently, his
resentment against American economic and military aid to India and lack
of political pressure for a settlement of the Kashmir dispute was intensi-
fied when economic factors were taken into consideration.

Ayub Khan's dilemma can be stated very simply. If he econo-
mized on Pakistan's defence, he exposed his country to external aggres-
sion; if he continued to spend huge amounts on defence, Pakistan's
development program would suffer with a proportionate lowering of the
standard of livihg. Where did Ayub*s priorities lie in this conflict of
interests? Again, his pragmatism played an important role in determin-
ing his priorities. For purposes of maintéining a rapid pace of economic
development, Ayub tried to preveni Pakistan's relations with the United
States from deteriorating below a certain level of tolerance. However,
he was not prepared to undermine Pakistan's security by remaining
totally dependent on a major power that did not appreciate Pakistan's
defence needs.

While countries strive for freedom in order'- to develop

they will not seek development at the cost of freedom.

The country's economic progress and prosperity of its
people are of the utmost importance, but its security and

95"Address by Mohammad Ayub Khan, President of Pakistan,”
December 13, 1965, Official Records of the General Assembly, Twentieth

Session, Plenary Meetings, I, United Nations, New York, 1967, p. 3.
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independence come first. If is our right as an inde-
pendent nation to normalize our relations with our
neighbors however different our ideologies might be
and that right we shall not allow to be compromised.
It was in this context that I said we are looking for
friends not masters. (Emphasis added.)96

b. The People’s Republic of China and the Soviet Union

Ayub expressed pleasure that trade between Pakistan and China
was growing., He cited the establishment of air communications between
China and Pakistan as a major step forward in developing closer eco-

9 The President was careful' to

nomic ties between the two countries.
re-assure the West that this agreement did not have political implications.
"So far as we were concerned, the whole thing was essentially dealt with
as a commercial transaction. n98

.Ayub believed that Western misgivings about Sino-Pakistani
economic ties could be attributed to the fact that Pakistan was now be-

9 Ayub did,

ginning to take a more active role in Afro-Asian affairs.
in fact, view Pakistani trade links with Communist China as part of a -
larger program to counter the economic exclusiveness of the developed
countries. "And why must our trade be tied to Eurbpe and America? »100

Ayub suggested that developing countries which produced similar things

9 pakistan Affairs, XTI, August 2, 1965.

9I7§peeches and Statements, VI, July 1963-June 1964, p. 140.

98Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters, op. cit.,. pp. 164-5.
9mid. , p. 165.

1005544, , p. 185.
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should join together so that they would have collective bargaining power
in the world market. For Ayub, the salvation of the third world de-
pended on "the formation of homogeneous groups to protect common
interests and to work for the solution of common problemsi‘101 Conse-
quently,. he supported the Communist Chinese call for a second Afro-Asian
Conference. |

Ayub made very few references to the Soviet Union as an addi-
tional source of economic aid for Pakistan. The President's account of
his 1965 visit to Russia reveals that he was far more interested in creat-
ing a better impression of Pakistan by explaining Pakistan's problems
with India. Although economic aid was certainly not his primary con-
cern, he did express satisfaction that "new prospects of growing co-
operation between Russia and Pakistan in the economic and cultural
fields are opening up. n102

In short, Ayub viewed increased economic ties with China and
Russia as part of a larger pattern. Again, he recognized the pragmatic
limitations on prospects for increased economic aid in the short-run.
When asked if he were discussing increased trade with the Soviet and
Chinese leaders, Ayub replied,

Well, that we are discussing with every country. We

shall have to diversify our trade.... We find it very

difficult to compete in the European market and so we
are up against a tremendous problem ... and our trade

101p,1istan Affairs, XVI, March 5, 1964.

102“Pakistan: The Coolness of America,” The Round Table, LV,

1964-65, p. 372.




has been oriented towards Europe for the last two
hundred years, since the British occupation. To_
change the pattern would take an enormous amount
of effort and an enormous amount of time. 103 (Emphasis added.)

Thus Pakistan's economic capability was one important element
that Ayub had to consider. He realized that Pakistan could not become
economically self-sufficient in the short-run without the help of the United
States. However, he was not prepared to make Pakistan's economic
development his primary foreign policy goal. Ayub firmly believed
that his first priority must be to insure the security of Pakistan against
external aggression.

In conclusion, Ayub Khan's foreign policy images may be briefly
summarized. His perception of Indian aggression was the most important
factor in his décision to modify Pakistan's alignment patterns. The ex-
periences of 1962-65 had taught him that Pakistan could no longer rely
exclusively on the American guarantee and that Pakistan should never
again make the mistake of depending on a single source of arms supply.
In seeking closer ties with the People's Republic of China and the Soviet
Union, Ayub understood that the United States might react by reducing
economic assistance to Pakistan. This was the price he knew he must
pay to increase Pakistan's military security. However, as a pragmatist,
Ayub's recognition of Pakistan*s dependence on Amefican foreign aid—
both military and economic—made him move with caution by keeping

Pakistan's overtures to China and Russia within clearly defined limits.

103p.yistan Affairs, XVI, January 16, 1963.




After we have examined the foreign policy image of Zulfikar
Ali Bhutto, it will be possible to compare the images of these twec
Pakistani foreign policy decision-makers based on the four major
variables that have been explored—dominant bilateral, bilateral,

military capability and economic capability.

9¢



. CHAPTER IV

ZULFIKAR ALI BHUTTO'S FOREIGN POLICY IMAGE

When Zulfikar Ali Bhutto became Foreign Minister in 1963, he
was in a position to exert pressure for a more "flexible" Pakistani
foreign policy. He emphasized Pakistan's independent role in the inter-
national system during the 1963-65 period, as opposed to the "servile and
senile policy" which was followed by former Pakistan Governments. 1

It was Bhutto's firm conviction that foreign policy should be a
long continuous process, dynamic but with no abrupt changes, "like
autumn changing into Win’cer."2 The function of diplomacy was to avoid
abrupt decisions which sounded like ultimatums. Of central importance
was the direction and implementation of policy. Change would come about
gradually and imperceptibly "like sowing a seed for a harvest which will
mature only in its natural period."3 He contended that understanding
between countries was built over a period of time and should not be cut
off precipitously as a result of passing expediency because "Friendship
in inter-state relations is not a personal factor; it is entirely impersonaJ..“4
We shall now see how this conviction was related to Bhutto's images of

the United States and the Soviet Union.

1Foreign Policy of Pakistan: A Compendium of Speeches Made
in the National Assembly, November 26, 1962 - June 22, 1964, Pakistan
Institute of International Affairs, Karachi, p. 112.

2mid., p. 17.

37..A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 106.

4Foreign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 45.
97




‘op. cit., pp. 3-4.
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External: Dominant Bilateral

Bhutto's modified Marxist framework made him see the super-
powers in global as well as in dominant bilateral terms. As we men-
tioned earlier, he was more aware of the "international system" than
was Ayub Kha_n.5 Because Bhutto believed that the global policies of
the super-powers usually determined the kinds of bilateral relations they
developed with lesser powers, we shall examine both these strands in

Bhutto's thinking.

a. United States

| Bhutto explained that the United States had a "modern lust for
ideological and neo-colonial supremacy."6 He saw "small and under-
developed“'7 nations as victims of the designs of the super-powers. Pleas
of justice or the righteousness of the causes of small nations would not
influence these giants of the world. In the final analysis, it was not the
virtue of a cause that became the determining factor but the "cold self-
interest" of the super-powers. Bhutto warned that a policy of drift would
undermine the independence of 2 small nation. Confrontation with a
super-power should be avoided, but if it became unavoidable, it should

be faced instantly and firmly. Delay or irresolution_ would inevitably

5See, for example, Z.A. Bhutto,. The Myth cf Independence,

SBhutto develops this argument more fully in ibid., pp. 6-29.

7It is interesting to note that Pakistan, with a population of over
100 million people is classified by Bhutto as a "small nation." In fact,
he specifically mentions that all "developing" nations fall in the category
of "small nations"relative to the "Global Powers." Ibid., p. 7.



99

bring about piecemeal compromiseé or what Bhutto called "capitulation
by installment." Such a policy could only result in an outcome which
would be injurious to the national interest of a small nation.

Bhutto also saw U.S. relations with the Soviet Union and the
People's Republic of China in global terms.8 Although he recognized
that there was a détente between the super-powers after 1962, this was
not seen as a permanent fact of international life. The military, indus-
trial, and technological development of the two super-powers were fairly
equally balanced; they had the capability of not only destroying each other
but the rest of the world as well. Because of this balance of terror
between the United States and the Soviet Union, China was in avposition
to tilt the scales in favor of one or the other. Bhutto was not coﬁvinced
that China's future decision would be pre-determined by ideological fac-
tors. He cited the fact that it was the Soviet Union and not the United
States which had territorial disputes with Communist China.

In this fluid state of affairs it would be fatal fo be

dogmatic about the future course of international

events. At present the United States is engaged in

a conflict—just stopping short of war—with China;

such a situation cannot last forever.

Bhgtto said that nothing would give him greater satisfaction than

to see the development of mutual understanding between China and the

United States.10 He felt that the global situation urgently called for such

8This is discussed more fully in ibid., pp. 15-20.

*Ibid., p. 20.

poreion Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 123.
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a breakthrough. In fact, this would be the most important single factor
conducive to international peace and security. Moreover, Pakistan
might well have a modest role to play in such an event.

We know that world conditions require that at a certain

stage there must be some relaxation in the tension be-

tween the United States and China. The present situation

cannot last for long.... It is wrong to say that a détente

or good relations between the Soviet Union and the United

States are in the interest of world peace and at the same

time to maintain that the isolation of China is in the interest

of world peace. These double standards are obnoxious and

cannot be applied to diplomacy in this second half of the

twentieth century.11
Bhutto carried this line of reasoning a step further in saying that if
Pakistan were to take provocative steps against China, "her position
would be the more perilous when relations between China and the United
States improve.“12

In relating these global images to Pakistan's relations with the
United States, Bhutto asseried that it would be "myopic" for smaller
nations to identify themselves completely with one power or ano’cher.13
He conceded that there might be certain issues that would lead a smaller
nation to identify itself with one particular super-power. However, he
believed that it would be most detrimental to take a predetermined posi-

tion on 2ll international issues "on the basis of identification with one

Great Power as against another, for the sake of fleeting material benefits

Upig., p. 124.

2Z.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 134.
Biid., p. 22.

1
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or because its regime in power believes that it is being propped up by
a Power without whose support it would be liquidated by its own people.“14
It is clear that Bhutto had both ideological and practical reasons for
advocating a more -"flexible" foreign policy for Pakistan.

Bhutto did not become Foreign Minister of Pakistan until after
the Sino-Indian border conflict in 1962. As a member Aof the Cabinet,
he did speak forcefully in the National Assembly against the United
States' precipitous arming of India. 15 However, in line with his belief
that foreign policy should not undergo abrupt changes, Bhutto rejected
Opposition demands that his government ter minate the alliance with the
United States. He reasoned that in the "cold ruthleésness of international

pélitics" one could not expect to find a perfect alliance or a state of

. relations which could be ideal from Pakistan's point of view alone. Re-

peatédly in the National Assembly, even when he threatened the West
with "agonizing reprisals,® he ended by declaring that his government
contemplated no "basic" or "radical® change in its foreign policy.
Although Bhutto refused to sever ties with the United States,
he did issue certain caveats to the super-power. He asserted that the
global interests of the United States must necessarily comprise the
interests of iis allies as much as its own. Furthermore, a great

power could not "ride two horses at the same time."

Its own global interests must be consistent with the
interests of its allies and friends who share with it

14Ibid.

15Foreign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., pp. 40-44.
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common ideals and aspirations and have undertaken
certain obligations towards it. Or else, it must
recognize that a new situation has arisen in which
those alliances are no longer an asset, but rather

a burden and a liability and consequently, it must
abandon the policy of alliances. But as I said, you
cannot have it both ways. You cannot have a system
of alliances and a system of betrayal of the interests
of your allies. 10 (Emphasis added.)

Bhutto regretted the deterioration that had taken place in American-

Pakistani relations but stressed repeatedly that this was not the fault

of Pakistan but rather "something that has been imposed upon us. u17

As a result of Bhutlo's greater antipathy towards India, he
reacted more strongly than did Ayub Khan against_ American preferential
treatment of India at Pakistan's expense. After explaining the history of
America's thwarted efforts to woo India, Bhutto said,

The Sino-Indian border conflict of October 1962 removed
all doubts as to America’s complete support for India.
It was now decided to support India even at the risk of
alienating Pakistan. This was the opportunity for which
the United States had been yearning from the time of 8
Partition—its cherished dream was coming to reality.
(Emphasis added.)

Bhutto believed that American leaders were attempting to effect a recon-
ciliation between Pakistan and India in a way that would necessarily
subordinate Pakistan.lg It is noteworthy that Bhutto listed six reasons

for U.S. military assistance to Pakistan and three of these referred to

61ia., p. 108.
1Tpid., p. 121.
187 A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 62.

pig. , passim.
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the American goal of greater Indo-Pakistani cooperation based on their
common understanding of the Communist Chinese threat to the sub-

continent. 20

"What the United States wants is the maximum effective
encirclement of China, for which neither Pakistan nor India is alone
sufficient; their collaboration is essential. n21

The'fear that the policies of the United States and India ran
parallel after the Sino-Indian border war was a crucial element in Bhutto’s
perceptions and led to a greater disenchantment with the United States
than Ayub experienced. Bhutto did realize, however, that the ultirﬁate
objectives of the United States and India differed and, "In the interest
of its sovereignty, it is essential for Pakistan tc; conduct its diplomacy
in such a way as to divide the parallel lines and enlarge the contradic-

22

tions.® This can be related to Bhutto's general foreign policy

orientations, i.e., the preservation of independence as the most impor-

tant goal of Pakistan's foreign policy.23
Although there were some similarities in the way Ayub and

Bhutto viewed the United States prior to 1965, it was the Indo-Pakistani

War in that year that led to a sharp divergence between them. Bhutto

was disgusted by America‘s inert posture during the war. By merely

directing its efforts towards achieving a cease-fire, the U.S. was not

20mid., p. 105.
21pig., p. 110.

22Ihid., p. 113.

23Sef—: p- 51.
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going to the root of the problem.24 Laying aside the previous conviction
that there should be no abfupt changes in foreign policy, Bhutto seemed
convinced that Pakistan-American relations should be subject to radical
revision. Moreover, he began to criticize severely a number of Ameri-
can policies which he had ca,refuily avoided mentioning during most of
the period being examined. As an example, Bhutto's attitude towards
American actions in Vietnam may be cited.

In Vietnam, Bhutto chai'ged that liberal and progressive forces
were being crushed to prevent the country from becoming Communist. 25
The United States was trying to collect on her influence in the sub-
continent by forcing Pakistan and India td rally to her side. Solemn
commitments to Pakistan were not honored but in Vietnam, "the world
is being taken towards an international catastrophe in the name of commit-
men’cé,."26 Officially, Ayub Khan did not support America’s policies in
Vietnam but he used considerable discretion when he discussed the issue
publicly. Bhutto's world view, together with his growing antipathy to-
wards the United States after the 1965 war, made him oppose this
"imperialistic" activity of the United States far more openly. Ayub

later disclaimed many of Bhutto's emotional outbursts which were directed

24nKashmir and the United Nations," Speech at the Security
Council, September 22, 1965, Government of Pakistan, Produced by
the Department of Films and Publications, Karachi, p. 8.

25Bhutto discusses the Vietnam issue in The Myth of Independence,
op. cit., pp. 126-30.

0., p. 146.




against American policy in the third worid generally, and specifically
against U,.S. policy in Vietnam. We may specula’ce2I7 that this was one
important reason why he was replaced as Foreign Minister in June,
1966. 28

To summarize, Bhutto saw the United States in global as well
as in dominant bilateral terms. America’s "imperialist policies" were
inimical to the development of "small states” and it was in Pakistan's
national interest to resist "capitulation by installment." Bhutto advocated
a more "flexible" foreign policy so that Pakistan would be in a better
position to adjust to changes in the international system. He did not
contemplate any radical change in Pakistan's alliance policies as a
result of American military aid to India in 1962-63. However, Bhutto
~did have misgivings about the unqualified identification by Pakistan with
the United States. Bhutto's major complaint was that American leaders
wanted a united Indo-Pakistani front to ward off any possible Chinese
aggression; this could only result in Pakistan's subordination to India.
After the Indo-Pakistan War of 1965, Bhutto abandoned his previous policy
of caution towards the United States. Several months later he resigned

his post as Foreign Minister.

b. Soviet Union

Bhutto’s assessment of Soviet-Pakistan relations did not differ

greatly from that of Ayub Khan. The Foreigﬁ Minister and his President

27As have other analysts such as Rehman Sobhan, "Pakistan's
Political Crisis," The World Today, May, 1969, p. 204.

28The official reason for his departure was "for reasons of
health. "
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both understood that, prior to the 1965 Indo-Pakistan War, Russia was
unsyméathetic to Pakistan's problems with India. During the early
*sixties, both leaders hoped for greater friendship between the two
countries.

Bhutto's statements reflected some ambivalence when he dis-
cussed the global role of the Soviet Union. 29 On the one hand, he saw
the Soviet Union as a protector of oppressed people. On the other, he
viewed the Soviet Union as a revisionist state which was cooperating with
the United States to fulfill their common objectives. It was the second
of these two contradictory views that particularly displeased Bhutto; he -
thought the Soviet Union, like the United States, was attempting to effect
a reconciliation between India and Pakistan. Although Soviet reasons
differed from those of the U.S. ,30 the end result would, in Bhutto's
opinion, be damaging to Pakistan. He hoped that the Soviet Union would
not continue to compromise with the United States; Russia would then
have to relinquish its claims to leadership of oppressed peoples. He
warned the Soviet leaders that their policy of drift could not continue
for long.

The time has surely come for the Soviet Union to

redefine its global role and remove doubts occasioned

by its being pushed into one compromise after another

by the United States. In any event, Pakistan is capable

of exercising considerable manoeuvrability to negotiate

a more favourable future relationship with the Soviet
Union. 31

29Z.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., passim.

30Bhutto explains this in greater detail in ibid., pp. 84-5.
31mid.
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Bhutto was very interested in understanding the nature of the
Sino-Soviet dispute. On this particular issue, he saw the Soviet Union
in an intermediary position between the United States and China. With
his usual predilection to see inter-state relations in global terms,
Bhutto said,

Had it not been for the dispute between China and

the Soviet Union, it might not have been impossible

for the Communist World, represented by the Soviet

Union and China, and the Capitalist World, repre-

sented by the United States, notionally to divide the

world into different spheres of influence,32
Bhutto believed that the Sino-Soviet conflict would remain within certain
specified limits. Russia's claims to leadership of the Communist coun-
tries were based on ideology and only at the cost of international Com-
munism could the Soviet Union allow its ideological differences with
China to reach a point of no return.33

During the September war of>1965, Bhutto viewed the Soviet
Union as acting within the context of its global evaluation of the war.
The Soviet Union was alarmed by the Chinese ultimatum and sought to
end the conflict. In this way, the Soviet position was not determined
by the extent of Indian or Pakistani identification with her, but by

Russia's own giobal aims. 34 During the negotiations at Tashkent,

Bhutto was full of praise for Kosygin.35 Immediately afterwards, the

32miq. , pp. 15-16.
33mbid., p. 16.
341hid. , pp. 138-9.

35D2.WH, Karachi, January 7, 1966.
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Foreign Minister's estimation of the U.S.S.R. continued to rise. He
affirmed that the Soviet Union believed in the right of self-determination
of all peoples and added,

The great state on the soil of which the conference

took place, the U.S.S.R., came into being as a result

of a mighty historic movement based on the principle

of equality of man and self-determination of peoples.

Historically and ideologically the commitments of the

Soviet Union to these ideals are irrevocable.36

In short, Bhutto viewed the Soviet Union in two different con-
texts: glébal and dominant bilateral. In global terms, Bhutfo evaluated
Russia within a Marxist framework, i.e., the Soviet Union had an
ideological responsibility to protect the oppressed peoples of the world.
However, as a "great power" the Soviet Union was also making com-
promises with the United States in a way that would undermine Soviet
leadership of the "proletarian nations of the world." On a bilateral
basis, Bhutto's attitude towards the Soviet Union was quite similar to
that of Ayub Khan. Both leaders resented Russian support of India but

saw a possibility of better relations between Pakistan and Russia as a

result of their experiences at Tashkent.

External: Bilateral

Bhutto has said that "geography continues to remain the most

important single factor in the formulation of a country's foreign policy."37

He contended that if a nation were incapable of adjusting to its neighbors,

30mid,, January 16, 1966.

