[ R

INTERNATIONAL (Y S TUDIES 2

THE INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENT RESEARCH

THE IMPACT OF
U.S. POLICY ON
THE KASHMIR CONFLICT

Louis D. Hayes

327.730546
H 3271

A h
: E's%;:rv OF ARIZONA



e e
[FREEIS



THE IMPACT OF U.S. POLICY
ON THE KASHMIR CONFLICT

Louis D. Hayes

THE INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENT RESEARCH

International Studies
Number 2

Ap

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA PRESS

Tucson, Arizona

\]
extoRR

Yow st CATALUGULD



THE INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENT RESEARCH
College of Liberal Arts
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

Currin V. Shields
Director

Clifton E. Wilson
Associate Diractor

,—;t’?
A\ 9:“: GF w'ﬁ”é‘ OGQG
;:., R ?,\\ é\\O \ /52'1.‘-(%

Vi.e

sias T

The views expressed in this publication are those of the
author and are not an expression of views of the Institute
of Government Research or of the University of Arizona.

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA PRESS

Copyright © 1971
The Arizona Board of Regents
All Rights Reserved
Manufactured in the U.S.A.

I. S. B. N.-0-8165-0291-9
L. C. No. 77-135900

,lbl ary  lIAS,Shirla

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

00042158




Foreword

The emphasis in much of the post-World War II literature on
foreign policy has been on major power conflicts. The shifting patterns
of relations between the United States, the Soviet Union and
Communist China remain of central concern to students of interna-
tional relations. However, policies of the major powers are intertwined
with continuing regional conflicts in various parts of the world. These
arenas of action, such as the Middle East, Africa and Asia, are often
the focus of developments which are independent of the policies
and goals of the great powers. However, these regional -crises
command the attention of the major powers as well as of the nations
more directly concerned.

Mr. Hayes is concerned with one such regional involvement, that
between India and Pakistan over Kashmir, which has not received
the wide attention given other disputes such as the one in the Middle
East. This study serves two purposes. First, it details and evaluates
the developments in the Kashmir dispute itself. Second, it relates
directly to American foreign policy vis-a-vis India and Kashmir.
Professor Hayes develops a central thesis that in many ways American
foreign policy has tended to contribute to developments which are
contrary to American interests. Thus, the work is of value in facilitating
our understanding of American policy in general as well as shedding
light on the Kashmir dispute itself.

Professor Hayes received his Ph.D. degree from the University
of Arizona in 1966. He taught two years at the University of Wisconsin
in Milwaukee before going to the University of Montana in Missoula
where he now is an assistant professor in the Department of
Government.

Curriv V. SuxeLps, Director
Institute of Government Research
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Introduction

It is no exaggeration to say that the patterns of international
politics have changed more rapidly during the twentieth century than
during the entire previous history of the world. World War I marked
the end of a European-centered international system which had existed
for 400 years. New centers of international power and new dimensions
of international conflict emerged during the 20 years between the
First and Second World Wars. After World War II an intense and
extremely dangerous confrontation between the United States and
its allies and the Soviet Union and its satellites developed into a
pattern of relationships known as the Cold War. But even as the
patterns of Cold War international politics were being shaped, new
conditions and relationships were appearing on the margins of the
international political arena. In just over 20 years the international
system has changed from a fairly simplified bipolar power relationship
into a highly pluralistic and extremely complex set of relationships
involving, for the first time, the entire world. The nuclear power
Cold War confrontation between the United States and the Soviet
Union is becoming, if it has not already become, irrelevant to the
international political relations of the world as a whole.

These rapidly changing patterns of international politics make
the conduct of foreign policy hazardous and frustrating. This is
particularly true for a country like the United States which is so
extensively involved in international affairs. Since the circumstances
and conditions of international politics change so rapidly, foreign
policy must be highly flexible and adaptive, qualities which, unfor-

tunately, have not always characterized American policy since World
War IL

The international problems which continue to vex the United
States are nowhere better illustrated than by regional conflicts. These
regional conflicts occur, to a large extent, independent of and in spite
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8 Introduction

of the policies and goals of the United States and most other great
powers. The Middle East, which has been a continuing crisis area
since 1947, has already produced three wars and at this writing
threatens to degenerate once again into conflagration. While the
United States desires the pacific settlement of differences among the
countries of the Middle East, American policy has been singularly
ineffective in achieving this goal. In fact, a strong case can be made

that American policies have contributed to achieving the precise
opposite effect.

An even more serious regional crisis is that of Southeast Asia.
In this area, as with the Middle East, United States policy has met
with limited success in achieving its stated goals. The situation has
deteriorated so rapidly that in order to avoid a complete policy failure,
the United States has been forced to make very sizeable commitments
of its own resources. The frustrations experienced by the United
States in Vietnam have occasioned much criticism of the whole fabric
of American foreign policy. Some critics contend that we have
overcommitted ourselves in an effort to achieve goals which in reality
may be unattainable. Other critics say we have become intoxicated by
our own power and strength. American success in meeting the threats
posed by Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union has produced an
arrogance of power. Still others suggest that we may not be as
powerful as we think we are. Simply because the United States
Possesses the greatest economic and military capabilities in the world

does not mean we can build the Great Society in the swamps of
Vietnam,

These criticisms reflect a growing frustration with the inability
of American foreign policy to achieve desired goals. Yet, all areas of
public policy — whether domestic or foreign — experience occasional
difficulties and frustrations. Criticism of forcign policy is part of a
much more general “crisis of confidence” in the United States. Were
it not for the growing domestic crisis with the rapid deterioration of
urban areas, the riots and demonstrations associated with civil rights,
and other domestic problems, the failures of American foreign policy
might not have produced such widespread dissatisfaction.

The relative success or failure of American foreign policy since
World War I1 depends on one’s point of view. A fairly objective
evaluation might be possible if the achievement or nonachievement
of policy goals is the criterion. In this regard, the record of American
oreign policy is mixed; there have been both successes and failures.

the long run there have probably been far more successes than



Introduction ‘9

failures. The problem is that Americans are not accustomed to recog-
nizing the possibility of failure; we have acquired the  habit of
always winning. Americans possess a pragmatic philosophy which
holds that nothing is impossible. Simply find the proper combination
of ingredients and success will follow. While this philosophy has
generally proved sound and rewarding in the peculiarly favorable
historical and material circumstances of the United States, it appears
to be increasingly less workable both at home and abroad in the
second half of the twentieth century. Domestically, there are no longer
any frontiers to master. Rather, the country is getting somewhat
flabby with middle age. In foreign policy, the enthusiasm and vigor
of the United States helped rescue the rest of the world from the
disasters of the two World Wars. But conditions have changed.
Europe is now able to stand alone and is often inclined to forget its
debts to the United States.

Old problems, therefore, have ceased to exist, and policies relevant
to them are anachronistic. The make-up of many existing problems
has changed, necessitating corresponding changes in policy. Finally,
altogether new problems have emerged, requiring novel policy
approaches. These are realities which confront American foreign

policy. Efforts to meet each one simultaneously produce a variety
of dilemmas.

This study examines one problem area of American foreign policy.
As a general proposition regarding international politics, it is
assumed that regional crises such as those in the Middle East and in
Southeast Asia are focal points of contemporary international politics.
These regional crises absorb the attention and resources of not only
the immediate participants, but other nations as well. Moreover, the
pattern of regional crises can be expected to increase both in fre-
quency and in intensity in the foreseeable future. The political stability
of Africa shows increasing signs of disintegration, and regional con-
flicts between black and white African countries can be expected
in the future. The Middle Eastern situation is far from resolved;
Arab and Israeli forces are rearming for a retum engagement. No one
suggests anymore that the Vietnamese problem will be resolved to
anyone’s satisfaction in the next few years.

The subject of this study is a third regional conflict which to
this date has not reached the levels of intensity nor received the wide
publicity accorded the other two. This is the conflict between India
and Pakistan over Kashmir. As in the case with other regional con-
flicts, American foreign policy has directly and indirectly influenced
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the course of events in Kashmir. While it is not possible to measure
precisely the degree of influence, it is possible to demonstrate the
impact of certain United States policies upon developments in South
Asia. It is also possible to demonstrate that the nature of this influence
has, in certain instances, contributed to the frustration of American
foreign policy goals.

Herein lies the central thesis of this paper. Some aspects of
American foreign policy in South Asia have produced consequences,
other than those intended by policy makers, which have tended to
exacerbate local problems and, accordingly, to contribute to develop-
ments which are contrary to American interests.

The following discussion will be organized into three parts. The
first part consists of a brief examination of the dimensions of the
Indo-Pakistan confrontation over Kashmir. Any effort by the United
States to develop policies which encompass all of South Asia must
provide for the realities of this confrontation. It will become apparent
that the United States has, to a large extent, failed to appreciate the
depth and extent of this problem when formulating policy for
this area.

The second part consists of a survey of American policies vis-a-vis
both India and Pakistan since 1947. The purpose of this section is to
illustrate how various American policies (but not all) have contributed
to a worsening of the Kashmir situation. There has also been a

tendency for some policies to negate one another.

The final section consists of conclusions regarding American
foreign policy. These conclusions apply specifically to South Asia
a.nd Kashmir, but it is assumed that they have more general implica-
tions not only for the United States, but for other countries as well.



|. THE KASHMIR DISPUTE
Background

The state of Jammu and Kashmir, the largest of the Indian states,
covers territory totaling more than 84,400 square miles. The state is
composed of three provinces — Kashmir, Jammu, and the frontier
districts — but is generally referred to collectively as Kashmir. It is
located in a strategic posiion which makes it the center of several
intense international rivalries. To the northeast is Tibet, which since
1957 has been part of China. To the north is the Chinese province of
Sinkiang. In the northwest are Afghanistan and the Soviet Republic
of Turkestan. Kashmir borders on both India and Pakistan in the
south. Kashmir is an area of geographical transition from the Hima-
layan Mountains, which separate the Indian subcontinent from
regions to the north, to the plains in the south.

The roots of the contemporary Indo-Pakistan rivalry over Kashmir
can be traced far back into history.' The state was dominated by
Muslims from 1330-1819. During this period of nearly 500 years, the
population of Kashmir, which prior to 1339 was Hindu, was converted
almost entirely to Islam. Even though Muslim rule ended in Kashmir
in 1819, the predominance of Islam in the area continues up to
contemporary times. The 1941 census, for instance, showed 77 per cent
of the population of Kashmir as Muslims.

The Moguls ruled Kashmir from 1339 until 1752, when Afghan-
istan gained control over the area. In 1819 Kashmir was invaded and
conquered by Sikhs. The people of Kashmir welcomed the Sikhs,

'On the history of Kashmir see: P. N. K. Bamzai, A History of Kashmir
(Delhi: Metropolitan Books, 1962), and J. P. Ferguson, Kashmir: An Historical
Introduction (London: Centaur Press, 1961).

11



12 THE KASHMIR DISPUTE

believing they would be a relief from two centuries of 'oppre“io{‘ at
the hands of the Afghans. Unfortunately for the Kashmiris, the Sikhs

were if anything even more oppressive than had been the Afghan
rulers.

In 1846 Sikh rule was ended by the British. In the Treaty of
Amritsar of March 16, 1846, the British agreed to turn over rule of
Kashmir to one Gulab Singh of the Hindu Dogra tribe in return for
a sizeable monetary consideration. The Dogra rule remained intact
until the British left India in 1947.

Throughout this 100-year period, a Hindu elite dominated the
Islamic majority of Kashmir. Muslims were effectively excluded from
significant administrative and military service in the state. But during
the 1930’5, in the wake of Ghandi’s successful efforts at nonviolent
Tesistance in India, Kashmiri Muslims began agitating for relief from
the oppressive rule of the Dogras. This agitation reached major
Proportions at the time of the transfer of power.

o 'fhe international problem of Kashmir -arose when the British
ans

> erred their ruling power to native Indian governments. The
°mpire over which Britain ruled in India was a loose collection of
Cu!tura]]y and politically diversified areas. Many of these areas
énjoyed considerable autonomy. Although originally intending to
keep India intact, the British soon realized that upon their departure
the_ Subcontinent would be partitioned into two separate countries.
This Partition would follow communal lines, with one country made
lilr? O.f Muslims and the other of Hindus. Partition was actually made
evit

able by a series of historical developments.

In 1885 the Indian National Congress was founded, ironically
by an Englishman, Up until 1900, Congress’ activities consisted of
1.'e1at1'vely moderate efforts to get the British to allow more Indians
Into governmental service. At the turn of the century, however,

TETess was a much more vigorous organization. It became militantly
nationaljstjc and, perhaps more importantly, led a revival of Hindu
OtthOdOX}’. This emphasis upon religious fundamentalism spelled
trouble, a5 j5 generally the case, for members of other religions. Hindu
Persecution of Muslims increased considerably. Somewhat belatedly,

€ Muslims initiated their own religious revival by founding the
Muslim League in 1906. While Congress claimed consistently to
T°Present both Hindus and Muslims, the League was avowedly
Muslim, having no place for Hindus. Although Congress attempted
to‘ Maintain the fiction of bridging the gap between Islam and
HmdlliSm, in reality Congress was a Hindu organization early in the
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20th century. The development of these two organizations thus
contributed to the polarization of the two religious communities.

The British themselves added to communal antagonisms through
the practice of “divide and rule.” This is the policy where British
colonial administrators exploited existing cultural divisions within the
native population in order to prevent unified resistance. An illustration
of this was the British willingness to allow a Hindu ruler to take over
the largely Muslim state of Kashmir in 1846. While it seems rather
pointless to criticize policies which amounted to efficient administra-
tion of an empire, the fact remains that these policies did contribute
to later difficulties. In addition, in 1909 the British adopted the
practice of providing for separate communal representations in the
native legislature. By so doing, the British provided legal recognition
for the two religious communities and thus widened the cleavage
between them.