37Z.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 28.
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it would find that it was even more difficult to arrive at understandings

with nations situated far away.
A nation's maturity and flexibility in international
relations is born of the maturity and ﬂex.ibili’q‘z3 of
its behavior towards its immediate neighbors. 8

We shall now examine these statements in the light of Bhutto's percep-

tions of the People's Republic of China and of India.

a. People's Republic of China

Bhutto believed that he personally exercised a great deal of
influence in Pakistan's new policies towards China which began with the
border demarcation. As he said later, "... it is worth emphasizing
that the policy of close relations with China, which I formulated and
put into operati;)n, is indispensable to Pakistan. .. ."39 This statement

is indicative of the great importance Bhutto attached to Pakistan's rela-

~ tions with Communist China.

The Foreign Minister viewed Pakistan's relations with China
not only in global and bilateral terms but in a regional context as well.
He asserted that Sino-Palﬁstani friendship would reduce tensions in Asia.
China was a member of the family of Afro-Asian nations and Bhutto at-
tached the greatest importance to the awakening and solidarity of the

peoples of Asia and Africa.40 In line with his ideology and general

381bid.

39mid., Preface viii.

4OZ.A. Bhutto, The Quest for Peéce, op. cit., pp. 31-39.




foreign policy orientations, Bhutto sympathized with China's position

on Vietnam. "There should be a settlement, which is equitable and

honourable for the people of Vietnam, and not through bringing them

to their knees by methods other than peaceful.41

Bhutto's foreign policy images.

As noted previously, Islam was a major factor in coloring
42

which Bhutto seemed to resent most bitterly. With regard to China,
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However, it was the Christian states

Bhutto did not perceive Pakistan's differing ideology as an impediment

to increased friendship and understanding.

In fact,

Our relations are based on the Bandung principles and

on the strict adherence to the concept of non-interference.
Nowhere is it mentioned in the scriptures of Islam that
fostering friendship with non-Islamic states involves a
compromise of identity.43

Bhutto went on to cite the historical and cultural ties which

existed between Pakistan and China.

border,

There is a large Muslim population inhabiting North-West
China and its Sinkiang province. Good neighbourly rela-
tions with the People's Republic of China have once again
enabled Pakistan to revive its historical and cultural links
with this important segment of the Chinese people, links
which were altogether rugtured during the period of colonial
rule in the subcontinent. 44

When Pakistan and China agreed to demarcate their common

Bhutto was impressed with China’s conciliatory attitude. He

41 .
Ibid., p. 29.
425ee p. 52.

437.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 133.
44

Z.A. Bhutto, The Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 96.
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was convinced that the Chinese had peaceful intentions towards their
immediate neighbors and he felt that India was to blame for the con-
tinuation of Sino-Indian tension. In the National Assembly, Bhutto
remarked,

The People's Republic of China has thus shown its

eagerness to settle the dispute peacefully rather than

by the use of force. The Charter of the United Nations

enjoins that all disputes should be settled by peaceful

means, Thus China, which is not a member of the

United Nations, has respected its Charter. India, which

is a prominent member of that organization has ignored it.
Bhutto was careful to stress that relations with China were not of a
negative character, i.e., they were not based solely on the fact that
China and Pakistan both had disputes with India. He declared that "Paki-
stan's friendship with China is an independent factor in Pakistan's foreign
policy, not contingent on any other and nothing will be permitted in any
way to endanger those relations."46

Bhutto believed that China and Pakistan had a fundamental com-
mon interest which had survived despite the fact that Pakistan was

aligned with the West and had been given aid {o combat Communism.

Because of India's belligerent policy towards both states, ™. .. it is in

China's national interest to support Pakistan and it is in Pakistan's

47

national interest to develop friendly relations with China.=" That the

United States disapproved of Pakistan's normalization of relations with

4E’Foreig’n Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 37.

4644, , p. 65.

4"IZ.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 148.
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China and took countermeasures against it wes, in Bhutto's opinion, an
added bond between Pakistan and China."‘8 The actions of the United
States merely served to demonstrate to the Chinese that Pakistan was
no longer an American satellite, and Pakistan had not given in to Ameri-
can pressures. But there was one common interest between Pakistan
and China that overrode all others. This was the Chinese unequivocal
support for Pakistan's position in Kashmir "... and this, quite apart
from other considerations, must influence Pakistan in seeking friendly
relations with Chi.na.“49

There were charges of collusion between China and Pakistan dur-
ing the 1965 Indo-Pakistan War. Despite the great importance that Bhutto
attached to Pakistan's relations with China, he denied that there Wﬁs any
collusion between them. 20 Although he officially supported his Presi-
dent's stand on this issue, the Foreign Minister expreésed his gratitude
to China on nﬁmerous occasions. Bhutto's highly charged and emotional
language was in sharp contrast to Ayub's cautious statements of gratitude.
For example, Bhutto said,

... our great neighbor to the north, the People's

Republic of China, ... gave us full moral support

and rising above ideological difference, upheld the

cause of righteousness to condemn the war of aggres-
sion launched against us by India. '

481id., p. 131.
pid., p. 132.
50uThys Spake Bhutto," Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit.,

p. 303.

Slpid., pp. 308-9.
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Bhutto regarded China's unequivocal support for Pakistan as unpre-
cedented. Moreover, the events which accompanied the 1965 war
served to reinforce Bhutto's view that closer ties between Pakistan
and China should be fostered.

To summarize, Bhutto saw Pakistan's relations with China as
unsatisfactory for the first decade and a half of Pakistan's existence.
As Foreign Minister, he began to rectify this situation. He did not
view ideological factors as impediments to closer ties between the two
countries. In fact, China had a dominant role in Asia; because Paki-
stan_ was above all an Asian state, it was vital for Pakistan fo maintain
friendly relations with China and thereby strengthen Asian unity. Once
the border between China and Pakistan had been demarcated, a major
source of stress between the two countries was eliminated. As a result
of the Sino-Indian border war and China's support to Pakistan on the
Kashmir iséue, Bhutto believed that there were sirong practical reasons
for closer relations between the two countries. As mentioned, Bhutto
viewed geography as the most important single element in formulating

52

a country's foreign policy. Linked to this was his professed desire

for Pakistan to have good relations with her immediate neighbors.

b. India

Bhutto saw Indian nationalism as the fundamental cause of dis-

cord between India and Pakista.n.53 He explained this in terms of

52See p. 108.

532.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., passim.
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historical factors and India's problems with internal integration. Indian
history revealed that Hinduism had remained dominant by assimilating
foreign elements. %4 Only the Muslim conquest broke the old Indian
order. When the Muslims in the sub-continent insisted on retaining
their separate identity, the Hindus reacted with an extreme sense of
"xenophobia. "

Fed on centuries of hatred, their sense of injury

received at Muslim hands reinforced by religious

dogma, all Hindu movements have conceived the

assimilation of the Muslim minority as part of their

political objective. ...
India has carried out this policy to the present day by exploiting every
conceivable weakness in Pakistan's internal affairs. Referring to India's
problems with internal integration, Bhutto said that "The creation of Paki-

56 Were

stan has contributed to the crystallization of Indian nationhood!
it not for the hatred of Pakistan which was prevalent in India, the Indian
leadefs would not even be able to hold their nation together. In other
words, it was onlythe vehement hatred of Pakistan which restrained the
separatist urges of the various states and kept India united.

After two decades of independence, Indo-Pakistani relations had

remained static. The two nations had been permanently in a state of

either enmity or acute confrontation; only the degree of tension varied.

54phutto discusses the historical foundation of Hindu-Muslim
rivalry in ibid., pp. 165-68.

Bpid., p. 168.

56mid. p. 32.
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Bhutto explained that their relations had never been "normal"; nor could
they become so without the settlement of basic issues. The most basic
issue was, of course, Kashmir.

Bhutto differentiated between a mere boundary dispute and the
more fundamental problem of Kashmir which was a region held in
ncolonial bondage.™ ! "To Pakistan,” he said, "Kashmir is more than
an obsession. ... It is a bleeding wound, a scar, a ca_ncer."58

Pakistan was incomplete without Jammu and Kaéﬁmir

both territorially and ideologically.... It would be

fatal to abandon the struggle with India out of sheer

exhaustion or intimidation.99
Bhutto argued that the level of fension between the two countries must
be accepted by the Pakistani people until Kashmir could be integrated
into Pakistan. In other words, if Pakistan were to relent and to estab-
lish friendly relations with India without first settling the Kashmir dis-
pute, "it would be the first major step in establishing Indian leadership
in our parts, with Pakistan and her neighbouring states becoming Indian

satellites. n60

However, the Foreign Minister agreed with his President
that the solution could be "simple and direct," based on an Indian change

of heart.

57 pokistan Affairs, XVI, March 16, 1964.

38sibte Faruqg Faridi, Ayub's Manifesto Undertakings, (Election
Manifesto), Produced by the Department of Films and Publications,
Government of Pakistan, Karachi, May, 1965, p. 48.

59z.A. .Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 180.

6Oll)ic’l.
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Bhutto resented the reputation that India had built as a non-
aligned natioh. He termed India’s predilection to speak with different
voices in Washington, Moscow and Peking as a policy of "double align-
ment.“61 Furthermore, Bhutto felt that Indian leaders were not to be
trusted. As an example, Bhutto cited the visit of the Prime Minister
of India to the United States in 1961, when he proclaimed grandly:
"Peace is a passion with us." Bhutto added, "Three days after deliver-
ing this message of peace, India's war drums were beating in Goa. n62

Bhutto gained special pleasure from his belief that the Sino-
Indian border war demonstrated India's non-alignment to be a sham.63
Because the military situation looked dismal from the Indian point of
view, she hypocritically agreed to discuss the Kashmir issue with Paki-
stan in order to extract arms from the West. With the unilateral cease-
fire aeclared by "peace-loving China," India's attitude changed com-
pletely and the discussion got bogged down in procedural wrangles.
Despite massive arms from the West, India had to maintain the fagade

of non-alignment so that she could continue to extract aid from the

Soviets as well. Bhutto pointed out that,

61

Foreign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., passim.

62Z.A. Bhutto, The Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 43. Bhutto
cited six specific "categorical and undeniable instances of Indian aggres-
sion" which further undermined the sincerity of that "peace-loving coun-
try." In the case of Goa, Bhutto made it c’<ar that he was not condon-
ing imperialism but pointing to Indian methods of resorting to force for
settling disputes. "Thus Spake Bhutto," Ayub: Soldier and Statesman,
op. cit., p. 323.

63Bhutto discusses this point at length in Foréign Policy of Paki-
stan, op. cit., pp. 38-40, and Quest for Peace, op. cit., pp. 44 and 47.
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To get these arms Nehru has had to break his own

image and to violate his much-trumpeted doctrine of

Panchshella. Gone is the proud voice of neutralism.

That image has been broken and that doctrine shat-

tered.
-Bhutto was particularly concerned that after the Sino-Indian War in 1962,
the United States considered India to be "virtually a member of an
unwritten alliance against Communism. #5° Furthermore, India was
receiving the same privileges as SEATO and CENTO members, "but
with the all-important difference that India would be permiited to main-
tain its veneer of non-alignment and be free from awkward and perilous
obligations which reciprocally bound other aligned natioms. n66

Bhutto expressed far greater personal antipathy for Pandit Nehru
and Krishna Menon than did Ayub Khan. He felt that Nehru was a
prisoner of Menon's personality: "By sheer force of intellect, Krishna
Menon controlled the thoughts of Pandit Nehru. n67 He believed that
Nehru's main theme was hatred of Pakistan and that Nehru's life mission
was to isolate Pakistan and "create all manner of difficulties for her."58
Added to this was the fact that,

Nehru made India lofty at the top but allowed it to

remain rotten at the bottom. ... Internationally, he
gave India the posture of non-alignment, of being the

64Foreign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 40.

657.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 69.

66m14.
67

Z.A. Bhutto, The Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 64.

68
Ibid., p. 72.
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arbiter between the East and the West. In a final

analysis, however, he left India friendless and 2lone,
distrusted by its neighbours and reduced from a giant

to a dwarf in the eyes of Asia and Africa.

Bhutto perceived that India's policies vis-a-vis Pakistan under-

0 He felt

went a change as a result of the September war of 1965.
certain the war had demonstrated to the Indian leaders that they could
not destroy Pakistan by confrontation. India would use a more subtle
approach in the future by holding out inducements of peaceful cooperation.
But Bhutto viewed India's cooperative efforts as attempts to "enter by
the back door, like a burglar'. w1 In other words, India was merely
implementing new devious tactics in order to induce Pakistan to submit
to Hindu domination. Bhutto was resolute in affirming that this was
one thing that ?akistan would never do. In short, Pakistan could mg.in-
tain her vital interests only by confronting India until all disputes were
equitably resolved.'72

To return to Bhutto's statements concerning the primacy of
geography in foreign policy and his desire to have friendly relations

with immediate neighbors, it is clear that this did not extend to Paki-

stan's relations with India. Bhutto himself expressed this when he said:

69mid., p. 69.
1074, Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., pp. 182-93.
Tipid., p. 182.

7zrbid., p. 186.
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We wish to live in peace, in mutual understanding
and friendship with all countries. In the achievement
of this objective we have fully succeeded, except in
so far as only one state is concerned. That state is
India. 73 (Emphasis added.)

Since Bhutto perceived the principal objective of Indian foreign policy as
domination of Pzkistan, he feit that in the near future, armed confronta-
tion with India was not only unavoidable, but indeed the only answer to

the solution of Indo-Pakistan disputes.

Internal: Military Capability

During the period when Bhutto was Foreign Minister, he was
continually pre-occupied with the question of how Pakistan could ade-
quately meet the "Indian threat." He repeatedly emphasized the impor- -
tance of a moré "flexible" foreign policy for Pakistan. This flexibility
was justified not only ideologically, but also as a device for increasing
Pakistan's military capabilities relative to those of India. Therefore,
we shall first examine Bhutto's assessments of Pakistan's military
capabilities relative to those of India. Only then can we understand
how Bhutto evaluated the United States, the People's Republic of China
and the Soviet Union as additional sources of military capability for
Pakistan.

Bhutto was keenly aware that India was strénger and more
powerful than Pakistan. However, he believed that the Indian leaders

had come to tolerate Pakistan because they did not have the power

"Foreien Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 80.
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to destroy her. ™ India were able to augment her military strength
to the point where she could overpower Pakistan, partition would be
terminated and Pakistan and Kashmir together would be re-absorbed
into Hindu India.

Apart from ideological considerations, there were three important
military reasons why Bhutto felt that Kashmir must be integrated into

Pakistan. /0

Firstly, India wanted to retain those sections of Jammu
and Kashmir which she already "occupied" in order to increase her
strategic importance. This would be accomplished by India having com-
mon borders with the Soviet Union and China, and correspondingly deny-
ing Pakistan these frontiers. Secondly, India wa.ntéd to possess all of
Kashmir. This would enable her to dominate the entire sub-continent.
Thirdly, if India were to succeed in absorbing all of Kashmir, this
would be only a beginning. India would then proceed to encourage the
rivalry which already existed between East and West Pakistan. Once

Pakistan's national resolve was broken, subversion to break the link

between East and West Pakistan would increase in both wings.

If, in this way, Pakistan were to be divided, each wing

- would immediately lose its importance by half. Instead
of being two mighty pillars in the sub-continent, Pakistan
would be reduced to two weak states. The process of
disintegration would continue uniil East Pakistan were
absorbed into West Bengal and would provide an encourag-
ing example to separatist movements in West Pakistan.t

"7 A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 170.

mid., pp. 180-2.

"Omid., p. 182.




Each of the three military reasons which Bhutto gave for repudiating
India's claim to Kashmir was related to the territorial integrity of
Pakistan. |

At various times, Bhutto said that military aid to India could
not be seen only as an aid to wholesale aggression against Pakistan; it
was also a contributing factor to the further deterioration of relations
between them. India's bargaining position would be artificially increased
to such an extent that it would preclude for all time, the possibility of a

settlement on Kashmir—except on India's own terms.

The issue thus is not only that India is receiving military

assistance, which may be used against Pakistan, but also

that the augmentation of India's military strength invests

it with a most dangerous power of dictating its own terms

in disputes with other states. ‘

After 1962, Bhutto perceived India as a fallen state which had
given in to American bribes of economic and military aid. He thought
that India should negotiate a settlement with China but he doubted that
she would do this in the near future. Being "vain, deceitful and an
imperialist power," India wanted to dominate the entire land mass from
the Hindukush to the Mekong River. As India was unable to fight the
Chinese colossus, she would turn her recently augmented military power

.. againsf the helpless peoples of South and Southeast Asia."'78

77Forei@ Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., pp. 73-4.

"8 These views were expressed in a speech which Bhutto gave
to the National Assembly. National Assembly of Pakistan Debates:
Official Report (Discussion on Emergency Situation Arising out of Large-
Scale Supply of Arms to India), November 24, 1962, pp. 41-68.




Bhutto saw the 1965 Indo-Pakistani War as a vindication of ail
his prophesies. His anger knew no bounds. In a broadcast to the natic:.
on September 4, 1965, Bhutto raved,

In Jammu and Kashmir, India did not remain content

with the denial of the right of self-determination to the
people. She launched a barbaric policy of cold-blooded

and callous genocide with the sole objective of eliminat-

ing the Muslim majority of the State of Jammu and Kash-
mir by Hitlerite extermination. India unleashed all the
horrors and iniquities of imperialism and re-enacted the
entire gamut of colonialist devices against which genera-
tions 8f downtrodden humanity have struggled for emancipa-.
tion.

K Bhutto saw the 1965 war as the realization of all his fears
regarding Indian aggression, how then did he attei*npt to ensure Pakistan's
military security? To answer this question, we must explore Bhutto's
perceptions of the three major powers as sources of additional military

strength during the 1962-65 period.

a., United States

Bhutto blamed the United States for the "frantic" arms race
which had developed between India and Pakistan. In addition, he casti-
gated the United States for ignoring solemn commitments to Pakistan
from 1962 onwards. He believed that the United States had "arbitrarily
and without notice abrogated the letier and spirit of the Mutual Defence

Treaties and CENTO and SEATO Agreements."80

79“'I'hus_ Spake Bhutto," Ayub: Soldier and Statesman, op. cit.,

p. 292.
80z.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 146.
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The Foreign Minister also held the United States responsible
for India's increased bargaining power. He stated that India had not
taken any drastic actions in Kashmir until the United States decided to
provide her with military assistance. In late 1963, "without any justi-
fication, " India marched her troops into a village in Azad Kashmir.
"This and other provocative demonstrations of chauvinism were repeated
with greater bravado as the position of the United States became clear-
er, u81 Bhutto believed that India would not have dared to "commit
aggression" against Pakistan in 1965 if there were still the fear that
the United States would fulfill her treaty obligations and other commit-
ments to Pakistan.82

In discussing the guarantee of the United States—that American
arms given to India would not be used against Pakistan—Bhutto asserted
that the facts of India's history made this guarantee meaningless.83
Moreover, in a given situation; it was impossible to determine which
state was the aggressor. For Bhutte, this same assurance given previ-
ously to India when Pakistan wa2s being armed by the United States was
significantly different from the assurances given to Pakistan aft-er the
Sino-Indian border war in 1962.

” This situation arises from the fact that Pakistan is
in every respect a far smaller country than India....

Therefore, while the assurance given to India by the
United States was quite superfluous, that given to

81pid., p. 74.

82mi4. . p. 6.
83Forei.gn Policy of Pzkistan, op. cit. ,' p. 12.




Pakistan is of little or no value in a situation in
which our security is in jeopardy.84

Bhutto directed his outbursts over Kashmir not only against
India but also against the United States for its failure to bring India to
terms. Furthermore, Bhutto argued, the American decision to terminate
military assistance to Pakistan in 1965 had increased the threat to Paki-
stan's security in several Ways.g5

In the first instance, Bhutto saw the American decision to ter-
minate military aid to India and Pakistan as injurious only to Pakistan.
Like his President, Bhutto was aware that Pakistan's armed forces were
dependent on military supplies and spare parts which could come only
from the United States. India, on the other hand, had alternative sources
of military a,id.'

Secondly, Bhutto contended that the temptation to wage war nor-
mally arose whenever there was a military imbalance between two antago-
nistic states. While Bhutto admitted that American aid to Pakistan
was not made available for use against India, it did act as a deterrent
against India. Moreover, in the 1965 war, Pakistan was able to use
U.S. military assistance against India. The question then became, how
could Pakistan adequately meet this threat to its security in the absence
of renewed military aid from the United States?

Thirdly, Bhutto rejected the notion that the United States could

impose effective disarmament on Pakistan and India by merely ceasing

84mid.

85These reasons are drawn from various sections of The Myth
of Independence, op. cit.
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to give them military aid. He saw that disarmament, to be successful,

had to be on a multilateral, universal basis, "... so that no one nation

n86

has an advantage over another, ... This did not apply to India and

Pakistan because:

India is in possession of Jammu and Kashmir and
eastern enclaves belonging to Pakistan. In such
circumstances, bilateral disarmament between India
and Pakistan would mean the victory of the state
possessing the di%p?uted territory and the defeat of
the dispossessed.