The Muslims were intent upon partiion long before such a
course of action was finally adopted as the official policy of the
British government. Partition was central in the thinking of the leader
of the Muslim League, Mohammed Ali Jinnah. Jinnah had no inten-
tion of accepting any transfer of power agreement other than one
including partition. His insistence upon this provision and the amount
of territory that he demanded for the Muslim portion frequently
threatened to break up the negotiations for transfer of power.

The new British Viceroy, Lord Louis Mountbatten, had arrived
in India for the express purpose of engineering the transfer. Mount-
batten’s personal abilities and considerable good fortune kept the
feuding parties together at the conference table long enough to reach
agreement on a plan for transfer of power. Perhaps operating in
Mountbatten’s favor was a rapidly deteriorating political situation
throughout British India. Communal rioting was spreading rapidly,
and there was a general breakdown of law and order in important
areas of the country. All parties were thus encouraged to reach
agreement as soon as possible before the situation got completely
out of hand. On June 3, 1947, both Hindu and Muslim leaders
tentatively agreed to a partition plan.

On August 14, 1947, British rule in India ended. On August 15,
India and Pakistan were sovereign independent nations. But the
transfer of power and partition did not end all the problems. In fact,
many problems were just beginning, First, there was the problem of
dividing up the resources of the government of undivided India.
Somehow the military and financial resources had to be partitioned
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equitably between the two countries’ Moreover, the boundarit?s
between the two countries (there are two, in fact, since Pakistan is
divided into two parts—one on either side of India) had to be
defined. The states of Punjab and Bengal were partitioned and new
boundaries had to be drawn. There was the overwhelming problem
of refugees streaming by the thousands into both countries — Hindus
to India and Muslims to Pakistan. The communal rioting and mutual
slaughter did not abate with partition and independence, but if
anything grew in intensity. Both governments were faced w.ith 'th-e
problem of trying to establish law and order. To add to their diffi-
culties, the two governments began to quibble with one another.
Pakistan charged India with negligence in failing to live up to
agreements concerning the partition of resources. India charged that
Pakistan was making excessive demands which went far beyond equity.

Another problem resulting from the transfer of power and parti-
tion was Kashmir. When the British left India, it was not simply a
matter of transferring political control from one government to
another, Transferring power involved the very complicated business
of changing the patchwork quilt of British India to more simplified
political structures in independent India and Pakistan.

British India was composed of two basic legal categories. In one
category were those areas directly administered by the British
government, j.e. the British Parliament, the Secretary of State for

India, and the Viceroy. The British directly administered slightly
more than half of the total surface area of India. The remaining
I’O\rtbns of the country were divided up into more than 550 separate

th *Being the larger of the two countries, India received the larger share of
€ resources, The military, for instance, was divided in the following way:

INDIA PAKISTAN
ARMYd
Armored  regiments 12 8
%mnery reégi]rma?ts 15 8
ransport units 34 17
Hospitals 82 34
NAvVYy
Sloops 4 2
Frigates g 9
mnesw 1 4
Trawler:epers 4 2
AIR FORCE
Fighter Squadrons 7 2
fansport squadrons 1 1
MILITARY STORES® 3 2

°India gave Pakistan 6}5]0 ﬁlillioi]drupfis in lieudof
dna factori ich could not be moved.
Source: D, Som D‘l.?tl;, "il"l;f'gi;: flrll]?lsag' Aid and the Defense Strength of India and
1‘9%(}78;&:1: % Comparative Study,” International Studies, 8 (July, 1966-April,
» PP. 67-68.
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princely states.’ Most of these states were exceedingly small and
relatively insignificant, but some were large and tremendously impor-
tant. The internal affairs of the states were administered by an
hereditary prince with a government subordinate to him. Over the
prince was the British government, which exercised what was called
paramountcy. Through paramountcy, the British crown retained
control of the diplomatic and military affairs of the various Indian
states. The Indian states could not conduct international relations,
nor were they completely free to conduct relations with other states
in British India. The bridge between British-administered India and
princely India was the Viceroy, who functioned as Governor General
and crown representative.

The transfer of power of British-administered India was simply
a matter of Britain transferring power to either India or Pakistan.
But for the Indian states to be transferred from the system of para-
mountcy to the new political systems was a more complicated matter.

The transfer of power involving the states was governed by the
principle of accession.

The basic principle of Accession was that it was vested
in the personal discretion of the Ruler, since he was an
autocrat. But it was recognized that this discretion should
be qualified by the geographical contiguity of the State
to the successor Dominion, the communal composition of the
State, and a plebiscite if necessary to ascertain the will of
the people. . . . All but three of the five hundred sixty-five
States had acceded by 14th August.*

For the most part, the accession of the princely states went
smoothly. This was largely due to the fact that most of these states
were ruled by Hindu princes; only about six were ruled by Muslims.
A principality ruled by a Hindu which was located within India
naturally acceded to India. In only three cases did problems of
accession occur. One was Hyderabad, a state about the size of
Germany with a population of roughly 17 million. The Nizam of
Hyderabad, who was a Muslim, delayed the accession decision and

3There is no agreement on the exact number of these princely states. For
instance, Alan Campbell-Johnson says there were 565, Mission with Mountbatten
(London: Robert Hale, Ltd., 1952), p. 357; Josef Korbel says there were 584,
Danger in Kashmir (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1954), p. 46; and
Alistair Lamb says there were 562, The Kashmir Problem: A Historical Survey
(New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1966), p. 3.

‘Campbell-Johnson, op. cit., pp. 357-8. The instrument of accession itself
recognizes the Sovereignty of the prince. This legal concept is an important
aspect of the Indo-Pakistan controversy. See A. G. Noorani, The Kashmir Question
(Bombay: P. C. Manaktala and Sons, Ltd., 1964 ), pp. 89-91.
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eventually chose Pakistan. The issue was resolved in September,
1948, when the Indian army forcedly incorporated the state into
India. A second holdout was Junagadh which acceded in September,
1947, to Pakistan. But the Indian army entered the state and forced
a plebiscite, whereupon the people, a majority of whom were Hindus,
decided to join India. The third case was Kashmir, which was not
so easily resolved.

The First Kashmir Crisis

Kashmir borders on both India and Pakistan, so the contiguity
principle does not immediately resolve the problem. Secondly, the
majority of the population of Kashmir is Muslim, but the Maharaja
was a Hindu. In terms then of population, Kashmir might have been
expected to accede to Pakistan. But the inclinations of the Maharaja,
being a Hindu, were toward India.

Foreseeing the likelihood of difficulties arising over the Kashmir
question, Mountbatten encouraged the signing of standstill agreements
between Kashmir and India and Pakistan. Standstill agreements would
have provided that neither India nor Pakistan would force the issue.

akistan signed such an agreement, but India delayed and never
signed. As the Maharaja procrastinated, the situation in Kashmir
deteriorated rapidly. In July, 1947, an uprising occurred in the Poonch
area of West Kashmir. This uprising was apparently an effort to
throw off the oppressive rule of the Maharaja.* By October, the rebels
were joined by Pathan tribesmen from Pakistan. While Pakistan

id nothing to discourage the intervention, it is doubtful that the
tribal rebellion was a Pakistani plot, as some Indians charged.

The tribal raid into Kashmir had far-reaching consequences.
t, it forced the Maharaja’s hand in that he could no longer delay
a decision on accession. Secondly, it compelled India to react in the
on1.y feasible way — favorably toward Kashmir’s accession to India.

.d, it undermined Pakistan’s position. Subsequent events placed

akistan at a disadvantage. Since India held the initiative, it remained
or Pakistan to regain some influence over the future of Kashmir.
\l‘he objectives of the four parties to the dispute varied. Mount-

SLamb . . s
direc.te o> op. cit, pp. 37-8. The uprising does not appear to have been

xclusively at Hindus, as killing was indiscriminate including Hindus,

Cus ms, Catholic nuns, and British military personnel and their families. Sisir
upta, Kashmir: A Study in India-Pakistan Relations (Bombay: Asia Publishing
ouse, 1966), pp. 110-112.

Firs



The First Kashmir Crisis 17

batten was in a ticklish spot. He refused to send troops into Kashmir
because this would violate the whole fabric of partition and accession.
Nothing could be done, he argued, until Kashmir had acceded to India
or Pakistan. Mountbatten noted further that Pakistan might interpret
a sudden accession of Kashmir to India as a seizure of power. The
result might be an even more dangerous and explosive situation.
Therefore, Mountbatten encouraged the Indians to make it clear that
should the Maharaja accede to India, the issue of accession would
subsequently be put to a plebiscite. In this way, the final disposition
of Kashmir would be resolved. The Indians agreed to Mountbatten’s
suggestion.®

The Indians could hardly contemplate any resolution of the
Kashmir problem other than accession to India. The strategic impor-
tance of Kashmir to India and an unwillingness to give Pakistan
anything beyond what was absolutely necessary kept India from
taking a completely flexible position. The Indians assumed that the
Hindu Maharaja would eventually accede to India and accordingly
pursued a fairly cautious course. The tribal invasion thus played
into Indian hands by forcing the Maharaja into making a decision
in India’s favor.

The Maharaja, by his delaying tactics, could hardly have had
any objective in mind other than independence. Since he had little
latitude for maneuver other than simply to delay the matter, he
perhaps hoped that India and Pakistan would move into positions of
stalemate, so that neither could force the issue on its own behalf.
This would then allow the Kashmir government to become indepen-
dent by force of circumstances. The tribal invasion, however, ruled
such a goal out of the question.

It is rather difficult to determine the precise Muslim goals.
Probably the tribal actions reflected long-standing grievances against
the Dogra rule. The suggestion that the whole affair was a Pakistani
plot is simply not credible. Even if they could have planned and
engineered such an effort, which is doubtful, the likelihood of it ever
producing results in their favor seems remote.” Whatever the explana-
tion, the first Kashmir crisis had begun.

Once the instrument of accession was signed, the Indians lost

SCampbell-Johnson, op. cit., p. 225.

"Many Indians were convinced that events in Kashmir and elsewhere were
manifestations of a campaign against non-Muslims which the Muslim League
had been planning for years. See, for example, Muslim League Attack on Sikhs
and Hindus in the Punjab 1947 (Amritsar: Shiromani Gurdwara Parbandhak

Committee, 1950), which “documents” in almost 500 pages the atrocities
committed.
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involvement in the tribal disturbances. Pakistan officially regarded
the activities of the Muslims in Kashmir as a native uprising against
the regime of the Maharaja. The movement to overthrow Hindu
rule in Kashmir is called “Azad Kashmir” (Free Kashmir) and included
some former members of the Pakistani army. India charged that
Pakistani officers, including a brigadier and many Pakistani army
deserters, were involved in the revolt. According to Pakistan, the
tribal uprising occurred when Muslims were massacred by Hindus.
The tribesmen of Pakistan invaded Kashmir because of sympathy for
their co-religionists and the desire to render assistance. India dis-
missed the charges of massacres and countercharged that Pakistan
was guilty of simple aggression."

At any rate, the activities of the Muslims forced the Maharaja
of Kashmir to accede to India. The way was thus opened for direct
intervention by India in Kashmiri affairs. Events then moved rapidly
to the point where military units of both India and Pakistan were
involved. The fighting followed a line which bisected the state.

Both sides undoubtedly feared a full scale war which would have
served the interests of neither. It seemed unlikely that either India
or Pakistan could force the issue in its own favor by military means
alone. The conditions were thus favorable for a cease fire. Acting
on a petition from India, the United Nations was able to arrange a
cease fire effective January 17, 1948.

The first Kashmir crisis thus opened a virtually unbridgeable
gulf between Pakistan and India immediately upon achieving inde-
pendence. Neither side was able to achieve its objectives in the initial
confrontation over Kashmir. Particularly in the case of Pakistan, its
principal desires remained unfulfilled. Given the likelihood that time
was on the side of India, a resumption of hostilities in the future
was to be expected.

The military confrontation over Kashmir heavily burdened the
budgetary resources of both countries. In order to insure that the
other side would not gain a rapid military victory, both countries
maintained armies of considerable size in the disputed area. In the
case of Pakistan, the Kashmir situation undoubtedly was a strong
stimulus influencing the direction of its foreign policy for a number
of years following the first crisis.

As far as Kashmir itself is concerned, the presence of both India

1See exchange of telegrams among India, Pakistan, and Great Britain in
P. L. Lakhanpal, Essential Documents and Notes on Kashmir Dispute (Delhi:
International Books, 1965), pp. 67-72. Also see Jyoti Bhusan Das Gupta, Indo-
Pakistan Relations, 1947-1955 (Amsterdam: Djambatan, 1958), p. 95.
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and Pakistan effectively broke up all existing unity. The Pakistani

ortion governed by the Azad Kashmir government remains sub-
ordinated to Pakistan. The Azad government is in nominal charge
of local political affairs, while defense and international affairs are
in the hands of the government of Pakistan through a special ministry
of Kashmir affairs established in 1949. Armed forces in the area are
under the command of the Pakistani general staff and are composed
of units of the Pakistani army and local Azad troops. The tribesmen
who played such an important role in the initial crisis withdrew from
Kashmir in 1949.

In the Indian portion, the Maharaja’s government continued in
an interim capacity pending elections for a new National Assembly.
The strongest force in Kashmir politics was the National Conference
headed by Sheik Abdullah, which eventually won all seats in the
new National Assembly. The strength of the National Conference
has been a source of some difficulties for the central government
in New Delhi.

From the beginning, the Indian portion of Kashmir enjoyed
considerable autonomy within the Indian union. In late 1951 the
Kashmir government announced that except for defense, foreign
affairs, and communications activities, the government of Kashmir
would be entirely in the hands of the Kashmiris. The fact that the
Indian government tolerated such a declaration of independence was
a source of some irritation. Some people demanded that the Kashmir
government be subordinated to the Indian constitution as all other
Indian states were. Separatist groups looked upon the Kashmiri
activity as perhaps signalling an opportunity for other states to win
autonomy from the central government."