Thus Bhutto violently opposed the suspension of American military
aid to Pakistan. He argued that relations between the United States and
Pakistan had been characterized by a series of vicissitudes but,

. . . only the United States® decision to terminate
military assistance to Pakistan-—a country to which

it is technically still bound by the obligations of a
Mutual Defence Treaty and an association in the
defence alliances of CENTO and SEATO—finally put

a stop to the special relationship.88 (Emphasis added.)

During the early *sixties Bhutto had denied that Pakistan would withdraw
from the Western Pacts. After 1965, however, his response was entirely
different:

The sooner, therefore, that Pakistan dissociates her-

self from treaties which are no longer valid, the better
for her future security and for the peace of Asia.

86mid. , p. 185.
87mbid.

881bid. , D. 2.

89mia., p. 147,
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b. People's Republic of China

As far back as 1962, Bhutto began looking for additional support
in his effort to enhance Pakistan's military security against India. In
a lengthy statement in the National Assembly, Bhutto argued that China

might fulfill this role.

This much we know and can say that if, God forbid,
we should be involved in a clash with India, that is,
if India were, in its frustration, to turn its guns
against Pakistan, the international position being what
it is, Pakistan would not be alone ... a defeated
Pakistan or a subjugated Pakistan would not only mean
annihilation for us but also pose a serious threat to
other countries of Asia and particularly to the largest
state of Asia.90 (Emphasis added.)

On the question of a non-aggression pact with China, Bhutto found this
an acceptable course of action for Pa]&:istan.91 When Bhutto was stiu of
the opinion that Pakistan should remain in the Western Pacts, he main-
tained that a non-aggression pact with China would not violate a SEATO
member's obligations under the alliance. Commenting on reports in
1962 that China had offered or intended to offer Pakistan such a pact,
Bhutto observed:

This offer cannot be regarded as inconsistent with our

alliances with the West. Our alliances are for self-

defence. A non-aggression pact further reinforces the

defensive character of these alliances.

Bhutto thought that friendship with the People's Republic of

China could strengthen Pakistan's position vis-2-vis India in the early

OForeign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 75.
91pakistan Affairs, XVII, March 16, 1964.

92Foreign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 31.




127

'sixties and this belief became even stronger as a result of the 1965
war. With each step away from total reliance on the U.S. for military
aid, Bhutto moved a step towards China. This can be viewed as a
continuous action—réaction pattern which developed ciuring the four-year
period. Therefore, Bhutto's images of China did not undergo any basic
change; they merely reflected a logical development and strengthening

over time.

c. Soviet Union

By contrast, Bhutto's perceptions of the Soviet Union underwent
a fundamental change in the four-year period. Bhutto’s thesis in 1963
was that "given geography and the power realities of the nuclear age,
the military thzleat to us, if there is one, would come more from the
Soviet Union than from China.“g3 We have seen how Bhutto's assess-
ment of the Soviet Union changed as a result of the Soviet behavior at
Tashkent. Despite certain misgivings about Russian global policies,
Bhutto did indeed see the Soviet Union as an additional source of ﬁlili—
tary capabilities for Pakistan. After 1965, he even proposed that a
treaty of iriendship and non-aggression should be concluded with the
Soviet Union as soon as possible.94

To conclude, Bhutto perceived the primary threat to Pakistan

as emanating from India. I the three great powers were ever {o

threaten Pakistan, it would be at some future time and in the context

93Washing,’ton Post, March 10, 1563.

947.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 148.
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of their global policies, i.e., imperialism. Pakistan had to be especially
wary of the United States in this regard. In seeking closer ties with the
People's Republic of China and the Soviet Union, Bhutto did not repudiate
any military aid that the U.S. might give to Pakistan in the future. He
simply believed that Pakistan could not afford to depend on a single
source for military support. Moreover, his country should never again
make the mistake of identifying too closely with a great power whose
global objectives were inimical to the national interest of Pakistan.
Instead, all three great powers should serve as additional sources of
military capability for Pakistan. In short, Bhutto had two main objec-
tives in advocating a more "flexible" foreign policy for Pakistan. His
long-term goal was to place Pakistan in a better position to resist '
future domination by great powers. But more important, his immediate
aim was to gain matériel and moral support for Pakistan's "just cause®

in warding off Indian "aggression."

Internal: Economic Capability

Bhutto was gcutely aware of the low level of Pakistan's economic
capabilities relative to the industrialized nations of the West. In addition,
he saw the economic problems of Pakistan and other developing countries
from a modified Marxist viewpoint. He beiieyed that there was a close
link between the national and international causes of poverty and he placed
greater emphasis on the latter.

The Fofeign Minister agreed with his President that the Pakistan

Government would have to undertake measures to make the country eco-
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nomically self-supporting. He believed that everything possible was
being done to overcome the "crisis of want" within Pakistan itself.
"But not all our reforms at the national level can provide the final
answer to what is feally an international problem.“95 He realized that
most underdeveloped countries needed foreign assistance and that Paki-
stan was no exception. For Bhutto, there were two important reasons
why Pakistan was entitled to economic aid from the Western Powers.

The first reason was that it was in the interest of certain
powers to give aid to Pakistan. The great powers realized Pakistan's
importance to the world as a result of her geopolitical position.

We do not get aid and assistance because we beg for if.

We get aid and assistance because Pakistan is a nation

of a hundred million people with a geopolitical position

of great importance. 96
Bhutto also understood that foreign aid givers were not motivated by
pure altruism. The loans which Pakistan received had to be repaid
from her own resources. Moreover, it was advantageous to the econ-
omies of the industrialized countries to give loans to underdeveloped
countries. 91

The second reason which Bhutto gave for Pakistan's right to
economic aid was a moral one. He explained that the economic exploit-

ation of Asia and Africa by the West had been of the most vicious

character.

95Z.A. Bhutto, The Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 51.

96I“oreign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., p. 86.

97z.A. Bhutto, The Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 37.
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Colonial rule has sapped our vitality. It has demoral-
ised our people and retarded their growth. Because of
it, we find ourselves in a situation of economic dependence.

98
Moreover, Bhutto saw a direct correlation between the richness of the
Western nations and the poverty of Asia and Africa. Had colonies not
existed, Bhutto felt certain that the industrialized nations would never
have attained the "pinnacle of plenty. n99 Consequently, the developed
countries, particularly the former colonial powers, were under a moral
obligation to come to the aid of the underdeveloped countries. In fact
he saw aid as a form of “_reparation“ ; it was returning to the people of
Asia a small part of the wealth which was taken away during the days
of "unbridled imperialism. »100 The reasons which Bhutto gave clearly
demonstrate the impact of his personal values on his explanation of
Pakistan's need for foreign aid. Although foreign aid can be an embar-
rassment to the recipient, Bhutto insisted on the retention of Pakistan's
"seli-respect" and refused to admit that foreign aid was a form of charity:

One fact emerges clearly: The amount needed for the

economic development of the currently under-developed,

formerly dependent, countries does not bear comparison

to the total of wealth which has, over the years, been

siphoned from them. 10

As Foreign Minister, Bhutto understood the need for foreign

assistance if Pakistan's dependent economy were to be turned into a

98pid.

99mid., p. 51.
100034,

101p54q. . p. 57.
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self-reliant one. However, if foreign aid were accompanied by foreign
interference, Pakistan's dependence on outside powers would increase
and the whole purpose of economic aid would be defeated. This was
explained more fully in terms of the international system.

Bhutto affirmed that the end of impex;ialism and the emergence
of the super-powers "has changed the whole concept of a great power. n102
He said that the aim of a "great power" was no longer to subjugate the
world in the conventional sense. The aim was now to control the minds
of men and gain the allegiance of the leaders of underdeveloped nations
through economic domination and other devices—without necessarily inter-
fering directly. Economic exploitation was now the principal concern in
that "this is the inevitable adjustment in the transition from colonialism
to neo-colonialism, which is why our independence is a myth. n103  ge
found this economic pressure more insidious in the modern stage, but
equally strong. Bhutto felt it an almost heroic national duty to withstand
the neo-colonialist policies of the great powers. He tried to make it
clear to the Western powers that interference in Pakistan's national objec-
tives would not be tolerated. In other words, Pakistan must ", .. refrain
from accepting preconditions which limit her freedom of action in any

respect in the discharge of her national and ideological obligations. n104

1o'thu'd:o elaborates on this notion in The Myth of Indebendence,

op. cit., pp. 10-11,
103

Ibid., p. 10.

104p54. , p. 144.
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a. United States

Bhutto viewed Pakistan's economic ties with the United States
within this same Marxist international framework. When Kennedy
became President of the United States, he began to emphasize greater
economic aid to the underdeveloped couniries. In essence, however,

The emphasis on greater economic aid was designed

to provide markets for the United States® goods in order

to maintain pro-West links with the recipient countries. 05

For Bhutto, the economic practices of the United States followed
a distinct pattern closely related to American global objectives. He
explained this in the following way:

An action is taken to move Pakistan towards global

alignments, which occasions loud but ineffectual

protests. Then an economic carrot is dangled in

front of the Pakistan Government to persuade its

official spokesmen to return to their desks. The

inducement has taken many forms:... Again,

after a decent lapse of time, comes another punch

prompting protests which are soothed by further

economic palliatives, and so the caravan moves

towards its destination. 106
To illustrate this, an example was given: In reference to the postpone-
ment of the Aid-Pakistan Consoriium Meeting in July 1965, Bhutto com-
plained that the U.S. had decided upon this course of action without
consulting any of the other members. Bhutto had suspicions that the
Consortium Meeting was postponed abruptly in order to exert undisguised

pressure on Pakistan. His suspicions were confirmed when the American

Ambassador called upon him and advised him to reconsider his position

105Ibid. , b. 55.

106mi4., p. 85.
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on Vietnam as well as the close relations that had been developing be-

tween Pakistan and the People’s Republic of China. 107
Bhutto had noticed that economic aid to India and Pakistan had

increased over the years. In his opinion, this meant that the two

countries' dependence on the U.S. had also increased. 108

He thought
that the United States might try to use economic aid to bring India and
Pakistan together "... for the attainment of the United States objectives
in Asia and elsewhere."109  Economic reprisals were not Bhutto's great-
est fear, however. He explained that economic difficulties could generally
be overcome by internal adjustments. Bul more importantly,

. . . the enforcement of economic sanctions does not

havg the same impgct as the termingtitzn of mi!itar;lrlo

assistance, where it threatens a nation's security.
Although Bhutto hoped that Pakistan's economy would be strengthened so

that she could become self-reliant and resist foreign pressures, his

prime consideration was unambiguous: "Pakistan's security and terri-

torial integrity are more important than economic development. n111

Bhutto saw very clearly that Pakistan would have to endure
many economic sacrifices if she did not give in to American pressures.

If Pakistan were to freeze the Kashmir dispute, come to terms with

107554, , p. 72.

108p4. , p. 8.

1091mid., p. 84.

11044, , p. 91

11p54. , p. 152.
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India and assume a different attitude towards the People's Republic of
China, she would qualify for increased economic aid from the United
States. Bhutto was not prepared to compromise on any of these impor-

tant issues, all of which he deemed crucial to Pakistan's security.112

b. The People's Republic of China and the Soviet Union

‘Bhutto rarely referred to China as an additional source of eco-
nomic capabilities for Pakistan alone. Instead, he viewed China within
the broader context of Afro-Asian unity. Bhutto believed that Afro-

Asian nations were becoming a powerful force in the world, despite

113

the fact that most of these countries were individually poor. This

trend could only be continued if the Afro-Asians banded together.

Afro-Asian solidarity is neither a myth nor an abstract
philosophy, but a condition necessary both for our indi-
vidual advancement as well as our collective protection.
The underdeveloped nations, the bulk of which are in

Asia and Africa, are the proletarian nations of the world.
Though individually they may be as weak and impoverished
as is a single workman or peasant, together they are as 114
formidable as a collective movement of the labouring masses.

As the "undisputed champion of the oppressed peoples in the
underdeveloped couni:ries,“115 China had a powerful role to play in help-
ing these "proletarian nations of the world" to advance economically.

Although Bhutto saw the necessity of accepting foreign aid in the short

112034, p. 158.

1137 . Bhutto, The Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 53.
114

Z.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 114.

Wopia., p. 121.




135

run, he felt that "the ultimate aim of the Asian-African countries must

be to build up seli-reliance and to be free from restraints, direct and

indirect, that arise from dependence upon o’cheré.“116 He believed

that Afro-Asian unity under the aegis of Communist China would lead

to the permanent solution of Pakistan's economic problems in the future.
The first step towards improving relations with the Soviet Union

was taken when Bhutto, as Minister of Fuel, Power and Natural Re-

sources, visited the Soviet Union at the end of 1960 to conclude an Oil

Agreement. Bhutto explained, "This was the first contact of major

significance between the Soviet Union and Pakistan and it opened the

way to contacts in other fields. 117

Russian equipment and experts,
together with a.loan of $30 million would be used in the enterprise.
Werner Levi reports that negotiations for this agreement had begun

even before the U-2 incident and resulted from the Pakistan Govern-
ment's suspicion that the prospecting previously carried out by a Western

118 pren at this

group "had not been carried on with all possible vigor."
early stage, Bhutto viewed the agreement with Russia as a definite shift
away from complete dependence upon Western aid. l

Although Bhutto was interested in expanding economic contacts

with both the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China, he empha-

1162.A. Bhutto, Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 38.

11F{Z.A. Bhutto, The Myth of Independence, op. cit., p. 126.

118upakistan, the Soviet Union and Ching,® Pacific Affairs,
XXXV, Fall, 1962, p. 218.
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sized that this should be "without any cultural imposition or political
domination by them."119 Bhutto added,

If we could fight and repel domination by the West,

we can just as well resist domination by others and

that we will do. The great Powers must realize that

the era of overlordship and exploitation has come to

an end, a complete, total and final end. We want, at

long last, after centuries of subjugation, to order our

destiny on a basis of equality and friendship with all

the Powers of the world.120
Bhutto issued this warning to both Communist countries but, in his other
speeches and writings he distinguished sharply between them. The Soviet
Union, as a revisionist state, was more likely to "exploit" Pakistan
economically than was the People's Republic of China—the "champion"
of the "oppressed peoples of the world,"

In conclusion, Bhutto's foreign policy images can be briefly
summarized. The international system was an important component
of Bhutto's perceptions; he strongly emphasized the continuing presence
of imperialism and imperialistic practices. It was Pzkistan's security
problem, however, which was the cornerstone of his image and this
was related specifically to India. His perception of Indian aggression
was the most important consideration in modifying the pattern of Paki-
stani alignments. Bhutto believed that ‘Pakistan could not afford to
depend on a single source of military support. This was in line with

his ideological position that a new nation ‘should have a "flexible and

independent" foreign policy. He understood that the United States

llg'Z.A.- Bhutto, Quest for Peace, op. cit., p. 26.

120,14,
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would penalize Pakistan economically for her new alignments but Bhutto
thought this a small price to pay to enhance Pakistan's military security.
In seeking closer ties with the Soviet Union, and particularly the People's
Republic of China, Bhutto believed he had promoted a foreign policy in
which three great powers would now serve as additional sources of mili-
tary capability for Pakistan. ‘

In the next chapter we shall assess the outcomes of the Pakistani
leaders' policy choices in order to determine whether or not they were

successful in achieving their objectives.




CHAPTER V

ELITE IMAGES AND FOREIGN POLICY OUTCOMES

In the two.previous chapters we have examined the components
of the foreign policy images of Mohammad Ayub Khan and Zulfikar Ali
Bhutto in order to understand why Pakistan shifted alignments. We have
also compared and contrasted the goals of the two leaders and their
proposed means for attaining them. In short, we have so far limited
ourseives to the policy-forming process. In this chapter we will explore
Pakistan's alignment policy from another perspective by studying the
outcomes of these policy choices. The major purpose of this chapter
is to make an independent judgment as to what the opportunities and
lLimitations were and how they affected the achievement of the Pakistani
decision-makers® foreign policy goals.

This chapter is again organized around the four major variables—
dominaﬁt bilateral, bilateral, military capability and economic capability.
Four sub-operations will be performed within each of these four variables.
Firstly, we will briefly examine the perceptions of leaders in the four
countries which were involved in Pakistan's changing alignment patierns—
the United States, the Soviet Union, the People's Republic of China, and
India. We will be most interested in their statements on issues which
Ayub and Bhutto deemed important. Secondly, we will consider other
researcher’s perceptions of these same leaders, again focusing on the

issues which were relevant to Pakistan's alliance policy. Thirdly, we

138
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will assess the congruence which may or may not have existed between
the images of the Pakistani leaders and the "reality of" the situation.
This will involve introducing my own interpretation and judgment as to
which decision—mal«;er was more accurate on which issue. With the com-
pletion of these three tasks, we can then proceed to the final and most
important purpose of this chapter: to determine whether or not the Paki-
stani leaders' objectives in modifying Pakistan's alignment policies were
achieved. Where the aims and/or means for achieving them differed
between ;‘the two decision-makers, I will assess which leader's policies
were more successful in tile short run and whiéh leader was more likely

to achieve long-term success.

External: Dominant Bilateral

a. United States

The ciesire for independence and sovereignty are two objectives
which are common to the new states of Asia. Pakistan was no exception.
The two Pakistani decision-makers came to believe they had compromised
their country's independence by taking refuge under the umbrella of the
United States. Consequently, they endeavored to implement a more
flexible alignment policy for Pakistan.

The evolution of Paicistan’s alignments must be viewed against
the background of the profound changes in the international situation.
Bhutto's keener awareness of the international system was especially

important in this regard. He realized that Pakistan's bilateral equation
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with the United States was affected not only by other equations but by
the nation-state system as a whole. Moreover, he understood that
shifts in the global system during the 1962-65 period were related to
Pakistan's alignments because all alliances were being re-examined in
the light of changing circumstances. This would inevitably change the
role of one of America's "most allied, allies® in the overall bloc
structure.

The dynamics of the Cold War before 1962 made it difficult for
any country formally allied to the United States to follow an independent
line in foreign policy. However, as shifts in the international political
scene occurred, the international system was no ionger considered
strictly bipolar. Bhutto's image of the global system reflected the
actual change in the world balance of forces, together with changes in
Pakistan's particular circumstances. He correctly recognized the lessen-
ing of conflict between the two super-powers and the greater caution in
international affairs as a result of the Cuban missile crisis in the fall
of 1962. He grasped the transitional character of the global system—
the increasing diffusion of capabilities and the progressive fragmentation
of the two blocs. In each bloc, China and France pursued increasingly
independent foreign policies., These new characteristics of the inter-
national system enabled Pakistan to loosen the rigidity in her alignment
policy and make it more flexible.

Bhutto had a more polarized vision of the world than did Ayub

Khan. This was not in terms of bipolarity between the super-powers



but in the two-way struggle between the ex-colonial powers and the
newly—independent states. It is a moot point whether or not Bhutto
exaggerated his contention of the "modern lust for ideological and neo-
colonial supremacy"” of the great powers. Both decision-makers, how-
ever, siressed the wisdom of staying out of ideological global conilicts.
Keith Callard has said,

A small nation is in a difficult position. It may

take sides in the quarrels of the big powers and

thus acquire a patron and an enemy. Or, it may

attempt to play one side against the other with the

attendant risk of being disliked by both.l
Former Pakistani leaders had hoped that they could find allies who wouls
look upon Pakistan's quarrels as their own. In this they were sorely
disappointed. After 1-962, the two Pakistani leaders were approaching
the second of Callard*s options but Ayub was trying very hard to avoid
the "attendant risks."

As we have seen, many of the difficulties and disagreements
between Pakistan and the United States centered around India. It is
therefore necessary to look at American policies and aims towards
India in greater detail.

The Pahstm-Aﬁericm alliance stemmed partly from a common
exasperation with India in the mid *fifties. American leaders seemed
unable to adjust to the complicated idea of a third dimension which India

wanted to project. Aifter Kennedy becamé President the two Pakistani

leaders levelled three main protests against the new President's policies.

g, Callard, Pakistan's Foreign Policy: An Interpretation,
op. cit., p. 12.




142

First, they complained that India's policy of non-alignment had come
to assume an aura of respectability in American eyes. Second, they
charged that Kennedy ranked India, the "bastion of democracy in Asia,"
more highly Vthan Pakistan. And third, they asserted that Kennedy
regarded India as the major counterweight to China. These complaints
merit furthér investigation because it was during the Kennedy Adminis-
tration that the re-appraisal of Pakistan's alliance policy began.
Kennedy*s biographers discuss the President's vieﬁvs on neutral-
ism at some length. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. reports that, while

Dulles saw neutralism as immoral, Kennedy was neither surprised nor

appalled by thé spread of non-alignment in the new nations. 2

Oh, I think it's inevitable. ... The desire to be
independent and free carries with it the desire not

to become engaged as a satellite of the Soviet Union
or too closely allied to the United States. We have
to live with that, and if neutrality is the result of
concentration on internal problems, raising the stand-
ard of living of the people and so on, particularly in
the underdeveloped countries, I would accept that.

It's part of our own history for over a hundred years.

Theodore C. Sorensen corroborates Schlesinger's reporting and reveals
how Kennedy's beliefs were related to the U.S.-Pgkistan-Indian triangle.

Allies such as Pakistan at times complained that he
was equally friendly with neutrals such as India. But
inasmuch as the purpose of our alliances was to pre-
serve the independence and safety of nations he saw no
reason to treat less favorably any nation in which that

2Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy
in the White House, A Fawcett Crest Book, Fawcett Publications, Inc.,
Greenwich, Connecticut, 1865, p. 468.

3
Ibid., pp. 468-9.
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purpose was best served by a course of nonalignment,
The Soviets had long wooed the neutrals assiduously
and Kennedy had no desire to withdraw from the com-
petition.4

A more critical evaluation of the new American policy towards neutral
nations and its adverse effects on American allies is given by Henry
Kissinger.

For a time we acted as if the only political significance
of the new nations was as potential military allies in

the cold war. The quest for neutrality was officially
condemned. Great efforts were made to induce new
nations to join security pacts. Within the space of a

few years this policy has been replaced by its precise
opposite. Instead of castigating neutrality we have been
almost exalting it. Instead of seeking to create security
pacts, we have conducted ourselves in a manner which
may make our allies, at least outside the North America
area doubt the wisdom of close association with the United
States. The oversimplification which could see no political
role for the new nations outside the cold war has been
replaced by another oversimplification based on the
premise that the real contest is for the allegiance of

the uncommitted.

Thus Ayub and Bhutto were indeed accurate when they noted that official
American policy towards non-aligned India underwent a substantial change
in the early 'sixties.

Did Kennedy accord democratic India higher pr‘iority‘ than treaty-
aligned Pakistan as Ayub and Bhutto had charged? This quéstion is
answered indirectly by Schlesinger. "Of all the neutral countries, Kennedy

was most interested in India, which he had long regarded as *the key area'

4Theodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy, Harper & Row, New York,
1965, p. 538.

5Henry Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice: Prospect of
American Foreign Policy, Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., New York,
1962, p. 341.
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in Asia. n6 In 1958, India's Seconc'l Five-Year Plan was in jeopardy.

On March 25, of that year, the then Senator Kenpedy and Senator John
Sherman Cooper formed a bipartisan team to present India's case in

the light of democratic development in Asia and its importancé to the
United Steﬁ;es.7 "I the second plan collapseé," warned Mr. Kennedy,
"so may democratic India and the democratic hépe in all of Asia, setting
in motion forces which would erode the broad security interests cf the
United States and its allies. ... ‘No thoughtful citizen can fail fo see
-our steke in the survival of free government in India. u8 Senator Cooper
followed with a speech which is worth quoting at length because it con-
tains one of the clearest statements of the importance of India to the

United States.

Why should the United States assist India? I do not
derogate the necessity of continuing assistance and
friendship for our old and true {riend, the Philippines,
or for Japan, Pakistan and other Asian friends. But
the case for India is self-evident. It is the largest
non-communist nation in Asia. It is the most powerful
country in the south Asian, Middle East, and African
region in terms of resocurces and present economic
development. It is engaged in a great effort of political
and economic development ... by democratic means. ...
If India should fail, there is grave danger that the
peoples of Asia and Africa would view it as a failure

of democratic institutions and methods. I this happens,
the balance of power and influence will actually fall
against the United States and other free countries, and
our danger would be intensified.... A strong, demo-

6a. M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days, op. cit., p. 482.

rINorman D. Palmer, "India as a Factor in United States
Foreign Policy," International Studies, VI, July 1964-April 1965,
p. 65.

Sbid.




cratic India is in accord with our national security,
and is in harmony with our goal of sovereign, demo-
cratic nations.

Norman Palmer attests to the fact that Cooper's speech was typical of
many others made in 1958-59 by Senator Kennedy, Congressman Chester

Bowles and many other members of the Congress especially interested

in India. 10 This evidence does not prove conclusively that Kennedy
accorded India priority over Pakistan. However, in 1962, the extensive
discussions in Washington on economic and military assistance to India
did bring Pakistan's enemy to the forefront of official American consid-
eration. Moreover, it cannot be denied that since the Sino-Indian border
war, India and the United States have been coope;‘ating more closely than
ever before. Although the Pakistani leaders may have exaggerated their
claims that the United States treated India preferentially, closer Indo-
American cooperation was a reality which they could not afford to ignore.

The third criticism which Ayub and Bhutto directed at Kennedy
concerned the American President's policy of strengthening India as a
counterweight to China. On this point, Kennedy was unambiguous. The
struggle between India and China "for th_g economic and political leader-
ship of the East," he said in 1959, "would determine the Asian future. " 11
He went on to say,

We want India to win that race with China. ... H
China succeeds and India fails, the economic develop-
ment balance of power will shift against us.

bid.
10mpid., p. 66.

11Cited in A.M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days, op. cit.,

12pi4.

p. 482.
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This line of reasoning prompted Kennedy to increasé the supply of eco-
nomic and military aid to India. On this issue both Pai{istani leaders
evaluated Kennedy's motivations correctly.

The evidence presented above suggests that the points of discord
between Pakistan and the United States canno't be attributed solely to
Pakistani misperceptions of their American ally. Indeed, Kennedy's
statements on three contentious issues reveal that Ayub and Bhutto were
quite accurate. I would submit that an additional factor must be con -
sidered, viz., the goals of the Pakistani and American leaders were at
such variance that they could not be resolved simply by increased under-
standing of the other's position.

The United States was faced with a very difficult policy dilemma.
She was seeking to establish friendship with both Pakistan and India, who
were themselves divided over Kashmir. This situation was made even
more impossible in that both countries viewed the American friendship
in terms of their mutual rivalry. Both India and Pakistan were dissatis-
fied with the American position in the Kashmir dispute.

On the whole, the official and unofficial American views on Kash-
mir have been more sympathetic to the Pakistani side as evidenced by
U.S. support of the United Nations resolutions. "But aside from support-
ing the U.N. resolutions of August 1948, and January 1959, which call
for extensive demilitarization in Kashmir. and the determination of Kash-

mir's future by reference to the people of that state, the United States
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has not supported any specific solution of the Kashmir questicn. n13 On
the other hand, the Pakistani decision-makers, and Ayub in particular, seem-
ed to have had an exaggerated idea of the capacity of the United States

to exert pressure on India. An editorial in the New York Times on

December 26, 1962, summed up the posture the United States had as-
sumed in the dispute.
It is impossible to demand any quid pro quo of a Kashmir
settlement as a condition for further aid to India. We can
merely stay out of direct negotiations, while pointing out
to both parties that it is in their mutual interest to settle
the vicious Kashmir argument.
The United States also had to choose between conflicting priorities. In
the confrontation between non-aligned India and treaty-aligned Pakistan,
Washington had to weigh Pakistan's requests against a variety of other

pressures and probabilities. These included American assessments of

future Russian and Chinese actions.

Fedkkkokokokokkk

So far we have noted that the changes in the international system
during the 1962-65 period were conducive to a more flexible alignment
policy for Pakistan. In addition we have observed that Ayub's and Bhutie's
perceptions of the United States were fairly accurate on three issues
which they themselves emphasized. Although both Pakistani leaders
regarded the Kennedy Administrati.on with some misgivings, thei' differed

markedly in their proposals for Pakistan's counterresponse. Given the

13N. Palmer, South Asia and United States Policy, op. cit.,

p. 26.
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fact that both leaders wanted a more flexible alignment policy to strength-
en Pakistan's position relative to that of India, which of these two leaders
was more likely to achieve this aim?

Bhutto injected a new dynamism into Pakistan's foreign policy.
His ideological proclivities made him react violently against Pakistan's
“servile" dependence on the United States. He believed that if he could
succeed in building bridges to the People's Republic of China and the
Soviet Union, Peakistan's dependence on the United States would be re-
duced. In practical terms, the question then became, could Bhutto's
policy sustain these new links without resulting in the counterproductive.
outcome of destroying American support which had been given to Pakistan
in the past?

During the early part of the period this question could have
been answered in the affirmative. In the short run, Bhutto's policies
could be termed successful; by cultivating cordial relations with Com-
munist China, Pakistan's importance had been increased in the eyes of
both the United States and the Soviet Union in the sense that neither of
them wanted Pakistan to be drawn closer towards Communist China. As
early as 1962, this eventuality was already being considered by American
policy-make'rs.14 On t‘Ele other hand, Pakistan also had to pursue its

relations with Communist China with considerable adroitness and skill

14Sorensen reports that during the 1962 Sino-Indian border war,
Kennedy dispatched a high-level survey team to India to report precisely
how American aid could be most useful "without driving Pakistan into
Red China's arms."™ Kennedy, op. cit., p. 663. (Emphasis added.)
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so that the U.S. would not be provoked into suspending its military and
economic aid to Pakistan.

In 1965, during the Indo-Pakistani War, Bhutto's emotionalism
and virulent attitude towards the United States became inimical to the
achievement of his own aims. It was then that his policies began to
founder and had they been allowed to continue, Pakistan's position might
have been undermined considerably. Aside from military considerations
which will be discussed below, Pakistan could not afford to sacrifice
American diplorﬁatic support on the Kashmir issue—however reserved
and ineffectual it was believed to be. If Bhutto had irritated the Ameri-
can leaders to the point where they abandoned their pro-Pakistan position
in the United Nations, Pakistan's case for a peaceful settlement of the
Kashmir dispute most assuredly would have been weakened. The People's
Republic of China could offer Pakistan no aid whatsoever in this particular
diplomatic contest.

- Bhutto supported a non-aggression pact between Pakistan and
China whereas Ayub was adamantly opposed to such a course of action.
Again Pakistan's flexibility might have been forfeited if Bhutto had had
his way. At a press conference President Kennedy conceded that Ameri-
can military supplies to India weakened Pakistan's position in the South
Asian balance of power.15 He realized that Pakistan would protest this
policy but he claimed to be acutely aware of Pakistan's grievances.

Nevertheless, Kennedy warned that his attitude would be much different

15Nevz York Times, September 13, 1963.
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if Pakistan were to have a formal alliance with China as this "would
change completely . . . the SEATO relationship and all the rest."16 On
several issues then, Bhutto was prepared to overextend tlie bounds which
were acceptable to the United States.

I would coﬁclude that it was Ayub Khan who had a more realistic
appreciation of the limitations imposed upon Pakistan's flexibility in
foreign affairs. Ayub was predisposed to regard the United States in
a more favorable light than was Bhutto; he was also more realistic in
determining how far Pakistan could go in forging closer ties with Russia
and China without antagoniiing the United States. Despite stresses and
strains in the Pakistan-American alliance which accompanied the first
tentative efforts to modify Pakistan's foreign policy, Ayub took great
care not to jeoi:ardize any future American aid and support that might
be forthcoming. Moreover his greater understanding of and deference
to American sensibilities have proved to be beneficial to Pakistan's long-
term success.

Pakistan®s friendly relations with Ehe United States were revived
soon after Bhutto's resignation and American leaders came to accept
Pakistan's "New Look" in her foreign policy. Dawn repdrted on Janu-
ary 1, 1966, that the United States "has reccgnized what President Ayub
called Pakistan's geopolitical compulsions that made it absolutely impera-
tive that Pakistan maintain normal relations with Russia and China."

American economic assistance, halted during the 1965 Indo-Pakistan

16Ibid.
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conflict, has been resumed. 17

Chief of the Agency for International
Development, David E. Bell, told the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations in April 1965,

Now, the judgment that has been made continuously, and

is still our judgment, is that despite the flirtation be-

tween the Pakistanis and the Communist Chinese, it re-

mains true that the Pakistan Government is a strong
Government and a strongly anti-Communist Government. . ..

18
In brief, although Ayub was prepared to give Bhutto a certain amount

of freedom to forge a more independent foreign policy for Pakistan, he
exercised a pragmatic control over his Foreign Minister's policies.  Al-
though the impetus for flexibility came from Bhutto, it was Ayub who
was able to sustain the links to Communist countries, while at the same
time, retaining Pakistan's status as an ally of the United States. In my

view, Ayub's policies were more successful in achieving a truly flexible

alliance policy for Pakistan.

b. Soviet Union

Ayub's and Bhutto's perceptions of Soviet-Pakistan relations
before 1962 were completely congruent with reality. The Soviet Union
most certainly reacted unfavorably to Pakistan's membership in SEATO

and CENTO. Refei‘ring to the foreign policy of the Pakistan Government,

Khruschev remarked,

1y, Syed, "China and the Indo-Pakistan War of 1965," op. cit.,
p. 879.

18Cited by M.S. Venkataramani and Harish Chandra Arya,
"America’s Military Alliance with Pakistan: The Evolution and Course
of an Uneasy Partnership," International Studies, VII, July 1966-
April 1967, p. 119.




If Pakistan were to adopt the same independent attitude
as for example, India, conditions would be provided

for the establishment of friendly relations between Paki-
stan and neighbouring countries.

The Soviet Union complained bitterly of Pakistan's participation in West-
ern alliances; accused Karachi of allowing the United States to construct

air bases and missile installations on its territory; and claimed that Paki-

stan had asked for atomic and rocket weapons at a CENTO meéting.zo

Russia particularly attacked the bilateral American-Pakistani accord of
1959, arguing that such links drew Pakistan into the military ventures

of third powers and infringed on Moscow's securi.w.21 But most impor-
tant of all, from the Pakistani perspective, was the Soviet position on
Kashmir. Analysts who have studied Soviet wriﬁngs on Kashmir from
1947 to 1958 have summarized these articles as follows:

. . . the Kashmir Question was decided at first de facto

and subsequently de jure by the Kashmiris themselves;

and that the Kashmir Problem was the artificial creation

of initially the British and afterwards the Americans who
wanted the whole north-west frontier area to be under one
military command, and made use of the Pakistanis in trying
to achieve that result. In this sense the Pakistanis are no
more than the immediate culprits. 22

19Ci’ted by Aslam Siddiqi, Pakistan Seeks Security, Longmans,
Green and Co., Pakistan Branch, 1960, pp. 31-32.

20 pakistan's Military Alliances,” Ceﬁtral Asian Review, X,
1962, pp. 90-94. L. Vasil'yev, "What Does Participation in Blocs Bring
to Pakistan?" From the Soviet Magazine Aziya I Afrika Segodnya, No. 9, 1961.

2114,

221p72d Kashmir: 1947 -58," Central Asian Review, XI, 1963,
p. 83. Translated from an article by Yu. V. Gankovskiy in Kratkiye
Soobshcheniya Instituta Narodov Azii, no. 51, 1962.

On August 14, 1962, Bakinskiy Rabochiy carried a long article
by S. Borisov, alleging that after the granting of independence to India
and Pakistan fifteen years ago, Pakistan remained 2 dependent state,
with the difference only in having "changed masters.® "The Borderlands
in the Soviet Press,® Central Asian Review, X, 1962, p. 417.
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Thus the Soviet Union held the United States and Pakistan jointly respon-
sible for the turmoil in Kashmir. |
The Soviet leadership under Khruschev came to recognize the
pressing need for securing a firm foothold in South Asia. Aside from
asserting Soviet influence in Asia, Russia had other objectives. These
included countering American actions in the sub-continent and later on,
those of the People's Republic of China as well. In close to a decade,
this policy resulted in the extension of more than a billion dollars of
credit and aid for India's economic developinent and about three-hundred
million dollars worth of credit and aid for India's defence requirements.‘23
Bhutto and Ayub realistically saw the implications of the Sino-
Soviet schism for Southern Asia. Until Sino-Soviet differences broke
out in the open,- India could rely on Russia to restrain China partially.
The break with China ended any restraining influence Russia might have
had on Peking. Then too, Pakistan's friendship with China made it
impossible for the Soviet Union to leave Pakistan outside the scope of
her plans; Pakistan now had to be detached from China. In this way,
the Sino-Soviet conflict served to make the Kremlin more sensitive to

Pakistan's problems. 24

231’;. Vaidyanath, "Some Recent Trends in Soviet Policies To-
wards India and Pakistan," International Studies, Vi, July 1965-April 1966,
p. 430.

24Other analysts have arrived at similar conclusions., For ex-
ample, K. Sayeed remarked "... it seems that as Pakistan became
increasingly alienated from the United States during 1362-65 and cordial
towards the Chinese, the Russians started adopting a neutral attitude
towards the Indo-Pakistan conflict.” The Political System of Pakistan,
op. cit., p. 281. See also H.R. Vohra, "A Kashmir Settlement May Now
be Possible, " The New Republic, CL, January 4-June 27, 19€4, pp. 11-12. °
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During the 1965 Indo-Pakistani flare-up, the Soviet Union ex-
hibited great concern for the sub-continent. Russia re-affirmed her
interest in Asia and further undermined the‘ Chinese contention that she
"is not an Asian power."25 As the war continued and the possibility
of escalation seemed imminent, Russia sought to focus attention on this
new danger and condemned the acts of

. . . certain forces seeking to profit by the worsened
Indian-Pakistani relations and trying to push the two
countries toward the further aggravation of the military
conflict . . . by their incendiary statements. 26

One analyst advanced the theory that the Soviet leaders believed that a
massive Chinese invasion would force India to seek American military aid.

. .. any large-scale American commitment o India
was bound to affect Soviet interests in South Asia ad-
versely, and, at the same time, sap tue strength of
Indo-Soviet ties. These dangerous implications of the
situation re-inforced the Soviet Union's determination to
secure an immediate termination of the Indo-Pakistani
conflict. 27

There was also evidence of increased Soviet behind-the-scene efforts in

the United Nations after China threatened to become actively involved in

the conflict. 28

254 Correspondent, "The U.S.S.R. as Peacemaker: Tashkent
and After," The World Today, XXII, February 1966, p. 47.

26Pravda, September 14, 1965. Cited by R. Vaidyanath, op. cit.,

p. 440.

2TR. Vaidyanath, op. cit., p. 442.

2850e Philip Ben, "China's Presence at the U.N.," New Repubiic,
CLIO, October 2, 1965, p. 9. :

According to Drew Middleton, Gromyko, the Soviet Foreign Min-
ister, told Dean Rusk in New York that his government regarded India
as its "chief ally" in Asia, especially in the context of containing China.
The Soviet Union, he said, supported India against Pakistan in the Kashmir
dispute, but wanted to see the Indo-Pakistan conflict ended because it
invited Chinese pressures on India. "News of the Week in Review, "
New York Times, September 12, 1965.
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There was general agreement among observers that the Tashkent
Declaration constituted a diplomatic victory for Russia. 29 Some even
felt that the U.S.S.R. was now "under a moral obligation not to veto the
Kashmir issue if it was again raised in the United Nations."30 I would
argue, however, that although Russia opposed a military solution in Kash-
mir, and did depart from its traditional pro-Indian stand, India remained
the more important of the two sub-continental nations. Moreover, it is
likely that Moscow felt unable to extend very much support to Pakistan

as this might imperil long~standing Indo-Soviet ties.
Kodokokokdkok Kok

Ayub Khan fully endorsed Bhutto's plan to improve Soviet-
Pakistan relations. Furthermore, the two Pakistani leaders were able
to achieve some measure of success in convincing the Russian leadefs
that Pakistan was no longer a Cold War satellite of the United States.
The Soviet leaders responded by no longer giving exclusive attention to
India and they began to take Pakistani susceptibilities into account.

Since 1965, Soviet pronouncements on Pakistan have undergone
a significant change. This change in Russian policies was summed up

by the Russian press in 1966.

29’I‘Wo examples are: R. Vaidyanath, op. cit., p. 443, and
"The U.S.S.R. as peacemaker: Tashkent and After," op. cit., p. 47.

30
"Pakistan: Dissatisfaction with Tashkent," Round Table

e 2
op. cit., p. 309.
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Striving for a further development of relations with
Pakistan, the Soviet Union considers that good neigh-
bourliness between our states does not contradict our
friendship with any other third state. The strengthening
of ties between the U.S.S.R. and Pakistan should be
viewed as a part of a general policy which is directed
for securing peace in Asia and the whole world. We
would like that Soviet-Pakistan relations, like our trad-
itional friendship with India, become a stabilizing factor
for the situation in Asia and facilitate the normalization
of relations between India and Pakistan,3!

If viewed against the background of previous Soviet utterances on Pakistan,
Ayub's assertion that his 1965 visit to Russia was a turning point in their
relations is substantiated. It is doubtful, however, that the President's
"sincerity" was the causal factor.

Following Ayub's Moscow visit there was.a subtle modification
of the Soviet approach to the Kashmir problem.

Soviet pronouncements on Kashmir, for one thing, have
become rarer and less frequent and for another, even
when they are made, concern themselves more with
*fexposing® the maneuvers and manipulations of the West-
ern Powers than with making clear the Soviet attitude....
Not only has there been an indication that Soviet news
organs are no longer prepared to indulge in the categorical
denunciation of Pakistan's stand on Kashmir as before, but
also that th%y have assumed an attitude almost bordering -
on timidity. 2

This serves to justify Ayub's belief that he had succeeded, to a certain

extent, in effecting a breach in the solid wall of Indo-Soviet friendship.33

31pravda, August 24, 1965. Cited by R. Vaidyanath, op. cit., p. 434.
32R. Vaidyanath, op. cit., p. 435.