All this did not escape the attention of Prime Minister Nehru,
although as late as July, 1952, he openly recognized the autonomous
claims of Kashmir. But on August 9, Sheik Abdullah was arrested
by the Indians and put into prison on charges of corruption, mal-
practices, disruptionism, and dangerous foreign contacts.” He re-
mained there until his release in January, 1958. Taking his place as
Prime Minister of Kashmir was Bakshi Ghulam Mohammed, who was
more receptive to the wishes of India.

Initially, India enjoyed a stronger international position in the
Kashmir crisis than did Pakistan. The Indians have always regarded

UK. Sarwar Hasan, Pakistan and the United Nations (New York: Manhattan
Publishing Co., 1960), p. 147.
Sisir Gupta, op. cit., p. 264.
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the accession of Kashmir to India as perfectly legal and the Pakistani
involvement thus clearly illegal. The Indians regard their willingness
to hold an internationally supervised plebiscite as being more than
generous to Pakistan. But the two countries could never agree on the
precise conditions under which the plebiscite should be held.

However, in the United Nations, the Indian position steadily
deteriorated. It was the Indians who requested United Nations
intervention in the first place, and many nations at first reacted
favorably toward the Indian position. The United States, for instance,
took a position at the beginning of the Kashmir problem that India
was legally within its rights in Kashmir and that any activities on the
part of Pakistan or other parties were in violation of this legality.”
The Indians were convinced that Pakistan was at fault and by placing
the dispute before the United Nations, they were going out of their
way to try to solve the problem equitably. While the international
community initially sympathized with India and regarded Pakistan
as the aggressor, India eventually received an equal share of the
blame for the crisis. India’s position degenerated from that of a
country victimized by aggression to a mere participant in a case of
conflicting interests. The Indians have always resented the fact that
Pakistan came eventually to enjoy a position of equality with India
over Kashmir.

The Indians have been particularly disillusioned by the develop-
ment of American policy. The United States was initially sympathetic
toward India and paid relatively little attention to Pakistan, but by
the mid 1950’s the emphasis had been reversed. As Pakistan proved
more adaptable to American foreign policy than did India, the United
States became increasingly sympathetic toward Pakistan’s position
vis-a-vis Kashmir. This is reflected in the growing insistence by the
United States in the United Nations that the Kashmir problem be
resolved by plebiscite. Thus, the United States, much to the dis-
pleasure of the Indians, minimized the legality of India’s position.

India’s desire to press for the legal and political integration of
Kashmir into Indja in part reflects its fear of the political instability
of Pakistan. It was feared that Pakistani leaders might exacerbate
the Kashmir crisis in order to enhance their own insecure political

13The American United Nations representative endorsed the Indian position.
“External sovereignty of Jammu and Kashmir is no longer under the control o the
Mabharajah. . . . With the accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India this foreig;
sovereignty went over to India and is exercised by India and that is how India
happens to be here as a petitioner,” quoted in Patwant Singh, India and the
Future of Asia (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1966), p. 152,
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. Ppositions. Accordingly, a political deterioration in Pakistan might
result in renewed hostilities over Kashmir.*

Given the unsettled situation in the United Nations and the
inclination of other countries, particularly the United States, to
sympathize with Pakistan, India moved unilaterally to consolidate
its position in Kashmir. Specific actions included, among others, the
states reorganization bill passed in August, 1956, by the Indian
Darliament which listed Kashmir as one of the 14 Indian states.
In November of the same year, the Kashmir constituent assembly
adopted a constitution declaring Kashmir an integral part of India.
In January, 1957, the United Nations declared these actions contrary

© the.commitment to hold a plebiscite. This action by the Security
Council was ignored by India.

Despite the hardening of the Indian position, some authorities
Suggest that India remained willing to reach a negotiated settlement
on the basis of the status quo in 1955. Norman Palmer suggests that
Nehru made an offer for a status quo settlement, subject only to

minor boundary adjustments, in 1955. However, Pakistan consistently
refused such an offer. s

Conflicting Claims

The primary justification for India’s claim to Kashmir is the
ty of the Maharaja’s accession to India. There can be little doubt
at from a strictly legal point of view, India’s claim is sound. How-
ever, taking into consideration the accession crises in Junagadh and
Hyderabad a5 well as Kashmir, India’s position is far from consistent.
In Junagadh, an accession by a Muslim ruler to Pakistan was rejected

Y a plebiscite. In this case a majority of the population was Hindu.

1 Hyderabad, an accession decision by a Muslim Nizam was chal-
lenged by the Indians through an economic blockade. Eventually
Hyderabad was taken over by Indian military occupation. The legality
of these two accessions seems to be no more disputable than that of

as.hmir, but the Indians challenged them nevertheless. In Kashmir,
India refyges to hold a plebiscite, which would benefit the Muslim

Population as it benefited the Hindus in Junagadh, and deplores the
"“Phillips Talbot d S. L. Poplai, India and America: A Study in Their
Relations (New York: ?Ir:nrpex: and R?)EV, 1958), pp. 90-91.
*Norman D, Palmer, South Asia and the United States Policy (New York:
Houghton Mifflin, 1966), p. 239, and Ibid., pp. 78-9.

legali
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use of Pakistani armed forces on moral grounds, which somehow did
not apply to the use of Indian armed forces in Hyderabad.

While India’s position in these three separate instances is incon-
sistent, an underlying ideological factor does help explain the Indian
actions. India is committed to the “one nation theory” which holds
that all British India should be included in a single national unit.
The one nation theory emerged as a counter to the demand for two
nations characteristic of Muslim separatist thinking prior to partition.
The attempt to establish a separate Muslim state was based upon
the claim that the Muslims could not survive in a state the majority
of which were Hindus. Accordingly, Muslims should have their own
state. The Hindu reply is that the Muslim two nation idea reflects
the medieval theocratic nature of Islamic philosophy. Indian theorists
consider themselves secularists, representing the best interests of
both Hindus and Muslims. The Muslim demand for two states, on
the other hand, is based upon reactionary and obscurantist philosophy.™

Given the Indian one nation theory, Pakistan’s claim to existence
is unsound at best. Since the one nation advocates had morality,
progress, and goodness on their side, any attempts by the Indian
government to thwart the ambitions of Pakistan are, therefore, justi-
fied. Accordingly, actions taken by India in the three accession crises
merely reflect an attempt to implement the one nation theory.

The general acceptance of the one nation theory among Indians
reinforces Pakistani feelings of insecurity vis-a-vis India. Both inde-
pendence leaders, Nehru and Gandhi, were strongly opposed to the
division of British India. Gandhi, for instance, never accepted partition
and at one point considered fasting in an effort to prevent the partition
decision from being implemented. However, he was convinced that
such an effort would be fruitless, and he abandoned the fast. The
one nation theory and Indian unwillingness to accept partition led

*The Muslims were adamant on the two nations idea and were disturbed
that many Indians refused to accept it. “It is extremely difficult to appreciate
why our Hindu friends fail to understand the real nature of Islam and Hinduism.
They are not religions in the strict sense of the word, but are, in fact, different
and distinct social orders, and it is a dream that the Hindus and Muslims can
ever evolve a common nationality, and this misconception of one Indian nation
has gone far beyond the limits and is the cause of most of our troubles and
will lead India to destruction if we fail to revise our notions in time. The Hindus
and Muslims belong to two different religious philosophies, social customs, litera-
tures. They neither intermarry nor interdine and, indeed, th?’ belong to two
different civilizations which are based mainly on conflicting ideas and concep-
tions.” Jamilud-Dinahman (ed.), Some Recent Speeches and Writings of Mr.
Jinnah {Lahore: Dashmiri Bazar, 1942), p. 153. Also see Arif Hussain, Pakistan:

Istg -Blgeo gy and Foreign Policy (London: Frank Cass and Co., Ltd., 1966), pp.
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Pakistan to suspect the Indians of intending to reunite the subconti-
nent by force if necessary.”

Another important consideration for India’s point of view is the
matter of security. Kashmir is located in a strategic position for both
India and Pakistan, but particularly for India in the light of subse-
quent hostilities with China. But even as early as 1947, India was
concerned about the security of the area.

We have received urgent appeal for assistance from the
Kashmir Government. We would be disposed to give favor-
able consideration to such request from any friendly state.
Kashmir's northern frontiers, as you are aware, run in common
with those of three countries, Afihanistan, the USSR apd
China. Security of Kashmir, which must depend upon its
Internal tranquility and existence of stable government, is
vital to security of India, especially since part of southern
boundary of Kashmir and India are common. Helping
Iﬁélhl?-u therefore, is an obligation of national interest in

a.

Shcflﬂd India lose control over the Kashmiri approaches to the Indian
plains to either Pakistan or China, its strategic position would be
considerably weakened. Moreover, since Pakistan has grown increas-

ingly friendly with China, the Indians are more than ever concerned
about this strategic area.

Pakistan offers many more justifications for its claims to Kashmir
Wwhich in many cases are more compelling than those offered by India.
Pakistan claims that the accession of Kashmir to India was not legal.

e circumstances under which the Maharaja signed the accession
agreement negated the legality of this agreement. Pakistan signed
a standstill agreement with Kashmir, although India did not. This
standstill agreement, argues Pakistan, prevented Kashmir from con-
cluding any agreement with India. Second, Pakistan contends that

€ Maharaja was not legally competent to sign the instrument of
accession, since his authority had been ended by the popular revolt.
Third, the Indian government had maneuvered the Maharaja into a

—

. "There can be little doubt that Pakistan is earnestly concerned about Indian
intentions. ‘““Therefore. India’s occupation of Jammu and Kashmir is only a stage,
only a part of India’s intentions, to subjugate and destroy Pakistan itself.”
Z. A. Bhutto, Indian Aggression and the Kashmir Dispute (Karachi: Government
of Pall:istan, 1965), p. 12. ¢ Tndia to Prime Minster of Great

“ i inister of India to e rea
Britain,” ﬂfgl—rlggnfrggcul:r::nnti ahrflthe Foreign Relations of Pakistan: The Kashmir

uestion, op. cit., p. 62.
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posiion where he was forced to accede. Therefore, the accession
agreement was obtained under duress.”

Pakistan defends its intervention in Kashmir on the grounds that
the Azad Kashmir movement was spontaneous and indigenous. The
initial violence was not a matter of aggression, but rather one of
civil war. Pakistani troops intervened in Kashmir only after the
intervention of India threatened not only Kashmir, but the security
of Pakistan as well. The Indian charge that Pakistan is guilty of
aggression is meaningless, since the government of Kashmir had lost
political control of its jurisdiction. Since there was no effective
system of law in Kashmir at the time of accession, the claims of India
are without foundation.”

India agreed to a plebiscite on two conditions. First, Pakistani
forces must be withdrawn, and second, Azad forces must be disbanded.
Pakistan, on the other hand, charged that it would be impossible
to hold a free plebiscite if India remained in control of Kashmir
while Pakistani forces withdrew. On the contrary, Pakistan demanded
full and equal rights in the dispute, the same as those claimed
by India.

Pakistan charged India with never really intending to hold a
plebiscite. Indian efforts to consolidate their position both legally
and militarily in Kashmir and their unwillingness to agree to a
plebiscite on grounds other than Indian control are cited as proof
of this. Pakistan eventually concluded that the only way the matter
could be resolved with satisfaction was by force of arms.

In May, 1954, Pakistan signed a Mutual Defense Assistance
agreement with the United States. By entering into this agreement,
Pakistan joined the American defense system. Since it had carefully
remained aloof from not only the American defense system but from
close association with the Soviet Bloc, India was disturbed by this
Pakistani move.

The arrest of Sheikh Abdullah in August, 1952, and the Pakistan-
United States Alliance disrupted negotiations between India and
Pakistan over the settlement of the Kashmir question. Pakistan viewed
the arrest of Sheikh Abdullah as indicating a hardening of India’s
position. India charged that Pakistan’s military alliance with the
United States upset the balance of power in South Asia. Accordingly,

1“Pakistan’s Complaint Against India Submitted to United Nations Security
Council,” in Lakhanpal, op. cit., pp. 114-118; Das Gupta, op. cit., p. 147.

2]1bid. The same claim is made by China with respect to areas along the
Himalayan frontier. Since India does not have administrative control over
disputed territory, a charge of aggression against China is groundless.
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India could no longer honor its commitment to seck a negotiated
settlement. In effect, India took the position that the only acceptable
resolution of the Kashmir problem would be partition of Kashmir
itself.

It is impossible to determine the significance of Pakistani irre-
d'enﬁs[n in the Kashmir crisis. It is undoubtedly important, but the
likelihood that Pakistan would be willing to go to great lengths on
behalf of brother Muslims is questionable. There are, however,
practical considerations which undoubtedly encouraged Pakistan to
attem[')t a favorable resolution of the Kashmir problem. One of the
most important of these practical considerations is water. There are
Z‘;;eszetﬁl to this matter: headwaters of major rivers and canfal
Kashmir B fOf Pakzlstans major rivers have their headwaters in
means. th ‘;101'0 Pakistan achieved a division of Kashmir by mthary
could ’havee -eadwatel‘s were in the hands of the Indians. The Indians
The desire :Iltell;ru})ted or diverted much of Pakistan’s water supply-
an i 0o ta{n control of the sources of their water is no doubt