33A further confirmation of Ayub's success in changing the pattern
of Soviet-Pakistani relations was given by Kosygin himself. In a speech
to the Supreme Soviet on August 3, 1966, Kosygin remarked, "... the
improvement of our relations with Pakistan evokes a feeling of satisfaction.
For its part, the Soviet Union intends to take further steps to expand
Soviet-Pakistani contacts." "Soviet Foreign Policy Reviewed," Survival,
VIO, June 1966, p. 322.

e — A e o
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It would be a serious mistake, however, to believe that there
has been any basic change in Russia's posture.v A close observer of
the Soviet-Indian-Pakistani triangle has written, ", .. in all its dealings
the Soviet Union has so far not encouraged Pakistan to believe either
that the Soviet policies towards India can be reversed or that Pakistan
itself can become the focal point of Soviet attention in the subcontinent. n34
Ayub, possibly as a result of Bhutto's persuasion, showed a greater
interest in establishing some confacts with the Soviet Union. Neverthe- "
less, no marked pro-Soviet shift in Pakistan's policies was demonstrated.
Ayub Khan probably calculated that Russia was not prepared to give Paki-
stan the kind of support he deemed necessary to make a complete break

with the United States worthwhile. From the available evidence, Ayub's

assessment would seem to be correct.

External: Bilateral

a. People's Republic of China

Although Pakistan's relations with China have undergone the
vicissitudes common to most countries in the international arena, there
has not been the deep a.nd; abiding hostility that might have been expected
between two countries with such differing ideologies( and global commit-
ments, )

In the Sino-Pakistan border agreément, Ayub'’s and Bhutto's aims

were clearly stated to be the prevention of a dispute similar to that which

34R. Vaidyanath, op. cit., p. 443.
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led to the border clash between China and India. In an interview with
the Associated Press of Pakistan on April 10, 1963, Premier Chou En-lai
gave an interesting explanation for China's generosity in settling border
issues with Burma, Nepal, Mongolia, Pakistan and Afghanistan.

The reason is simple. Since the boundary questions left

over by history are settled through friendly negotiations,

and since China is bigger than these neighbouring coun-

tries and the border areas are mostly sparsely populated,

China always made more concessions than the opposite party

in the process of mutual accommodation in order to seek a

settlement of the question.
China also categorically rejected the Indian Government's "unreasonable”
objections to the Sino-Pakistan negotiations for a provisional boundary
agreement. In a note to the Indian Embassy, China asserted that the
boundary had never been formally demarcated and it was therefore
"entirely necessary, proper and legitimate and in accordance with inter-
national practice" that the two governments work towards an a.greemen’c.36
Thus the Chinese fully supported Pakistan against Indian protestations
in Pakistan's first tentative move towards her Chinese neighbor.

It is difficult to accept Ayub's and Bhutto's assertions that the
Indian arms build-up was designed entirely to attack Pakistan. However,
one can sympathize with their former qualms about Indian-Chinese friend-

ship and the detrimental effects it had on Pakistan. The Sino-Indian War

eased that anxiety and the breach between Pakistan's two neighbors was

385pawn, Karachi, April 11, 1963.

36"China Rejects India's Protest,! Peking Review, V, June 8,
1962, p. 12.
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further widened after Chou En-lai's visit to Pakistan in 1964. China,
for the first time, gave unequivocal and forthright support to resolve

the Kashmir issue "in accordance with the wishes of the people of Kash-
mir, as pledged to them by India and Pakistan. 3T As one analyst has
remarked, "China's new stand on Kashmir is the more remarkable be-
cause it will be cited against China by those who advocate a plebiscite
solution of the Taiwan issue."38 In this manner, both China and Paki-
stan came out strongly in support of the other in major foreign policy
objectives; Pakistan opposed the scheme for creating two Chinas and

the Chinese supported the Pakistani demand for a plebiscite in Kashmir.,

In China, Pakistan had at long last found a friend who would side with

| her in her disputes with India. This provided a strong bond between the

two countries that should not be underestimated.

Bhutto and Ayub were citing history correctly when they men-
tioned that Islam spread to the sub-continents of India and China at about
the same time. This brought the two territories close to each other in

cultural and other spheres and considerably increased the commercial

relations which already existed between them.39 The Chinese province

$TuChina-Pakistan Joint Communiqué,” full text of the Communiqué
issued in Rawalpindi on February 23, 1964. Peking Review, VII,
February 28, 1964, pp. 8-9. ‘

38S.M. Burke, "Sino-Pakistan Relations,” Orbis, VII, Summer

1964, p. 399.

Nasim Ahmed, "China's Himalayan Frontiers: Pakistan's

Attitude, " International Affairs, XXXVII, October 1962, p. 483.
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of Sinkiang and the contiguous territories in Pakistan had many centuries-
old links but Bhutto and Ayub neglected to mention that these were
severed after the rise of Communism in China. Although cultural
Islamic ties may still remain, the atheistic teachings of Communist
ideology are in shérp contrast to the strong theistic leanings of Pakistani
Muslims. It is interesting to recall that Indian leaders referred to this
same lack of historical enmity with China prior to the Sino-Indian War. 40

There is considerable difficulty in attempting to assess the con-
gruence 6f images with reality when the whole complex question of
Chinese intentions is raised. Chinese motivations remain in the realm
of speculation, but then speculation is an essential part of political
analysis. It would seem safe to assume that China's friendship with
Pakistan would .continue only as long as it is in China's interest to do
so, but this was also realistically understood by the Pakistani elite.
There is a gréat deal of mystery which surrounds the People's Republic
of China; it is not even clear whether Peking regards Washington or
Moscow as the principal enemy. However, it may be affirmed that
Sino-American relations have become a key factor in China's relations
with other countrie/:s and this would certainly be true of Pakistan.

Peking seemed gratified when Pakistan reduced her participation
in the various treaty organizations with the West and adopted a more
independent stance in foreign affairs. The fact that Ayub, and especially

Bhutto, did not support the American war effort in Vietnam was also a

40Michael Brecher, Nehru: A Political Biography, Oxford

University Press, London, 1959, pp. 589-90.
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diplomatic success for Communist China. Despite this, the Chinese
have not given evidence of exerting undue pressﬁre on Pakistan to aban-
don her Western allies completely. China's leaders did not even seem
overly anxious to force Pakistan into signing a non-aggression pact.
During Chou En-lai's visit to Pakistan in 1964, he affirmed that the
question of a formal treaty between China and Pakistan did not figure
on the agenda of the talks.4! He said that relations between Pakistan
and China were so cordial that he did not feel it necessary to sign a
treaty of co-existence between the two countries. He had received the
assurance that SEATO and CENTO were defensive treaties and "we
believe what the Pakistan Government says.“42

As we have seen, the Pakistan—lndia-Chiha triangle was intri-
cately bound up with American and Soviet policies towards these three
countries. During the 1965 Edo-Pa.kistan War the Chinese not only
condemned the United States but also placed an uncharitable interpretation
on Soviet efforts to resolve the conflict. They pointed out that as far

back as 1955, Khrushchev had declared Kashmir to be an integral part
of India.43 Peking advanced the view that both the United States and

the Soviet Union were more favorably disposed toward India than toward

Pakistan.44 In addition the Chinese warned that Pakistan should not

-

41Da.wn, Karachi, February 26 and 27, 1964.
42514,

43"Who Backs the Indian Aggressors?", People’s Daily editorial
on September 18, 1965, in Peking Review, VII, September 24, 1965,
ppc 13-160 A

444,
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expect justice from the United Nations which had had a "bad reputation®
-in the matter of Kashmir. For eighteen years it had permitted India
to act "lawlessly" without "lifting a finger® to restrain her.45 It ap-
peared that the Chipese leaders were anxious to present themselves as

the only real champions of the Pakistani cause.
sokskkosk ok okok ok

In the two previous chapters we noted that Bhutto was far more
committea to expanding Sino-Pakistani contacts than was Ayub Khan,
During the 1965 war, Ayub vehemently denied any suggestion of Sino-
Pakistan "collusion! whereas Bhutto expressed his gratitude profusely
for Chinese support. What did Ayub hope to gain by his caution towards
China and what ‘beneﬁts accrued to Pekistan as a consequence of his
policy?

Bhutto- seemed to view increased Sino-Pakistani _cooperation as
an end in itself but this was certainly not the case with Ayub Khan. He
was not predisposed to view the People's Republic of China’with the same
ideological admiration as did his Foreign Minister. I would suggest that
Ayub came to understand the advantages India had derived from her policy
of non-alignment—advantages which had previously been denied to Pakisian.
During the 1950's India's friendship with the three great powers of the
world had brought her considerable benefits and Ayub probably believed

that Pakistan could benefit in the same way. Consequently, Ayub's aim

45"Chinese Government Statement," Peking Review, September 10,

1965, pp. 6-1.
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was to maintain a balance of cordiality with the three major powers—
the United States, the U.S.S.R. and China.

During the 1965 war Bhutto came to believe that China's primary
aim was to assist Pakistan in her hour of need. Ayub, on the other
hand, realized that there was more to Chinese support than simple altru-
ism and he seemed almost annoyed and embarrassed by China's over-
reaction. Ayub probably believed that the charges of Sino-Pakistani
"collusion" would damage what remained of Pakistan's good relations
with the United States. In addition, Ayub may have feared that China
was curbing his own freedom of action by unilaterally threatening to
escalate the conflict. ' |

There can be no doubt that Chinese threats had a significant
impact on the political-diplomatic course of the war. If the United States
and the Soviet Union had desired to side with India more openly, they
were prevented from doing so by China's threats. This view has been
expressed by Anwar Syed.

Had they /the Soviet Union and the United States_/ been

unencumbered by the Chinese factor, they weculd have

felt free not only to aid India but also to put a great

deal more pressure on Pakistan than they were actually

able to do. In that event, Pakistan would have lost

face, and beyond that, she might have had to settle, in

territorial terms, for something less than the status quo

ante bellum. As it turned out, the two great powers,

loath to see Pakistan drift closer to China, found them-

selves inhibited. 48

I would conclude that Ayub's policy during the 1965 war was

more "successful® in terms of his desire to maintain cordiality with all

464, Syed, "China and the Indo- Pakistan War of 1965," op. cit.,
pp. 872-3. B



three great powers. Although Bhutto had often stated that he did nct
want to rupture Pakistan-American links, his behavior during the 1965
conflict was not conducive to that end. Because Bhuito was pre-occupied
with resisting "neo-imperialist domination," he was deeply impressed by
China's ability tg confront both super-powers during the war. Ayub was
inclined to address himself'to more practical problems. Unlike his
Foreign Minister, Ayub's actions demonstrated that he did not want to
be pushed into the arms of Red China. The Chinese leaders could not
have regarded with favor either Ayub's request for the United States to
play a more vigorous role in the sub-continent or his #ccept&nce of
Soviet good offices at Tashkent., Nevertheless, Chine‘se diplomatic sup-
port to Pakistan continued unabated. By striving to preserve Pakistan's
relations with a;ll three great powers, Ayub was able to implement his

general foreign policy objectives—even during a time of crisis.

b. India

The relations between Pakistan and India are incredibly complex
and it is beyond the scope of this thesis to delineate specifically the
many points of discord that exist between the two countries. Neverthe-
less, it is important to understand the atmosgphere of profound mutual
mistrust which prevails. For brevity, this section will be limited to
four topics which Ayub and Bhutto considered crucial. These are: the
Kashmir quarrel; Indian attitudes towards Pakistan and Kashmir; Indo-
American relations; and finally, the prospects for Indo-Pakistani co-

operation.
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The Kashmir dispute was studied extensively by Michael Brecher
in 1953; his concluding remarks continue to be relevant to the period
under examination.47 Firsily, all by-products of partition interact with
one another and the hostile atmosphere renders the solution of any one
dispute, as well as general rapprochement, more difficult. Secondly,
the Kashmir problem seenﬁs to have been most significant in the pattern
of discord between Pakistan and India. Thirdly, the deadlock ovér Kash-
mir has inhibited economic progress in Pakistan and severely hindered
economic development in India by diverting an enormous share of their
annual budgets into unproductive defence preparations. In order for the
malaise to be cured, the vicious circle of Indo-Pakistan disputes must
be broken and the key may be Kashmir.

The two Pakistani decision-makers insisted that the solution of
the Kashmir question was a matter of life and death for Pakistan. As
one close observer of Indo-Pakistani relations has noted,

The fundamental problems of Indo-Pakistani relations

arise out of a set of conflicts—a conflict over status,

a conflict of images, and finally, a conflict generated

by the problem of identily of the two new states as two

new nations.

The basic problem was the original suspicions Pzkistan and India had
of each other and this was reinforced by opposing world views.

Indo-Pakistan relations have made a profound impact on the

attitudes and actions of Indian policy-makers. "From the upheaval

47The following observations are taken almost verbatim from
the concluding section of The Struggle for Kashmir, op. cit., p. 191.

48gisir Gupta, "Indo-Pakistan Relations,” International Studies,
V, July-October 1863, p. 175.
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which accompanied the Partition to the present day, Delhi's principal
focus of attention in foreign affairs has been the wide range of unre-
solved disputes with its predominantly Muslim neighbour."49 The Indian
leaders' intransigence on the Kashmir issue can be attributed to their
conviction that India's future as a secular nation is at stake. The forty-
million Muslims which inhabit India are especially important in this regard.

The secession of Kashmir and its inclusion in Pakistan

would, in the opinion of Nehru and others, lead to grave

consequences for the internal stability of India. Among

these would be a strengthening of Hindu communal forces,

increasing distrust of the Muslim minority, a challenge

to the secular foundations of the Indian Constitution, and

a clamour for war with Pakistan.50
Krishna Menon, Nehru's closest adviser in foreign affairs, refused to
admit that Kashmir was "disputed" territory. "We do not accept that.

51 When asked

Part of Kashmir is illegally occupied. That is the fact.®
if he thought it possible to continue the relationship between India and
Pakistan indefinitely on the basis of the status quo in Kashmir, Menon
replied,
There is no other way except war. No settlement that
would surrender Indian territory to Pakistan is con-
stitutionally acceptable in India. 2
- In short, Kashmir symbolizes the root of the conflict between India and

Pakistan and neither country is prepared to make any concessions to

49M. Brecher, Nehru:A Political Biography, op. cit., p. 563.

50mid., p. 571.

51Michae1 Brecher, India and World Politics: Krishna Menon's
View of the World, Oxford University Press, London, 1968, p. 2086.

52mpid., p. 205.
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the other.

An additional area of concern to Pakistan's leaders was India's
rapprochement with the United States. India became important to Ameri-
can foreign policy goals not cnly because of her size and population but
also because of her special position in Africa and Asia. As Norman
Palmer noted, "India was playing a role in world affairs which was out
of keeping with her present power but not with herv potential sig,rniﬁcance."53
Although India defiantly resiéted any pressures to join the Western Pacts,
two signﬁicant events compelled her to adopt a more moderate stance
toward the United States. .The first has already been discussed at length:
the great Himalayan crisis of 1962.%% The second was India's growing
economic crisig, reflected in food shortages, inadequate foreign exchange,
and difficulty in reaching planned rates of growth. "Only substantial
Western help, in the hundreds of millions of dollars, enables New Delhi
to avert faminé, panic, and sky-rocketing food prices."55 Meanwhile
India had suffered reverses including the loss of prestige following the
Chinese border victory in 1962. This defeat, the enmity of Peking, and
dependence on both Moscow and Washington for protection caused Inaia's
influence to decline, as the Pakistani leaders were quick to grasp. In

an important article in Foreign Affairs, Prime Minister Nehru wrote

53N. Palmer, South Asia and United States Policy, op. cit., p. 161.

540ne result of this débacle was the resignation of Krishna Menon
from his post as Defence Minister. His virulent anti-American attitude
had long been resented by top policy-makers in the United States.

S5F. Greene, U.S. Policy and the Security of Asia, op. cit.,
pp. 132-3.




in 1963,

Indo-American relations have seldom been as close and
cordial as they are now. The deep sympathy and practi-
cal support received from the United States in meeting
the Chinese aggression has created a wealth of good feel-
ing and apart from that, there is much in common be-
tween us on essentials. President Kennedy's vision of

a world of free and independent nations, freely co-

operating so as to bring about a world-wide system of
interdependence, is entirely in accord with our own ideas.

56
Thus, the basic commonality of interests which Bhutto and Ayub perceived
between India and the United States, was alsc perceived by the Indian
Prime Minister.

What are the prospects for improved Indo-Pakistani relations?
Some interested observers felt that in the immediate aftermath of the
Chinese attack, India and Pakisian missed an historic opperiunity to
place their mutual relations on a new and more cooperative basis, Nor-
man Palmer asked what would have happened if Pakistan had shown
sympathy and had given support to India after late October 1962, and
had voluntarily agreed not to create additional complications for its
harassed neighbor (as President Kennedy had reques’ced)?57 Conversely,
what would have been the result if India had made some generous gestures
in Pakistan's direction, perhaps even including some real concessions on
Kashmir? Palmer sadly conciuded,

Both countries, for reasons which they must have
regarded as compelling, followed a wholly different

56 sawaharlal Nehru, "Changing india,* Foreign Affairs, XLI,
April 1963, p. 465.

5T

N. Palmer, South Asia and United States Policy, op. cit., p. 217,
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path, and as a result; in spite—or perhaps partly

because—of the talks on Kashmir, Indo-Pakistan

relations reached new lows of bitterness and vitu-

peration and mistrust. 98

Far from improved relations, an uneasy cease-fire now exists
between the two countries as a result of renewed hostilities in 1965.
The Tashkent Declaration was hardly an achievement, for as Ayub and
Bhutto pointed out, if did not go to the root cause of the conflict. The
Indian leaders hoped that Kashmir would not be the subject of negotiations
because they would be forced to deal with a problem which they asserted
did not exist. There is no doubt that Kashmir as an unsettled issu;a has
influenced Pakistan's foreign policy and has increased Pakistani hatred
of India. Both countries have evolved an image -of the other which ex-
tends beyond the Kashmir dispute. The crucial question for both countries
would seem to be: Will the basic antagonism which now exists disappear

if and when the Kashmir issue is resolved or will the images themselves

remain to complicate Indo-Pakistani relations in other spheres?
Fpokdokk ok kK

In assessing the relative success of Ayub's and Bhutto’s policies
towards India, it may be affirmed that neither was able to achieve his
immediate goal. The major portion of Kashmir remains in India's
possession and the Pakistani's have been unable to gain this territory
either by force or by diplomatic maneuvering. Moreover, the Pakistani

leaders were dissatisfied with the outcome of the 1965 war and the Kash-

58pid.
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mir dispute remains as intractable as ever. An observation made over
a decade ago remains true today.

What makes the picture of Indo-Pakistani relations

especially distressing is that few people in either

country deny that the effects have been unfortunate

for both, with no apparent compensation, yet all
seem incapable of finding a way out of the impasse.

59

Another aspect of the Kashmir dispute_which must be considered
is the impact of this central dispute on alignment partners. It has been
argued _that Pokistani decision-makers have undermined the flexibility of
Pakistan's foreign policy by making Kashmir the criterion by which
friendship and animosity were judged in foreign affaifs. 60 Bhutto was
prone to respond over-enthusiastically to diplomatic support from China
on the Kashmir issue without examining the practical assistance which
China could reﬁder. Although Ayub Khan saw the limitations of Chinese
support more clearly than did his Foreign Minister, he too judged his
alignment partners by the degree of their support on the Kashmir issue.

Although the Kashmir issue is of paramount significa;lce fo
Pakistan, it does not have the same importance to the United States,
Russia or China. Pakistan's precarious position in seeking allies which

are willing to endorse her stand on Kashmir has been explained by

Werner Levi.

Pm. Brecher, Nehru: A Political Biography, op. cit.

60by A. Hussain, Pakistan: Its Ideology and Foreign Policy,
op. cit., pp. 80, 108, and 160. Also by Werner Levi, "Pakistan, the
Soviet Union and China," Pacific Affairs, XXXV, Fall 1962, p. 222.

, D. 5T1.
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At best they see Kashmir in the context of broader

(and fundamentally for the world, more important)

problems, so that their attitudes on Kashmir are

often determined by wider and perhaps ulterior con-

siderations. For this reason their support (or lack

of it) of Pakistan's position is apt to change as the

conditions in world affairs change, with corresponding

elation or frustration in Pakistan. The alternations

in the degree of friendliness of Pakistan's relations with

the Soviet Union, China and also the United States refiect

this single-minded approach to foreign affairs.
A similar argument has been made by Arif Hussain. He contends that
"...a fqreign policy cannot be flexible which judges its success solely
by one issue—in this instance Kashmir. n62

No matter how correct these assessments may be, our purpose
is to evaluate the Pakistani leaders' success in terms of the criteria
which they themselves set. Their twin objectives in formulating a more
flexible foreign policy for Pakistan were: a) to gain diplomatic and mili-
tary assistance against an "aggressive" India and b) to integrate Kashmir
into Pakistan, 63 Therefore, we would be guilty of confusing means with
ends if we were to say that Pakistan's maneuverability was undermined
by Ayub's and Bhutto’s "ideological obsession" with Kashmir.

Although Pakistan gained some advantages from her new alignment

policy (e.g., limited Chinese support for her position on Kashmir) and

1%, Levi, "Pakistan, the Soviet Union and China," op. cit.,
p. 222.

625, Hussain, Pakistan: Its Ideology and Foreign Policy, op. cit.,

p. 108.

6?’Only the second objective has been treated here; the first will
be discussed under the rubric of Military Capability.
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lost some assistance.which she had hitherto taken for granted (e.g.,
American military aid), I would argue that Pakistan's shifting alignments
will not bring about the integration of Kashmir into Pakistan. The Kash-
mir question is a most complex one and the positions taken by India and
Pakistan involve basic considerations of national policy. It is not the
kind of question that can be resolved quickly, under pressure from ex-
ternal threats or from outside powers unless one side or the other
abandons its basic position. This last eventuality seems extremely
unlikely.

As mentioned previously, Bhutto had a more rigid and antago-
nistic attitude towards India than did his President. Ayub Khan (for
internal political reasons) was not prepared to make any concessions
to India on the ‘vital issue of Kashmir, but he did attempt to place Indo-
Pakistan relations on a friendlier basis. That is to say, he did not allow
the Kashmir dispute to impinge on all aspects of Indo-Pakistani relations.
Although Ayub's attitude seems highly commendable and Pakistan reaped
some benefits from his conciliatory approalch,64 Ayub was no more
successful in breaking the Kashmir deadlock than was Bhutto with his

uncompromising stance towards India.

Internal: Military Capability

Pakistan emerged after partition as a much weaker military

power than India. Furthermore, India refused to transfer the military

6‘f“See Ayub's discussion of the Indus Basin Water Treaty which
was signed on September 19, 1960, Friends Not Masters, op. cit.,
pp. 107-13. '
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assets which were allotted to Pakistan when the sub-continent was
divided. Because Pakistan was the weaker of ’;he two couniries, her
decision-makers were obsessed with military security—to a far greater
degree than was true of the Indian leaders vis-a-vis Pakistan. This
was natural in that India had the capabilities to pose the greater military
threat.

I would argue that Indian decision-makers have not seriously
contemplated a military take-over of their neighboring state. Krishna
Menon adopted a very "hard line" towards Pakistan but he has said on
several occasions, "We have no desire to wipe out Pakistan, n65 More-
over, Bhutto's fear that "Nehru's main theme was hatred of Pakistan"
and that "Nehru's life mission was to isolate Pakistan® would seem to
be a distortion of reality. On the other hand, such Indian actions as
the seizure of Goa have hardly served to reassure the Pakistanis of
India's peaceful intentions towards her neighbors. The statements of
Ayub and Bhutto reflected their fears regarding India's "misuse" of Ameri-
can arms which were designed to aid India in resisting Communist Chinese
aggression. Although it is difficult to stipulate the exact cir‘cumstances
which would impel India to use these arms against Pakistan, the Indo-
Pakistani Wér of 1965 revealed that such circumstances can and do arise.
In brief, there is enormous difficulty in assessing congruence with reality
on the subject of India's and Pakistan's s;J-called aggressive designs

towards one another.

85, Brecher, India and World Politics: Krishna Menon’s View
of the World, op. cit., pp. 197 and 205.
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Ayub was most certainly correct when he reasoned that long-
term arms aid to India from the United States would more than neutralize
whatever military benefits Pakistan might have derived from her alliance
with the super-power. After the Sino-Indian border conflict, India trans-
ferred some industrial establishments to military production. 66 With
Soviet military assistance as well as that of the British and the Ameri-
cans, India was able to double her effective combaf forces and equip them

7 I addi-

with modern weapons from the arsenal of the super-powers.
tion, the size and resources of India made the Indian "threat" appear
more real. She is five times the size of Pakistan in population. She
has a superior resource base and her economy also has a stronger
industrial base than Pakistan's. She has steel and coal in abundance,
which are being well-exploited, and her armed strength is at least three
times that of Pakistan. 68  The changing balance of power in the Indian
sub-continent continues, and with each day India grows militarily stronger

while Pakistan has little industrial capacity to maintain parity. %

66Wayne Ayres Wilcox, Asia and United States Policy, Prentice-
Hall Inc., New Jersey, 1967, p. 73.

7 bid.

68Ishtiaq Hussain Quereshi, "The Foreign Policy of Pakistan,"
Foreign Policies in a World of Change, ed. by Joseph E. Black and
Kenneth W. Thompson, Harper and Row, New York, 1963, p. 463.

69l:ndia‘s defence expenditures were increased by approximately
10 per cent for the fiscal year 1962-63, when they amounted to some
$700 million. In 1962, prior to the Chinese invasion, India and Pakistan
together were spending around $900 million a year on their military
establishments. = India's annual defence expenditures alone are now nearly
double this amount. Norman D. Palmer, "The Defense of South Asia,"
Orbis, X, Winter 1966, p. 919. For a more detailed comparison of the
relative military strength of India and Pakistan see ibid., pp. 898-929.
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One observation made by Bhutto was of critical importance to
Indo-Pakistani relations. He maintained that a superior power would
not necessarily have to use force in order to gain its ends; the mere
demonstration of force may suffice to give a greater military power the
bargaining strength that it needed to achieve its objectives. More pre-
cisely, Bhutto correctly believed that with increased American backing,
India could afford to ignore Pakistan's impatient pleas regarding Kashmir
witn greater impunity. .

Both India and Pakistan blame the "permanent conflict" over
Kashmir on each other. There seems to be no middle position in this |
continuing dispute (as the outcomes of the various U.N. Resolutions on
Kashmir have so vividly shown). From the strategic point of view,
Kashmir is vital to Pakistan. This has been explained in the following
words:

A hostile power in occupation of this area would be in

virtual control of the vital rail and road communications

between the main parts of West Pakistan. Furthermore,

enemy control of the waters of the three rivers into

Pakistan which pass through Kashmir, and particularly

of their lower reaches which are within the state terri-

tory, could result in preventing the flow of water into

Pakistan and thus destroy the lifeline of the west wing.

In short, the occupation of Kashmir by an aggressive

power would mean a perpetual stranglehold on Pakistan
both_strategically and economically. {0 (Emphasis added.)

Thus, Pakistanis have some reason to fear that if Kashmir is in Indian

hands, West Pakistan would be continuousiy threatened.

70Ma.jor-General Fazal Mugeem Khan, The Story of the
Pakistan Army, op. cit., p. 100.
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Alternately, Indian leaders have asserted that Pakistan poses
a very real threat to their own military security. Four examples will
serve to illusirate some of India's major areas of concern.

Firstly, India has always considered Americaﬁ arms aid to
Pakistan as a direcf threat; it augments Pakistan's war potential and
thereby encourages Pakistani intimidation. Menon explains that without
the United States, Pakistan's "inherent expansionism may remain psycho-
logically but it would have no arm, no teeth, and perhaps no body. There
is no Pai{istan simpliciter today; it is Pakistan inlus the United States so
far as the Indo-Pakistan issue is concerned. n?l Secondly, India fears
Pakistan's growing rapprochement with China. In a speech to Parliament
on August 8, 1966, the Indian Defence Minister, Mr. Y.B. Chavan said:

It may.suit China to try to attack India through the

agency of Pakistani forces. I hope Pakistan will see

the folly of any attempt to seek a solution by force, 12
Moreover, Sino-Pakistani cooperation has added a new dimension to the
Kashmir dispute. Following the 1965 war, Mrs. Indira Gandhi told a
New York audience that Kashmir was necessary for India's deifence

against "Chinese aggression. n?3

Thirdly, Indian leaders fear the con-
sequences of Soviet arms aid to Pakistan. In the Lok Sabha on July 22,

1968, Mrs. Gandhi complained that "this accretion of strength has the

I.‘.lM.» Bi‘echer, India and World Politics: Krishna Menon's View
of the World, op. cit., pp. 170-T1.

17?‘Quo‘ted in "India: A Great Nation Becalmed,” The Round
Table, LVI, October, 1966, p. 431.

13upakistan: Dissatisfaction with Tashkent,” The Round Tezble,
LVi, July 1966, p. 311,
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effect of encoﬁraging Pakistan in its intransigent and aggressive attitude
towards India. uld Moreover, India realized how dependent it was on
Moscow for military hardware after the United States put a ban on lethal
weapons to the sub-continent during the Indo-Pakistani War in 1985.7'5
Finally, Indian leaders are aware that the Indo-Pakistani sub-continent
is a natural military unit whose security depends on joint defence policies
and coordination of their armed forces. The historic threat to the area
came from the north-west and since Pakistan controls the western passes
"Pakistan may be called, from the point of view of conventional security
considerations , India’s first line of defence. n16 Thus the strategic con-
sequences of Indo-Pakistani tension have been no less severe for India
than for Pakistan. |

After i962, both Pakistani decision-makers perceived India as
a graver threat than befﬁre. Ayub, however, was far more realistic

in his assessments of the three great powers as additional sources of

military strength for Pakistan.

a. United States

One characteristic of the Pakistan armed forces is their depend-
ence on the United States for the arsenals of the Pakistan Army, Navy

and Air Force. Since five divisions of the Army and practically the

74
p. 23001.

Keesing's Contemporary Archives, XVI, November 2-9, 1968,

TSChristian Science Monitor, May 15, 1969.
76

N. Palmer, "The Defense of South Asia,” op. cit., p. 905.

Pt s bubio X
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entire Air Force were reorganized on the American patterﬁ after the
United States military aid agreement, the arms needed to kéep these
forces in shape can come best from the United States.77 Pakistan
must, therefore, depend on the United States or be prepared to re-
organize its defence forces on some other pattern. The latter course
would take years to complete and Pakistan's efforts to buy arms else-
where are hampered by the lack of foreign exchange. Thus Ayub viewed
Pakistan's predicament more realistically when he acknowledged that
Pakistan was in no position to repudiate American assistance. He also
understood that the Chinese could offer only token supplies in the mili-
tary sphere.

There is a great deal of evidence to support Pakistan's claims
that the United .States is trying to contain possible Chinese expansionism.
F. Greene has remarked, “Washington has a deep appreciation of China's
ability to project its power abroad in many ways with great skill and
determination."'® He goes on to say that the United States is more con-
cerned about checking what it views as a serious threat from Peking

79

than are any of the major states close to China. "American leaders

maintain that they are holding a line until other states respond to the

T7B.1. Sharma, The Pakistan-China Axis, op. cit., p. 146.

8
p. 179.

F. Greene, U.S. Policy and the Security of Asia, op. cit.,

"The recent Sino-Soviet border disputes would revise this
assessment somewhat but it did seem valid throughout the 1950's and
early 1960's.
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reality of the situation and participate more rationally in this effort. 80
In the early period of Pakistan's rapprochement with China, the U.S.
seemed to regard every gesture towards China as a potential danger
to Pakistan's security. Pakistan was, of course, convinced that danger
lay elsewhere. Neither side was willing to concede that both arguments
might hold an element of truth. Ayub's perceptions were realistic in
the short run when he told the Americans that the Chinese threat to
India was not serious enough to warrant massive military aid. In the
long run,. however, India, like Pakistan, had to provide for military
security against a strongef and more powerful neighbor.

While the Americans were engaged in strengthening India against
future Chinese "aggression," they were also aware of Pakistan's position.
President Kennedy seemed to appreciate that he was dealing with a very

complex situation indeed.

The fact, of course, is we want to sustain India, which
may be attacked this fall by China. So we don't want
India to be helpless as a half billion people. Of course,
if that country becomes fragmented and defeated ... that
would be a most disastrous blow te the balance of power.
On the other hand, everything we give to India adversely
affects the balance of power with Pakistan which is a
much smaller country. So we are dealing with a very,
very complicated problem because the hostility between
them is so deep.... I think we are just going to have
* to continue to work with this one.

A situation had therefore developed where the implementation of the global

strategy of the U.S. posed a threat to the very survival of Pakistan—an

80F. Greene, U.S. Policy and the Security of Asia, op. cit.,
p. 341,

8lyyashington Post, September 13, 1963.
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ally. It was Bhutto who grasped this situation most clearly through his
realization that Pakistan's bilateral relations with the United States were
influenced by American global objectives.

Bhutto was also accurate when he explained to American leaders
that a guarantee would be useless if, as is often the case, it is impossible
to determine who the aggressor actually '15682 The circumstances under
which the Indo-Pakistani hostilities developed in 1965 were such that blame
could not be assessed. Regardless of the specific circumstances, the
U.S. considered it inappropriate to continue furnishing military equipment
to either India or Pakistan. It was announced on April 12, 1967, that
military assistance would not be resumed to either country.83 In revising
Americén policy, the officials explained that their paramount objective
had been to encourage a reduction of defence expenditures in the sub-

continent and to achieve an arms limitation. 3 Although the American

82The formal assurance by the United States was contained in a
public statement issued by the Department of State on November 18, 1962.
"The United States Government has similarly assured the Government of
Pakistan that if our assistance to India should be misused and directed
against another in aggression, the U.S. would undertake immediately in
accordance with constitutional authority appropriate action both within
and without the United Nations to thwart such aggression." Dawn,
Karachi, October 9, 1963.

83
p. 21966.

Keesing's Contemporary Archives, XVI, April 8-15, 1967,

84Lb_i_c_1; Bertrand Russell claimed that Pakistan was being pun-
ished because of its friendship with China and its policy of independence.
"The Indo-Pakistani fighting enabled the United States to deflect the
world's attention from its barbarous war in Vietnam." Berirand Russell
on the India-Pakistan Conflict, Produced by the Department of Films
and Publications, Government of Pakistan, Karachi, October, 1965,

p. 1.
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leaders probably saw this as a positive step towards resolving tensions
between India and Pakistan, Bhutto and Ayub were correct that America's
action did not go to the core of the problem.

The question of American military‘ aid to Pakistan cannot be
divorced from the larger question of the American role in SEATO. Ayub
had a correct view of the SEATO alliance when he stressed its inade-
quacies and gave greater weight to bilateral agreements with the United
S’ca’ces.85 Doubts about American protection have persisted in Europe.
This was magnified many times in Asia where a lesser danger to America
was balanced by a less direct security stake. Moreover, when vital
decisions were made, as in Vietnam from 1962 to 1965, SEATO proved
to be irrelevant. One analyst assessed the value of SEATO in the fol-
lowing way: |

It is a rather feeble alliance whose most signal achieve-

ment is to have lasted so long and to have avoided

alliance operations of a combat kind. This may be

celebrated as a triumph of deterrence or as evidence

of inactivity, depending on one's interpretation.se‘

As we have seen, one of Pakistan's alternatives was to diversify her
sources of support. With decreasing faith in American military backing,

Ayub looked again at his geographic position and understood all too well

that West Pakistan was wedged in between three enormcus powers—China,

8 pakistan has refrained from taking part in SEATO military and
naval exercises. It is no longer represented at the ministerial level at
SEATO and CENTO meetings. Christian Science Monitor, May 23, 1969.

86Peter Lyon, "Substitutes for SEATO?" International Journal,

XXI, Winter 1968-9, p. 36.
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the Soviet Union and India. This'lbcation could be a source of militafy
weakness if all thrge powers were antagonistic towards Pakistan. Qn

the other hand, Pakistan's geographic position could be converted into a
source of military strength if two 6f these countries were to render diplo-

matic and military assistence to Pakistan,

b. People's Republic of China

The Chinese display of power against India in 1962 impressed
Ayub deeply but he did not repeat his offer of a joint defence agreement
to India. Instead, Ayub and Bhuito adopted an attitude that was markedly
unsympathetic to India's plight. They were definitely more alarmed by
Western emergency arms aid to India than by the Chinese threat. I the

Chinese attack had developed into a large-scale invasion of the sub-

_continent, Pakistan's reactions might have been very different. The

voluntary withdrawal of the Chinese only served to confirm Pakistan's
belief that China's objectives were limited ones. As Norman Palmer
has cogently argued,

Pakistan's foreign policies are geared for the short run;

for it regards the Indian threat as a real and immediate

one, and its long-run policies must be dictated by its

success or failure in preserving its national unity against

internal pressures and against its *eternally hostile

neighbor!.

The strong support which the Chinese gave to Pakistan during

the 1965 war has been discussed from the standpoint of the Pakistani

decision-makers. We found Ayub Khan reluctant to express his opinions

8N. Palmer, "Trends in Foreign Policy Since 1958," Conference
on Pakistan Since 1958, op. cit., p. 2.
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on this crucial phase of Sino-Pgkistan relations but the Chinese did not
exhibit the same caution in their own statements during the war. The
Chinese ultimatum to India and the alleged collaboration between Pakistan
and China led to an explosive situation. Tﬁis resulted in the Kashmir
quarrel itself becoming secondary to the possible international repercus-
sions of the war.

On September 4, 1965, while the Indo-Pakistan fighting was still
confined to Kashmir, the Chinese Foreign Minister, Marshal Chen Yi,
stopped at Karachi. At a news conference he condemned India's "pro-
vocative violations" of the cease-fire line in Kashmir, supported Pakistan's
"just" action in repelling Indian attacks, and maintained that India's "cruel
and repressive" rule in Kashmir had produced fhe current struggle of
freedom fighters there. 88  Almost every note that the Chinese Govern-
ment addressed to India during the fighting and immediately afterwards
referred to the fact that both China and Pakistan were "victims" of Indian

89

"expansionism. " The Chinese asserted in these notes that, come what

may, they would not be stopped from supporting Pakistan's fight against
Indian ag,fg'ression.90

The Chinese ultimatum clearly demonstrated how seriously China

regarded the dangerous situation that had arisen in Asia. Some officials

88 .
Dawn, Karachi, September 5, 1965.

89See Peking Review, VIII, September 10—Séptember 24, 1965.

90“Chinese Government Leaders Condemn India Expansionism
and Aggression Against Pakistan," Peking Review, VI, September 17,
1965, p. 10.
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in Washington viewed the ultimatum more as a "psychological gambit"

to unnerve India and to embarrass the United States and the Soviet Union
than as a military ’chreat.91 Yet no observer could guarantee that China
would not implement her threat. One analyst felt that,

.. . while the Chinese did not contemplate a major attack
on India, they would probably mount an action serious
enough to trouble the Indians but not large enough to evoke
U.S. military intervention. Even if they confined them-
selves to taking a few Indian posts, India would either have
to fight on two fronts or suffer another great humiliation. . .
with only a small effort the Chinese could pin down a sub-
stantial number of Indian troops thus aiding Pakistan. This
would put Pakistan in debt to the Chinese giving them a '
new leverage in the tangled affairs of the subcontinent, 92

Although this would seem to be a plausible explanation of Chinese inten-
tions, the results of Chinese actions are more easily understood. No
one knew exactly what the Chinese would do and this served to increase
China's impact on the conflict. The outcome of China's involvement in
the dispute‘ has been intelligently assessed as follows:

Further assessment of China's contribution to Pakistan's
cause would depend on one's assessment of which nation
won the war. If Pakistan's claim that she was winning
the war is accepted, Chinese help must be assigned a
peripheral role. I India's claim that she was winning,
and that with the passage of time the margin of her vic-
tory was going to expand, is accepted, the Chinese—to
the extent that they were influential in bringing about a
cease-fire—could be regarded as having exiricated Paki-
stan from an unfavorable situation. But if one takes the
view, as many observers did, that neither side was win-
ning and that after the first week or so a stalemate had

91New York Times, September 18-19, 1965.

92, Syed, "China and the Indo-Pakistan War of 1965," op. cit.,

pp. 869-70.
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been reached, the Chinese contribution would have to be
seen primarily as a bolstering of Pakistani morale, 93

Whether or not Ayub Khan really had the option of calling in Communist
China instead of accepting a truce is a question which will have to remain
upanswered but I would suggest that this option was not available. The
Chinese appeared to be taking unilateral action and Pakistan was swept

up in the complex maze of China's regional and global objectives.94

c. Soviet Union

Pakistan's breakthrough in her relations with Russia had a much
greatér significance than may have been foreseen at the time. President
Ayub's visit to the U.S.S.R. in the spring of 1965 was a considerable
success. The process of establishing friendly ties with the Soviet Union
received furthef impetus when Ayub paid his third visit to Russia in
September-October, 1967.%  Since January 1966, when Prime Minister
Kosygin adopted a 'mediatory role at Tashkent, India and Pakistan have

turned more and more towards Moscow to seek a settlement of their

problems.

Bmid., p. 873.

94India and Pakistan agreed to the United Nations proposed cease-
fire on September 22, 1965. The Nation commented as follows on the
Chinese influence on the course of events: ". .. the paradox of the cease-
fire, in a sense, is the fact that China is perhaps the power responsible
for it. Whatever China's intentions may have been—and we shall probably
never know—it was the spector of direct Chinese intervention that got
things moving. ... In this instance, even Pakistan may have been moved
to accept the cease-fire in part because of its uncertainty over what the
Chinese might do.™ "China the Peacemaker," editorial, The Nation, CCI,
October 4, 1965; p. 177.