H'I;'I});ortant consideration for Pakistan.
of canaeiso};t,l:l ?{t aspect of tl.le water controversy involves the system
1870's. Irrigatio;lln the Punjab by the British during the 1860’s and
development. Th water carried by these canals. spurred ag1:icultural

the area wo::ﬂd t? network of cana]'s.was not built with the idea that
a result of partitioe e}\:en.tually Pal:tl.tlonefl into two countries. But'as
became pat of In;u un]ac}) was divided mt.o an ea.stern portion which
Pakistan. The boﬁ ; anba western portion whlc.:h became part of
System in a most rilnary etween the two countries cuts the canal
in that it has m thappropnat'e way. Pakistan is the most affected
for iorian ore than three times the amount of acreage dependent
rigation upon the canals than does India.
wate’feem p.oreg-y. agreements between India and Pakistan over canal
renew t’;lpue in April, 1948, and as a result of Pakistan’s failure to
. ese agreements, water was cut off from the canals into
Pakistan. This caused panic among Pakistani peasants and a hardening
of Pakistan’s attitude toward India.*

_Probably the biggest obstacle to the settlement of conflicting
claims to Indus Basin water by India and Pakistan is the fact that
there is simply not enough water to accommodate the total needs of
both countries. Both countries have plans for the utilization of Indus
Basin water which involve more than their fair share of the maximum
ﬂ)le. It seems clear that the only workable solution to this water

*Kotta P. Karunakaran, India in World Affairs: A Review of India’s Foreign
Relations (Calcutta: Oxford University Press, 1958), pp. 185-6.
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problem is one based upon some kind of cooperative agreement.
The World Bank has played a key role in trying to work out a solution
to this problem, but negotiations have been extremely slow and
frustrating. An attempt to take the matter to the International Court
of Justice for arbitration was defeated by the Indian claim that
permanent resolution should be made by the states whose sovereign
rights were in question. The Indians offered a counter proposal that
the matter should be handled by a tribunal made up of judges from
both of the disputing countries. Since 1952, negotiations have been

conducted through the good offices of the President of the Interna-
tional Bank.*

Developments in other parts of the world have occasionally
influenced the Kashmir problem. This has been especially true for
Pakistan. In 1949, Britain devalued the pound, and most other
countries in the sterling area, including India, followed suit. However,
Pakistan refused, and, when the Korean War broke out in 1950, was
able to achieve considerable economic gain as a result of the high
prices received for Pakistani raw materials. However, the balloon
eventually burst; with its monetary system producing an artificial
exchange rate, Pakistan’s trade position rapidly deteriorated. The

ensuing economic crisis may have encouraged Pakistan to accept
American assistance.

Throughout the 1950°s a steady stream of United Nations com-
missions and mediators went to Kashmir in an effort to achieve a
permanent resolution of the problem. However, there was always
some point or other which prevented agreement. A plebiscite was
never held because India insisted that the Pakistani forces withdraw
and Azad forces be disbanded first. Pakistan always refused such a
precondition. When it appeared that partition would be the only
feasible solution, disagreement over the location of the partition line
prevented a formal decision to that effect. Both sides insisted that
the Vale of Kashmir be allocated to them.

The United States and Britain, realizing that a permanent
settlement by plebiscite was probably out of the question and that
fighting might again break out, argued that the dispute should be
settled by arbitration. This is unacceptable to India on the grounds
that arbitration implies that Pakistan’s claim is as legitimate as India’s,
which India has always denied on the grounds that Pakistan is the
aggressor.

A final intemnational influence is the attitude of the Soviet Union.

**Das Gupta, op. cit., pp. 160-181.
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Since the mid-1950’s the Soviets have been firmly on the Side.OE
India. Soviet spokesmen took the position that the Kashmir qu<?5t1°n
has already been decided. Kashmir is a part of India and, accordingly,
Pakistan is guilty of simple aggression. The problem will resolve
itself if the aggressors leave the area. The Soviet Union became

increasingly pro-Indian as Pakistan moved firmly into the American
camp.*

The Second Kashmir Crisis

c anByd1?65’ the situation from the point of view of Pakistan had
lon eg: thm several ways. In the first place, Jawaharlal Nehru was no
thegIndi © lead?r of India. Nehru had been the guiding force behind
had maiz:: foreign policy since independence. The unity that ’Nehru
cessor Lala];ned began to disintegrate after his death. Nehru's suc-
for a I’lumb ahadur Shastri, was a far less commanding figure. Se(fon.d,
portion of Ie{r of years India had been consolidating its position in its
that Indis liiShmlr. On several occasions the Indians made it cl.ear
is d.imin- lfld Kashmir was an integral part of the Indian union.
terms of zls e.d' any hopes for a negotiated settlement, at least in
had just q "_"f‘fled Kashmir. Third, Pakistani President Ayub Kha’n
electoral :*Clswely defeated his opponents in an election test. Ayub’s
since 1962 ‘lgtor.y consolidated and strengthened his position. Fourth,
ing toward akistan and China had become increasingly accommodat-
a vise with eIaCI'{ other’s border claims. Their cooperation constituted
enced inc n.dlan-held Kashmir in the middle. Fifth, India experi-
January 2(1;6&5‘“3 domestic difficulties during 1964 and 1965. On
langUage 1:1965’ Ifldian Republic Day, Hindi became the official
conflicts t(})] the union, thus arousing all of the countless linguistic
Indian 1 at seethe below the surface of Indian politics. Finally,
faced se arvests had been poor for several years in a row, and India
produc glous food shortages. Linguistic problems and food shortages
. atte Not a few riots. These internal problems combined to occupy
ention of the Indian leadership.

and P uring the early part of 1965, a series of incidents involved Indian
akistanj troops along the Kashmir cease fire line. These incidents
mounted jp intensity until in April major engagements occurred in

_e\;eglon of the Rann of Kutch.

Harish Ka < . . . . »
; . pur, “The Soviet U nd Indo-Pakistani Relations,” Interng-
tional Studies, 8 ( July, ISGG?X;—tﬂ, fég‘.;)f’ op. 150-157.
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The Rann of Kutch is a relatively inconsequential piece of ground
along the southwest border of India and Pakistan. For most of the
year it consists of dry mud flats with some isolated scrub growth.
During the monsoon season it is completely flooded and impassable.
The Rann is a part of the boundary between India and Pakistan,
and the two countries disagree over precisely where the boundary
should be drawn. The Indians, relying upon some British decisions,
claim that the whole of the Rann is part of India. Pakistan claims that
the boundary should run through the middle of the Rann on the
grounds that it is either a boundary lake or an inland sea. According
to international law, when a body of water of this type constitutes
a part of an international boundary, then the boundary line is
considered to run through the middle of the body of water.*

The dispute over the Rann of Kutch probably occurred as a
result of these conflicting boundary interpretations. The Indians,
figuring the boundary gives them the entire Rann of Kutch, moved
military and border personnel into the area to enforce their claim.
Pakistan would thus have had military personnel in areas claimed by
India, and vice versa. Given the presence of military units of both
countries in the same area, confrontation was inevitable. By whatever
means the fighting started, the fact remains that it soon escalated
into a major military engagement.