95Klmrshid Hyder, "Recent Trends in the Foreign Policy of Paki-
stan," The World Today, XXII, November 1966, p. 437. w
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Pakistan concluded an arms agreement with Moscow in 1968,
This agreement has not received a great deal of publicity because the
Soviet Union does not want to antagonize India and jeopardize her heavy
investment of economic and military aid in that country.96 Neverthe-
less, the Russian Defence Minister visited Pakistan in March 1969, to
discuss Soviet arms shipments. He assured Pakistan's leaders that

Soviet arms deliveries would be made despite Indian protests.97

skokskokakok ok ok

Indo-Pakistani relations were uppermost in the minds of both
Pakistani decision-makers; from this equation flowed the source of
Pakistan's security problem. Bhutto was more obsessed with the secur-
ity threat posed by India but the policies he advocated revealed his
inexperience in military matters. Although Ayub's policies did not

always achieve success, they were derived from a deeper and more

I6he irony of this situation is discussed by one observer.
"The Soviet assistance is presumably meant to reduce Pakistan's depend-
ence on China for arms, but, ask Indians, against what threat to Paki-
stan's security is the Soviet Union arming Pakistan, a continuing member
of the Western camp? Indians know, from the bitter experience of the
use of American arms against India in the 1965 conflict, that there is no
(and cannot be any) guarantee that the Soviet arms would not be used
against India, and that in the event of such misuse, the Soviet Union,
like the United States ... would or could do nothing to stop Pakistan
from using them." M.S. Rajan, "India and World Politics in the Post-
Nehru Era," Imternational Journal, XXIV, Winter 1968-69, p. 150.

97thubbudin Aziz made the following report on Soviet arms to
Pakistan: "Informed observers say the Soviet arms supply to Pakistan
is considerably less than the military hardware Moscow has given India.
Its quantum is believed to be small in comparison with the United States
military aid to Pakistan before the Indo-Pakistan war of September,
1965...." Christian Science Monitor, June 2, 1969.
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realistic understanding of Paki%tan's military security problems.

The contrast between Ayub's and Bhutto's perceptions of India
after the 1965 war was striking. Bhutto veered towards solving the
problem with India directly, outside the mechanism of the United Nations.
He did not exclude the use of force for the attainment of Pakistan's goals.
Ayub, with his more immediate knowledge of the hazards of Pakistan's
military positior; relative to India, affirmed that a military answer would
not really solve the problem. Ayub was more realistic in this respect
for, as the 1965 war should have demonstrated to Bhutto, a quick and
easy conquest of Kashmir was not possible against a militarily stronger
India.

I Woulq argue that Ayub's policies towards India were more likely
to be successful because the goals he sought were limited ones. For
Pakistan, complete security against India is an impossibility. Neverthe--
less, Ayub deemed it imperative that all resources be tapped in order
to improve Pakistan's defences. Although Ayub failed to gain Kashmir,

I believe that he was mcre successful in his second and more reachable
goal—strengthening Pakistan's position relative to that of India.

Bhutto was less likely to achieve the goal of strengthening Paki-
stan against India than was his President. Bhutto viewed America's inert
posture during the 1965 war as the end of Pakistan's special relationship
with the United States. In overestimating the irﬁportance of diplomatic
support Bhutto tended to underestimate Pakistan's continuing dependence

on the United States for military hardware. This dependence on American
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military supplies and spare parts explains why Ayub, a soldier, did not
ever want to rupture'the U.S. link, even while courting Peking and Mos-
cow. Bhutto, a landlord, had little appreciation of this military dimension
and the limited value of the Soviet and China link in this sphere.

Through fostering closer ties between Pakistan and China, Bhutto
was able to enhance Pakistan's military security in one respect. Friend-
ship with China is indispensable for Pakistan in the context of her Indian
policy, and there is no denying the fact that the Sino-Indian War created
a shared community of interests between them. However, by realistically
assessing the limited value of military aid that the Chinese could offer to
Pakistan, I believe that Ayub was more likely to achieve long-term success. |

There is no accurate information on the amount of military equip-
ment that Pakisfan receives from China but observers agree that it is
minimal when compared with the amount the U.S. has provided. There-
fore, in butiressing Pakistan against India, a distinction must be made
between the deterrent value of Sino-Pakistani friendship and the military
hardware that China can supply. I would suggest that Ayub emphasized
the deterrent aspect of this link in that Chinese hostility towards India
and cordiality towards Pakistan provides some insurance to Pakistan
against the security threat from India. Pakistan needs China as a counter-
poise to India, a counterpoise that the United States and the Soviet Union
will not supply. So long as India and China are locked in a major con-
frontation along the entire Himalayan frontier, the credibility of a two-

front Chinese-Pakistani threat to India will continue. I believe that this
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explains why Ayub purposely left open the option of Chinese protection.
However, Ayub probably calculated that Chinese support to Pakistan
would continue to be largely diplomatic in that the Chinese would not
risk for Pakistan what they had been unwilling to risk for Vietnam.

I would suggest that Ayub's and Bhutto*s policies towards Russia
were more successful than even they had hoped. After 1965, the freez-
ing of American military aid made the need for an alternative source
quite urgent, especially to replace war losses. Conseduent137 Ayub and
Bhutto ple'w,yed down Pakistan's membership in SEATO and CENTO. Their
efforts were rewarded by fhe Soviet-Pakistan arms agreement in 1968.
This success cannot be atiributed solely to the actions of the Pakistani
leaders; the Soyiets were quite willing to reciprocate Pakistan's overtures
in order to contain China's growing influence in the sub-continent. How-
ever, both Pakistani leaders recognized the importance of the Sino-
Soviet dispute ';md were able to take advantage of the opportunities it
afforded Pakistan.

Pakistan continues to be the only Asian counfry to retain Peking's
friendship and aid despite its cooperation with the United States and the
Soviet Union. This incredible situation demonstrates that the two Paki-
stani leaders were indeed realistic in regarding all three great powers
as additional sources of military capability for Pakistan. Although Bhutto
promoted this policy, it is Ayub who deserves credit for sustaining the

links to all three countries. His sophisticated understanding of Pakistan's
military position permitted Ayub to establish a hierarchy of bilateral

equations based on Pakistan's security needs.
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Internal: Economic Capability

From 1950-59, Pakistan's industrial production registered the
highest growth rate in the world and production in large-scale manu-
facturing increased five-fold during this period.98 During the 1960-65
period, Pakistan's overall economy grew at an average rate of 5.3 per
cent annually which was more than twice the l;ate of population gro*vvth.g9
Considering its narrow resource base, Pakistan made great strides under

the leadership of Ayub Khan but Pakistan also received a great deal of

economic and military assistance from the United States.

a. United States

Ayub was well-aware that Pakistan had relied heavily on external
assistance. About 47.5 per cent of the expenditure for the First Pian
came from this source and about the same percentage, involving more
than twice as much assistance, was needed for the Second Plan. Eighty
- per cent of the total amount of foreign aid came from the United States.mo
American assistance in the form of grants, loans, Public Law 480 Food
and Fiber for Peace, and participation in consortia under the leadership
| of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development reached

the $3 billion level by 1965, 101

98pokistan Affairs, XVII, December, 1965.

Ptbia.

1OON. Palmer, South Asia and United States Policy, op. cit., p. 139.
10%yititary aid, a classified figure (but estimated at between $1.5
and $2.0 billion), is not included in this $3 billion. Frank N. Trager,
"The United States and Pakistan: A Failure of Diplomacy," Orbis, IX,
Fall 1965, p. 623.
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Pakistan has relied -even more heavily on external assistance
than has India. Although India has nearly five 'times as many people
and a development program which is approximately five times as large
as that of Pakistan, it receives only a little more than twice as much

102

economic assistance from the United States. As one analyst has said,

One wonders whether Pakistan's first two Five-Year

Plans would ever have become such siriking successes

without American-financed aid and technical assistance.

Indeed, the United States can take much of the credit

for Pakistan's having become, under the benevolent

dictatorship of President Ayub, an Asian showplace of

economic development and political stability.103

Ayub’s evaluation of Pakistan's economic situation in the realm .
of world trade was indeed accurate. Pakistan has experienced almost
perpetual foreign exchange difficulties. Her low level of income has
inhibited not only the expansion of a domestic market but has also
worked in 2 vicious circle to restrict the supply of foreign exchange
and domestic savings. Moreover, Ayub's assessment of Pakistan's role
in the world economy was also correct; his country was relegated to
producing and exporting agricultural commedities and importing industrial
ones. He was probably right when he suggested that relativély small
concessions in the trade field could be more effective than larger amounts
of foreign aid. The United States may indeed be following a rather short-
sighted policy towards Pakistan and other developing countries by main-

taining exclusive trade policies.

102N. Palmer, South Asia and United States Policy, op. cit., p. 153.

103George J. Lerski, "The Pakistan-American Alliance: A Re-
evaluation of the Past Decade," Asian Survey, VI, May 1968, p. 405.
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There is evidence to support Bhutto's contention that the United
States was using economicllevers to influence the direction of Pakistan's
foreign policy. Two examples will suffice.

The first incident occurred in 1963. The Managing' Director of
the Pakistan Interné.tional Airlines (PIA) visited Peking to investigate a
commercial air link between China and Pakistan. The Air Travel Agree-
ment signed in August 1963, was the first of ifs kind that China had
made with a noncommunist country. As a gesture of disapproval, the
United Stétes suspended a $4 million loan to Pakistan that had been
offered earlier to modernfze Dacca airport. 104

The second incident occurred after President Johnson, quite
unexpectedly, requested Ayub Khan to postpone a state visit to the
United States iﬁ April 1965. The following July he informed Ayub that
the U.S. Government was asking the World Bank to postpone, for about
two months, 2 Consortium Meeting scheduled for July 27th. The purpose
of this meeting was to consider the amounts of economic assistance which
the participating nations in the Consortium would pledge during the first
year of Pakistan's Third Five-Year Plan. Several analysts noted that
the U.S. added insult to injury by suggesting that the period of postpone-
ment could be utilized for discussiﬁg "other mattei‘s,“ presumably relating

to the many areas of disagreement between the two co,un’cries.105

104, syed, "The Politics of Sino-Pakistan Agreements,"
op. cit., p. 811, .

105N. Palmer, South Asia and United Staies Policy, op. cit.,
p- 40. This incident was also referred to by ¥. Greene, U.S. Policy
and the Security of Asia, op. cit., p. 137.




b. The People's Republic of China and the Soviet Union

Throughout the 1962-65 period, Pakistan's leaders were endeav-
oring to expznd their country's trade. In 1962, while China awaited the
arrival of Pzkistan's Foreign Minister to sign formally the border agree-
~ ment, the Chinese Government sent 2 trade delegation to Karachi to

negotiate a trade agreement between the iwo countries. 106

On January 4,
1963, the Chinese Trade Delegation signed the first formal Sino-Pakistan
trade agreement providing for "most favored nation treatment” in com-
merce and trade. The Chinese Vice-Minister for Foreign Trade indicated
that China would be willing to offer leng-term credit to set up small and
medium industries in Pakistan. The agreement provided for furiher
arrangements over a period of years for stepping up Sino-Pakistan trade.
Pakistan was the cnly nation, allied with the West in SEATO and CENTO,
to whick China has agreed to extend the "most favored nation" status in
trade and commerce; alternately, China was the only Communist nation
to which Pakistan has agreed to give reciprocal status.

Under the trade agreement with Communist China, Pakistan
secured some very favorable terms. China Waé reported to have become
the biggest buver of Pakistani cotton during 1963-64—302,000 bales out
of Pakisten's total export of 539,000 bales. The Chinese purchases
resiored considerable confidence in and stability to Pakistan's cotton

market. 107 Despite this agreement, trade with China has nct been,

108gvents surrounding the trade agreements are described by
Q. Aziz, Foreign Policy of Pakistan, op. cit., pp. 50-95.

107¢Cited in K. Sayeed, Policies Towards China, op. cit., p. 244,




and is not today, a significant part of Pekistan's foreign trade.

In July 1964; the Pakistan Minister of Commerce announced
Pakistan's acceptance of a $60 million long-term interest-free loan from
China. DPakistan would repay the loan with cotton, jute and manufactured
goods and it would. purchase Chinese machinery, cement and sugar
mills. 108 Considering the fact that American aid to Pakistan at this
time averaged $500 million a year,lo9 the Chinese loan was not much
more than a gesture of friendship.

As we have seen, China was not the only Communist country to
receive i?akistani attention. The Soviet Union also provided economic
assistance to Pakistan.no In 1961, the Soviet Union offered Pakistan
a credit of $30 million to purchase Soviet equipment for the exploration
of oil. It also trained Pakistani engineers and sent Soviet experts to
Pakistan. In 1'964, the Soviet Union extended an additional credit of
$10 million. The two countries are also linked through a commercial
airline flying between Moscow and Karachi. Early in 1966, Pakistan
entered into barter agreements with the Soviet Union under which, for
the export of rice, cotton, jute, etc., Pakistan can obtain Soviet vehicles

and agricultural machinery. Apart from the Soviet Union, Pakistan

exchanged dozens of delegations and made numerous contacts and agree-

1085 .. Sharma, The Pakistan-China Axis, op. cit., p. 106.

1OQA. Syed, "The Politics of Siro-Pakistan Agreements, " op. cit.,
p. 811. : ' '

110 following description of Soviet-Pakistani economic ties
is taken almost verbatim from K. Sayeed, The Political System of
Pakistan, op. cit., pp. 282-3.




ments with the nations of Eastern Europe.l.11 These barter agreements

have confributed only a minimal amount to Pakistan's economic growth.

As President of Pakistan, Ayub Khan was more concerned with

Pakistan's economic development than was Bhutto, Both leaders agreed
‘that Pakistan's military security was to take precedence over her eco-
nomic growth but Ayub made a greater effort {o balance these conflicting
priorities than did Bhutto. It is on this point that the relative success
of their policies will be evaluated.

I would suggest that Ayub and Bhutto achieved some measure of
success in reducing Pakistan's economic dependence on the United States.
American aid to Pakistan during the 1954-62 period had some distinct
disadvantages from the Pakistani perspective; it tended to limit Pakisten's
economic and commercial relations with other countries and served to
weaken Pakistan's spirit of self-reliance. One of the important by-
products of widening the scope of trade relations with China and the
Soviet Union has been steady progress in the diversification of Pakistan's
_sources of economic and commercial credits. This development has
lessened, but not eliminated, Pakistan's dependence on a few trading

partners and aid givers.

111The barter agreement with China was preceded by five such
agreements, two each with the Soviet Union and Poland, and cne with
Albania. Similar agreements were made with Yugoslavia, Hungary, and
Czechoslovakia during the 1962-64 period. S.M. Burke, "Sino-Pakistan
Relations," op. cit., p. 403.
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Bhutto viewed Pakistan's relations with the United States from
a Marxist framework and insisted that American economic domination
should be resisted at all costs. He was far more concerned with Paki-
stan's "independence" and "self-respect" in foreign affairs than he was
in proposing specific solutions to Pakistan's economic pr(;blems. The
Chinese, in promoting their claims as a regional and Worlé power,
made effectivg use of ideology, anti-colonialism, anti-racism, etc. More-
over the Chinese leaders had the ability to identify with the underdeveloped
world and its frustrations. Because' Bhutto was more receptive to these
appeals than was Ayub Khan, he tended to overlook the limited economic
assistance that China had actually offered Pakistan.

I would argue that Ayub had a more realistic appreciation of
Pakistan's econémic position. He was aware that China and the Soviet
Union could not compete with the Western countries in.giving economic
assistance to Pakistan. The loans and trade agreements with these two
Communist countries were of minimal benefit when compared to the*
el;brmoqs amount of aid which Pakistan had received from the United
States throughout the years. Ayub understood that Pakistan's economic
dependence on the United States precluded a drastic shift in Pakistan's .
alliance policy. Norman Palmer argues that American economic assistance
to Pakistan is absolutely essential if Pakistan's develcpment efforts, "which
have now reached a critical stage, are to have any prospect of accor-

plishing even their minimal objecf:ives."112 .

112
p. 137.

N. Palmer, South Asia and United States Policy, op. cit.,
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It is by no means certain that these objectives can be

achieved even with large-scale American aid; but it is

quite certain that they cannot be achieved if such aid.

is not forthcoming. 113
By recognizing the interdependence of Pakistan's security and economic
needs, Ayub was able o achieve greater success in both spheres. Bhutto's
implicit assumption, that all else would fail if Pakistan's security were to
deteriorate, contains a fundamental ﬂaw; he ignored the fact that military
security would also suffer if her economic position deteriorated beyond a
certain level. Ayub clearly understood that a sound economy and indus-
trial base were essential for the defence of his country. .

To sum up, Ayub's and Bhutto's actions in foreign policy were
dominated by one continuing factor: the desire for protection against
India. This led to a strategic decision which has been the focus of
our. attention throughout this paper: the decision to modify Pakistan's
alignment policy in order to strengthen her position relative to that of
India. Ayub and Bhutto were both attempting to implement this strategic
policy choice but they differed in the means they proposed to achieve it.
Throughout this chapter I have argued that Ayub's policies were more
successful in attaining the goals that both he and Bhutto desired. This
conclusion is based on the followir_lg considerations. |

Firstly, although the impetus for a more flexible foreign policy

came from Bhutto, Ayub was capable of sustaining the links to Communist

countries, while, at the same time, retaining Pakistan's status as an ally

14,
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of -the United States. There were at least two instances where Bhutto
might have allowed Pakié’can—American relations to deteriorate beycnd
a tolerable level had Ayub not intervened. The first was Bhutto's
willingness to sign a non-aggression pact with China (even though the
Chinese themselves did not seem overly anxious to force Pakistan into
such an agreement) and the second was his virulently anti-American
attitude in 1965.

Ayub's policies were more successful in terms of his ability
to maintain cordiality with all three great powers. Although Bhutto pro-
fessed this aim as well, his actions during the 1965 war were inimical
to maintaining a balance between the three great powers. During the
war, Ayub disassociated China's threats against India from the Indo-
Pakistani conflict; Sino-Pakistan "collusion" most certainly would have
been detrimental to Pakistan's dominant bilateral equation with the
United States. in addition, Ayub did not want to destroy any of Paki-
stan's sources of real and potential support., By taking care not to
jeopardize the aid and backing that might come from each of the three
great powers in the future, Ayub's policies were more successful in
achieving a truly flexible alignment policy for Pakistan.

Secondly, Bhutto was both rriore obsessed with the security
threat posed by India and more inexperienced in military matters. Ayub
had a more realistic appreciation of Pakistan's military security prob-

lems as evidenced by his attitudes on the following issues.
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Ayub's military objectives vis-a-vis India were more limited
than Bhutto's. The President realized that Pakistan had to be capable
of its own defence in order to negotiate with India but he emphasized
the futility of seeking solutions solely through military force.‘ As the
1965 war should ha\.re demonstrated to Bhutto, a quick and easy con-
quest of Kashmir was not possible against a militarily stl:onger India.

Although Ayub was no more successful in breaking the Kashmir
deadlock than was Bhutfo with his uncompromising stance towards India,
Ayub did Anot allow the Kashmir dispute to impinge on all aspects of
Indo-Pakistani relations. The former President was able to insulate
- the major source of conflict between Pakistan and India and to seek
adjustments in other areas. The Indus Water Treaty is only one ex-
ample of the benefits that can accrue to Pakistan as a result of greater
flexibility in dealing with India.

Ayub ﬁvas far more realistic than Bhutto in his assessment of
the three great powers as additional sources of military strength for
Pakistan. His country's armed forces were dependent on the United
States for spare parts and Pakistan was in no position to repudiate
American military assistance. Bhutto overestimated the diplomatic
support which China gave to Pakistan and ignored his country's con-
tinuing dependence on the U.S. for military hardware. Ayub, on the
other hand, was conscious of the fact that Chinese support to Pazkistan

would continue to be largely diplomatic,
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Ayub understood that, in the context of Pakistan's Indian policy,
friendship with China was indispensable. Chine.se hostility towards India
and cordiality towards Pgkistan provided some insurance to Pakistan
against a security threat from India, i.e., a two-front Chinese-Pakistan
threat to India was credible. However, Ayub was able to make a dis-
tinction between the deterrent value of Sino-Pakistan friendship and the
actual military hardware that China could supply. With his practical
experience in military matters, Ayub established a hierarchy of bilateral
equations with the three great powers based on Pakistan's security ﬁeeds.

Thirdly, Ayub made a greater attempt to balance the conflicting
priorities of economic development and military éecurity than did Bhutto.
Ayub had a better understanding of Pakistan's economic problems and
realized that China and the Soviet Union could not compete with the
western countries in giving economic assistance to Pskistan. Thereiore,
Ayub knew that Pakistan's economic dependence on the United States
precluded a drastic shift in Pakistan's alignment policy. In short, Ayub
recognized the interdependence of Pakistan's security and economic
needs; a sound economy was essential for Pakistan's defence.

Finally, in modifying Pakistan's alignments, Ayub was more
conscious of Pakistan's inherent limitations. He realized that m dealing
with other states, especially the three great nations of the world, Paki-
stan had to be circumspect, wary and suspicious. This approach to
foreign policy is_ shared by leaders in many underdeveloped countries

in that they are rarely in a position to seize the initiative; their foreign
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policies must offen be more reactive than active. Regarded in this
light, Ayub's achievements in altering Pakistan's alliance patterns
were considerable. His abilify to use Pakistan's status as a formal
ally of the United States and the bridges he built fo Communist China
and the Soviet Union to reduce the security threat from India was

quite remarkable.



CONCLUSION

The major questions posed by this study were: Why do decision-
makers in new nations decide to alter their alignments and, by doing so,
are they successiul in achieving their objectives? Elite images were
the decisive inputs of tﬁe Pakistani foreign policy system, in the research
design presented here. Mohammad Ayub Khan and Zulfikar Ali Bhutto
were selected for study. An attempt was made to examine the process
of policy formation in order to understand why these two decision-makers
decided to a;ter Pakistan's alignments. In addition, to the study of policy
formatioﬁ, an analysis of the outcomes and success of these two decision-
makers® policies was undertaken.

Althoug}h the foreign policy model has been applied in a way that
. seemed to arrest the 1962-65 period in time, foreign policy must be seen
as a dynamic process. Elite imeges are not only the result of historical
legacies and lcng personal experience but also of the action-reaction-
interaction process of international relations. By dividing decisions into
two analytic types, Brecher et al. have focused attention on the continu-
ous flow effect or feedback from operational environment to elite images

1 The strategic decision which has been the focus of our

to decisions.
attention throughcut this paper weas the decision to mcedify Pakistan's
alignments and make her foreign policy more flexible. However, it was

at the level of tactical decision-making that this strategic decision under-

went constant change and reformulation. From a policy of unqualified

1See Introduction p, 11,
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alliance, Pakistan has gradually moved towards one of quealified align-
ment. Though she is still formally allied With.the United States through
a whole series of bilateral agreements and has not formally renouvnced
her membership in SEATO or CENTO, these relationships are not as
they were throughout the 1950's—the mainstay of her foreign policy.
Thus, the way in which Ayub Khan and Bhutto attempted to implement
their strategic policy choice through tactical decisions affected Pakistan's
entire foreign policy system by changing in varying degrees both the
'operationél environment and their images of it.

Three major taské will be undertaken in this final chapter.
Firstly, the importance of each of the variables which have been ex-
amined in this study will be evaluated. Secondly, the three hypotheses
presented in the Introduction will be tested, and, if necessary, refined,
and new hypotheses emerging from the data will be formulated. Finally,

some guidelines for future research will be offered.

a. Ranking of the Variables

Although an attempt was made throughout the paper to place
the multitudinous factors within their proper perspective, it would clarify
the analysis to evaluate which variables were the most crucial in the
Pakistani decision to shift alignments. The components of the four
major variables have been examined in all of their complexity but I
will conclude by ranking the variables on a scale from one to ten to
allow greater differentiation. This ranking should not give the impression
that the perceptions of the Pakistani decision-makers have been meagm'ed

in precise quantitative terms; it is given only as a rough indicator of
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fhe costs and benefits that the decision-makers themselves perceived
when they embarked upon a revised 2lignment ﬁolicy. I will argue that
the ranking reflects the priorities of both leaders even though their
rationales for determining it were markedly different.

It should be eminently clear from the foregoing presentation

that Pakistan's bilateral relationship with India is to be ranked highest (10).

Pakistan*s obsessive preoccupation with India and Kashmir has dominated
her foreign policy since the time of independence and the decision that
was studied was no exception. Both Pakistani leaders agreed that India
would have to remain Pakistan's primary foreign policy concern unless
Indian leaders underwent a radical change in attitude. They cited two
prerequisites fqr friendly relations between the two countries. The first
prerequisite was for India to accept Pzakistan as an independent and equal
partner and base relations not on a projected confederation but on the
fact of continued division of the sub-continent into two separate states.
The second imperative was to arrive at a mutually acceptable settlement
of the Kashmir dispute. Without a "change of heart” on the part of
Indian leaders, Ayub and Bhutto believed that the prospect of Indian
aggression was real and their foremost concern was to protect them-
selves against this threat to Pakistan's existence. 1In short, the key to
Pakistan's shifting alignments is to be found in the course of Indo-

Pakistani relations.

Military Capability will be ranked next highest' (9) but this must
be seen as a variable which is closely linked to Pakistan's overriding

concern with India. Pakistan was not concerned with gaining military
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power per se in the decision being studied, but only in maintaining a
force-level which would prevent Indian aggressivon. After the precipitous
American arming of India in the face of Chinese "aggression," Washington
announced that $525 million in military aid would be extended to India up
to 1969. Ayub, with prodding from Bhutto, reasoned that if India,
strengthened by Western mﬂitary assistance, were to embark upon
aggression against Pakistan, Communist China, a nuclear power, might
come to Pakistan's assistance. However, the Pakistani Army was heavily
dependent on American matériel in the short run and this served to limit
Ayub*'s range of choices in seeking military security against India.

Pakistan's dominant bilateral equation with the United States will

be given a ranking of 8. It was obvious from the beginning of Pakistan's

association with the United States that Pakistan's main concern was her
relationship with neighboring India. Equally important was the hope of
gaining Washington's unequivocal support for Pakistan's objectives vis-a-
vis Kashmir., Thus, the interests of Pakistan and the United States were
not identical, in the sense that Pakistan sought the alliance to improve
her defence capacity against India while the United Stztes allied herself
with Pakistan in the hope cf garnering suppoft against world Communism.
As the years went by, it became painfully apparent that Pakistan's friend-
ship with the United States was not hglping to solve the problem that
Pakistan considered most impor}:ant. I anything, the close ties with

the United States made the solution of the Kashmir problem more diffi-
cult in that Pakistan's alliances had hardened India’s anti-Pakistan position.

It is notable that most of the difficulties and disagreements between Paki--
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stan and the United States centered around India, the fulcrum of Paki-
stan's foreign policy. With the large-scale American aid to India in
1962, Pakistanis found it difficuit to understaﬁd why neutralist India
should suddenly be given such preferential treatment without the "strings"
which Pakistan had to endure as a result of her alliance policy. This
lack of consideration for Pakistan's point of view finally convinced Ayub
that the United States had decided to make India the dominant power in
South Asia and he gradually accepted the advice of men like Bhutto who
advocated a modification of Pakistan's alignments. |

Both Ayub Khan and Bhutto accorded high priority to Pakistan's
dominant bilateral equation with the United States- but their reasons for
doing so were markedly different. Bhutto was intent on guarding Paki-
stan's recently won freedom from all possible encroachments. He
equated membership in the American-led Western Bloc with loss of
freedom of action in external affairs. Moreover, he saw the dangers
from big powers to small powers as emanating from the United States
in particular. Therefore, his preoccupation with the U.S., especially
in-the latter part of the period, was framed in essentially negative
terms, i.e., the resistance of super-power domination. Ayub, on the
other hand, accorded high priorify -to Pakistan-American relaiions on a
more positive basis. His greatest difficulty lay in sustaining the Ameri-
can tie while pursuiﬁg policies so much at odds with American concepts,
policies and commitments.

Pakistan's bilateral relations with the People's Republic of China

are to be ranked next (6). Both Pakistani leaders were acutely conscious
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of their geographic position, contiguous to the Soviet heartland and China.
However, Pakistan's rapprochement with China was viewed differently by
Bhutto and Ayub Khan. The powerful attraction of Marxism for the
Pakistani Foreign Minister created a predisposition which was favorable
to Communist China; this affected his outlook on Sino-Pakistan relations
throughout the period. Bhutto saw Sino-Pakistani friendship as a value
in itself whereas Ayub seemed to regard it as a necessary response to
counter the policies of the United States. Notwithstanding this, Ayub
conducted Pakistana's foreign policy with great caution. His policy of
"independence" within the framework of formal—or nominal—alignment ‘
met with more approval in Peking than it did in Washington. Yet, Ayub
was not prepared to allow Pakistan's association with China to jeopardize
the more extenéive contacts Which existed between his country and the
United States. Thus, Ayub was acutely aware that a delicate and sensitive
balance would have to be maintained between Pakistan's relations with
China and the United States.

Economic Capability will be ranked next (5). Pakistan's eco-

nomic development was one important element that Ayub and Bhutto had
to consider. Although Bhutto's expressed aim was to make his country
economically seli-sufficient in a fiercely competitive world situation,

he refused to sacrifice Pakistan's political independénce for accelerated
economic growth. Ayub viewed Pakistan's low level of economic capabil-
ity not as a factor promoting the decision to alter Pakistan's alignments
but as a mitigating factor which prevented the decision from taking more
drastic lines than it did. Although trade with China served to strengihen

Pakistan's economy to some extent, the goal of autarky was a long way




off and Ayub's recognition of his dependence on American foreign aid
made him move with caution by keeping relations with Communist China
within "clearly defined limits.”

The dominant bilateral relationship with the Soviet Union will be

ranked last (3) in the hierarchy of important variables leading the Paki-

stani elite to modify their country's alignments. Pakisten's growing
friendship with China led Ayub and Bhutto to ask why the United States
was so implacably opposed to Communist China when American decision-
makers seemed willing to come to terms with Communist Russia. Ironi-
cally, it was Pakistan that had to face across her frontiers, the world's
two great Communist giants. Bhutto's Marxist framework and Ayub's
objective of forming friendly bilateral equations with the great powers

of the world wit.hout antagonizing any one of them can be seen as .impor-
tant factors in the decision to move closer to both China and the Soviet

Union. A table representing these rankings is given below.

TABLE 1

RANKING OF THE VARIABLES WEHICH INFLUENCED THE DECISION
TO MODIFY PAKISTAN'S ALIGNMENTS

BILATERAL (India) . 10
MILITARY CAPABILITY 4 o 9
DOMINANT BILATERAL (United States) ' 8
BILATERAL (People’s Republic of China) 6
ECONOMIC CAPABILITY 5

DOMINANT BILATERAL (Soviet Union) 3
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b. Testing and Reformulation of Hypotheses

The central problem which was presented in the Introduction

was the following:

Patterns of alignment in the new nations of the world are
responses to perceived capability deficiencies. Therefore,
new nations will seek alignments which will maximize
their capabilities.

This was put in the form of three hypotheses which may now be tested.

The first two hypotheses deal with the process of foreign policy formation.

Hypothesis I

If a decision-maker perceives a threat to his state's

security, then he will attempt to use alignments to

stx"engthen his country's military capabilities.

This hypothesis is fully confirmed. Pakistan's security problem
was the cornerétone of the images of both Ayub Khan and Bhutto. Un-
questionably, the most important factor promoting their decision tc modify
Pakistan's alignments was their fear of Indian "aggression.” When the
United States began to give military assistance to India, both leaders
agreed that they must never again allow Pakistan's military security to

-become dependent on a single outside source. Consequently, they began
to promote bilateral relations with other countries, particularly the

‘Peoplets Republic of China and the Soviet Union, in a manner they

deemed consistent with Pakistan's security needs.

Hypothesis II

If a decisicn-maker perceives a threat to his state's
security, then he will accord economic capabilities a
lower priority in his search for allies.
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This hypothesis, too, is confirmed. Although Bhutto hoped
that Pakistan's economy would be strengthened so that it would become
seli-reliant, his prime consideration was unambiguous: "Pakistan's
security and territorial integrity are more important than economic
development."2 Ayﬁb Khan was well-aware that Pakisten's economic
development was very much dependent on American aid. Yet, he was
not prepared to undermine Pakistan's security by remaining totally
dependent on a major power that did not appreciate Pzkistan's defence
needs. "The country's economic progress and prosperity of its people
are of the utmost importance, but its security and independence come
first, n3 Flowing from their fears of India's aggressive designs, both
leaders agreéd that Pakistan's military security was to take precedence
over her economic growth. Consequently, they were prepared to accept
the economic sacrifices which would necessarily accompany the modifica-
tion of Pakistan's alignment policy.

The third hypothesis relates to the outcomes of foreign policy

choices.

Hypothesis IIT

The more accurately a decision-maker perceives his
environment, the more successful he will be in foster-
ing alignments which will maximize his state’s capabili-
ties, vis-a-vis the perceived source of threat.

| In its present form, this hypothesis should be considered neither

confirmed nor disproved since even accurate perceptions may not insure

2See Chapter IV, p. 133.

3See Chapter I, pp. 92-93.
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achievement of goals. However, this broad hypothesis may be refined
by breaking it down into three testable hypotheses which have emerged

" from this study.

Hypothesis Ila

A decision-maker will be more successful in choosing
alignment partners which will maximize his state's
capabilities if the decision-maker's choice of goals is
limited to what is operationally feasible.
~ This hypothesis is related to the general principle that leaders of new
nations ai‘e both captives and instruments of their state's level of
capabilities. Therefore, the coincidence between elite-defined objec-
tives and policy outcomes will be predicated on the decision-maker's
ability to adapt what is desirable to what is feasible.

This h§pothesis is partly confirmed. It is clear that, of the
two decision-makers, Ayub Khan was the more realistic in tailoring
his foreign poiicy goals to Pakista_n‘s inherent weakness in the inter-
national system. In addition, Ayub's objectives vis-a-vis India were
more circumscribed than those of Bhutto. By accepting India's sﬁperior
capabilities as a real limitation, Ayub dismissed aggressive military
action as a viable policy for Pakistan and was able to achieve some
measure of success in‘his' more modest goal of strengthening Pakistan's
position relative to that of India. However, Ayub was no more success-
ful than was Bhutto in attaining his second goal. The politico-military
situation during the 1962-65 period was such that Ayub's attempt to
reverse the status quo in Kashmir was notl an operationally feasible

goal. Consequently, he was unable to employ successfui means to treak
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the Kashmir deadlock. Therefore, by definition, alignments could not

insure the promotion of Ayub's objective in Kashmir.

Hypothesis H1b4

The higher.the pragmatic content and the lower the

ideological content of a decision-maker's image, the

more successful he will be in choosing alignment

partners which will maximize his state's capabilities.

This hypothesis is confirmed by the data. Bhutto's views of the
United States, the People's Repubiic of China and the Soviet Union were
filtered through a Marxist framework which tended to create a more
rigidly structured image of these three powers. Because Bhutto was
preoccupied with resisting "neo-imperialist domination," he was deeply
impressed by China's ability to confront both super-powers in the 1965
Indo-Pakistani War. Consequently, he overestimated the diplomatic
support which China gave to Pakistan and underestimated his country's
dependence on the U.S. for military hardware. Ayub's image was less
ideological, more fluid and decidedly more pragmatic. With his practical

experience in military matters, Ayub fostered an alignment policy which

was better suited to Pakistan's security needs.

4'I‘his hypothesis has already been formulated in a slightly
different form:

Decision-makers in setting out foreign policy goals do
not coasciously articulate an image of the possible
because they equate objectives with reality. This dis-
position is more pronounced in decision-makers with a
high ideological motivation.

See M. Brecher, India and World Politics, op. cit., p. 335.
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Hypothesis IIc

A decision-maker's success in forming alignments

which will maximize his state's capsabilities will be

undermined if he chooses an alignment partner whose

fundamental goals are incompatible with his own.

This hypothesis is confirmed if it is applied to Pakistan's alliance
with the United States. After 1962, the priorities of the Pakistani and
American leaders vis-a-vis India were at such variance that they could
not be resolved simply by increased understanding of the others' position.
Therefore, Ayub and Bhutto became convinced that their fundamental
foreign policy goals were incompatible with those of the American pblicy—
makers.

On the question of Sino-Pakistan and Soviet—Pakistan alignments,
the hypothesis is neither confirmed nor negated. We can only suggest
a distinction between three types of goals which may aid in characteriz-
ing these alignments. First, there are identical goals or those common
interests between two states which are based on broad policy agreements.
Second, there are converging goals which are based on reciprocal ad-
vantages operating at several specific but circumscribed levels of inter-
action. Third, there are incompatible goals or goals which are neces-
sarily antagonistic since they cannot be achieved simultaneously by both
parties. These threé types of goals are based on a simple proposition:
all alignments must be viewed as part of a dynamic process of diverse
interests and purposes. Whether, and for how long, alignments will suit

the purposes of a particular nation-state will depend upon the strength of

the goals underlying them as opposed to the strength of other goals of
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the nation concerned. During the 1962-65 period, the objectives of the
Pakistan leaders were not identical with thos.e of the Chinese and Soviet
leaders but they did converge at several important points.' Only the
future will reveal whether Pakistan's alignments with these two states
will continue to be .compatible with the overall policies within which

they are expected to operate.

c¢. Guidelines for Future Research.

The primary sources which were used to reconstruct the images
of Ayub Khan and Bhutto can be divided into two categories. The first
includes fhose works which were written as the events were occurring.
The second includes the works which refer to these same events but
which were written at a later point in time. Although both types of
primary sources were used in this study, future analysts should be aware
that discrepancies may occur between these two types of scurces and it
is the second type which presents graver problems.

In writing: several years after an event, the decision-maker may
consciously or unconsciously misrepresent his original perceptions. A
deliberate diétortion of past perceptions might occur for many reasons
éucﬁ as a desire to explain away past failures. On the other hand, the
leader's attitu;ies may have .changed with the result that he himself is
not aware that his perspective on early events has shifted. As long as
the researcher is aware of these difficulties, they need not be insur-

mountzble. While major discrepancies were not apparent in this particu-

lar study, an important future research task would be to analyze each
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type of source separately and to compare the extent of divergence be-
tween them.

This paper was divided into two analytically distinct segments:
the process of foreign policy formation and the outcomes or success of
policy decisions. In the realm of policy formation, the belief systems
of both Ayub Khan and Bhutto were shown to be crucial in the sequence
of decisions that were made; through an understanding of their personal
predispositions, we were able to understand that each leader viewed
Pakistan's problems in his own particular way. Althougﬁ Ayub Khan
held 'the reigns of power and determined the ultimate course of Pakistan's
foreign policy, the images of Bhutto gave us an insight into the pressures
that were being put upon the former President. Al%:hough we did not study
the actual bai'gaining process which took place between these two decision-
makers behind the scénes, we do have some insight into what must have
occurred simply by understanding the differing ways each man viewed the
world and Pakistan's position in it.

Elite images will not exhibit a one to one relationship with the
content of decisions because of this bargaining process. Moreover, if
future research is to become more rigorous, it will be necessary to
examine the composition of the entire decision-making elite. Only by
studying the group dynamics of decision-making can we assign proper
weight to each decision-maker. In short, we cannot be content to ex-
plore only the content of elite ima;ges but must go beyond this to weight
the influence of each leader—not for the entire range of foreign policy

formation but in close relationship to the particular issue being studied.
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The second segment of the analysis comprised the outcomes of
polic_y choices. In assessing whether or not decision-makers are success-
ful in achieving their goals, it will be necessary to examine the communi-
cations network within and across political systems. Governmental leaders
are dependent on p;*ocesses of communication. Therefore, thé accuracy
and degree of completeness in the flow of information which reaches the
décision—maker are important factors which can be utilized to evaluate
the outcomes of policy choices.

In addition, the process of implementing foreign policy decisions
also merits closer attention if degrees of success are to be ascertained.
A policy decision must be translated ultimately into a specific course of |
action. Even if a decision-maker perceives his environment with some
degree of accur'acy, there may be difficulties in carrying out his policies.
In this sphere, the leader is dependent upon the skills of many persons
who are in charge of the execution of policy. These iﬁclude members
of the bureaucracy, the diplomatic corps and the military establishment.
Thus, in attempting to understand why decision-makers do not reach
their goals, we would wish to measure not only the gap between the
desirable and the possible but also the gap between what is possible
and what is actually implemented.

The structure of the international system must also be explored.
Dramatic or unexpected changes in the international system could serve
to preclude the realization of elite goals; these changes must be studied
in order to evaluate the autonomous impact of the ihternational system

on policy outcomes.



Finally, a more rigorous analysis of policy outcomes would.
" require that a distinction be made between short and long term success.
We found that the Pakistani elite geared theii- policies towards achieving
immediate goals and we limited ourselves to assessing their short term
success. However; this may not be {rue of other decision-makers.
Therefore, the analysis of outcomes would be sharpened if we were to
construct a scale to measure short-term successes and failures and
their consequences for the long-range pattern of a country's foreign
policy.

The entire presen’éation was an attempt to examine, in depth,
a cluster of foreign policy decisions through the images held by two
members of the Pakistani foreign policy elite. Desﬁite theoretical and
methodological 6bstac1es to rigorous analysis, the study of elite images
and their degree of correspondence to the environment provides a viable
and researchable key to explain both the process of foreign policy forma-

tion and the outcomes of policy choices.
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