Neither side appeared willing to increase its military involve-
ment, recognizing that fighting could easily escalate out of control.
The impending monsoon season may also have moderated desires to
press forward militarily. Accordingly, both sides agreed to a British
mediated cease fire effective June 80, 1965. The status quo as of
January 1, 1965, was to be restored and the border decided by
arbitration.*

The situation in Indian-held Kashmir began to deteriorate fairly
rapidly during the middle of 1965. Sheik Abdullah was becoming less
responsive to the wishes of Delhi. On May 8 he was arrested and
removed by the Indian government to internment in South India.
Supporters of Abdullah and groups advocating the league of Kashmir
with Pakistan protested violently against the arrest. Resistance spread

*“The Rann of Kutch Dispute,” Pakistan Horizon, 18 (Fourth Quarter,
1965), p. 377.

%The three man arbitral tribunal was composed of judges from Yugoslavia,
Iran and Sweden. In February, 1968, after two years of fact gat]:xenng and
deliberations, the tribunal awarded 90 per cent of the Rann to India and ten
per cent to Pakistan. Although receiving the smaller portion, Pakistan accepted
the decision. India, however, experienced major dissention over the award.

A motion of no confidence was introduced in the Lok Sabha against Prime
Minister Gandhi’s government.
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rapidly, and anti-Indian guerrilla activities soon occurred with much
encouragement from the Pakistani side of the Kashmir cease fire line.
In addition, clashes between Indian and Pakistani troops occurred
with increasing frequency from May to July.™

Confronted with the growing Kashmir crisis and the deteriorating
Indian position, Prime Minister Shastri was persuaded by his military
advisers to take strong action to stop the infiltration from Pakistani
territories into Kashmir, Accordingly, in mid-August Indians attacked
various Pakistani positions in the north. Pakistan reacted in September
by sen.ding armored units into the southern areas of Indian-held
Kashmir with the obvious intention of cutting off the Indian main
line of communications,

The Pakistani movement met with such success that the Indians
were faced with a major setback in Kashmir and were prompted to
fascalate their military efforts. On September 6, three Indian columns
invaded Pakistan, The Kashmir problem had ,finally given rise to a
gener;ﬂ war between India and Pakistan. In addition to armor and
u.lfantry engagements, both sides launched air attacks against popula-
tion centers.

In ?Pite of some initial success on both sides, it was s00n clear
that neither could hope to attain a complete victory. It does not
seem likely that ejther country was expecting to resolve mutual
differences by total war, Both had more limited objectives. But the
means they. chose to attain these objectives involved military opera-
tions resulting in the problem of escalation. The situation had gone
beyond the point where cither side wished fo pursue the matter
further. Accordingly, a cease fire was in order.

W.estern Teaction to the Indo-Pakistani fighting was to suspend
immediately military assistance to both countries. This suspension
came eventually to include other forms of assistance in the hope of
pressuring both sides to agree to a cease fire. The suspension of
military aid fell most heavily upon Pakistan, which relied almost
exclusively on the United States for military equipment. India was
slightly better off, having received aircraft and armor from Britain,

France, and the Soviet Unjon. Pakistan was particularly distressed
by the reaction of her western allies. She seems to have entertained
the idea thf‘t participation in the American alliance system meant that
should Pakistan get into a major military confrontation with India,
her CENTO and SEATO allies would offer support. Not only was

26For fu.rther discussion of these developments, see Lamb, op. Cit» Dp.
1 12_134. India removed all restrictions on Abgullah in April, 1968.
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this support not forthcoming, but her allies were exerting considerable
pressure on Pakistan to stop fighting.”

Arranging for an effective cease fire was not easy. The United
States and Britain could not play active roles because their stock was
discredited, particularly in the eyes of Pakistan. Other countries with
an interest in the area, such as China, were for one reason or another
unacceptable. The United Nations, through its Secretary General
U Thant, met with only limited success in arranging a cease fire,
However, a Security Council resolution, supported by both the U.S.
and U.S.S.R., demanded a cease fire to which both India and Pakistan
agreed on September 23. Although the major hostilities had stopped,
incidents continued along the cease fire line for several months
to come.

The only country with the potential for mediating a more
permanent settlement was the Soviet Union. On September 4, Premier
Kosygin offered his good offices for negotiations. Although Pakistay
was not wholeheartedly enthusiastic about the Russian intervention
both sides did agree to direct negotiations. The parties met in Tash.
kent on January 3, 1966. After an initial period of failure when the
conference reached a point of imminent collapse, a sudden and
dramatic announcement on January 10 revealed that agreement had
been reached. On the following day, Prime Minister Shastri died.

The Declaration of Tashkent oddly enough had little to say
about Kashmir itself.*® Most attention was devoted to promises b
both sides to attempt permanent resolution of their mutual difficulties.
They agreed to conduct continuing discussions at high ministerial
levels on a variety of matters of direct concern to both countries.
A stipulation that both sides should withdraw to the established
international boundaries of the 1949 Kashmir cease fire line was
implemented in late February. Although discussions between the two
countries did occur in the months to follow, they produced little of
any consequence. Soon each side accused the other of violating the
principle and spirit of the Declaration of Tashkent, and the situation
by late 1966 had returned virtually to the status quo ante.

¥Cf. Frank N. Trager, “The United States and Pakistan: A Failure of Diplo.
macy,” Orbis, 9 (Fall, 1965), pp. 613-629. Trager argues that the failure of the
United States to support Pakistan in the interest of courting favor with India hag
undermined the American position in relation to both countries. Trager's argument
is that the main issue concerning the United States in South Asia is the strategic
threat from the north.

M. S. Rajan, “The Tashkent Declaration: Retrospect and Prospect,” Inter.
national Studies, 8 (July, 1966-April, 1967), pp. 1-28, and Der Sharma, Tashkent.
A Study in Foreign Relations with Documents (Varanasi: Gandhian Institute of
Studies, 1966).






2. AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

The United States government was relatively unconcerned by
the 1947 Kashmir crisis, considering the Indian subcontinent as
primarily the responsibility of the British. Even though the British
had transferred control of the area to indigenous governments, as far
as international politics were concerned, the British were regarded
as the dominant power in the area. But even more importantly, the
United States was preoccupied with Europe. The Kashmir crisis
came at a time when the United States was heavily involved in
helping repair the material damage to Europe resulting from the
Second World War. The lines of confrontation in the Cold War with
the Soviet Union were also developing at this time. It was really only
after 1949 and the advent of Communist China that Asia became
a major foreign policy concern of the United States.

The blockade of Berlin, the Czechoslovakian coup, the difficulties
over Greece, the communist revolution in China, and general bel-
ligerence of communist countries suggested the expansionist nature
of communism. These experiences occasioned a strong anti-communist
orientation on the part of the United States. The official American view
in the immediate post-war years was that communism is by nature
expansionist, and if left unopposed will conquer or take over by
internal subversion any country in its path. Accordingly, the United
States as the strongest non-communist power to emerge from the
Second World War has the moral responsibility of preventing commu-
nist expansion.”

In order to contain the spread of communism, the United States
developed an elaborate global strategy involving the creation of a
system of alliances designed to prevent the aggression of communist
countries against their neighbors.

The Korean War produced two significant shifts in American

MSee, for example, Department of State Bulletin, 28, (January 12, 1953),
pp. 43-46; and 28 (March 2, 1953), pp. 331-333.
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foreign policy. First, the sudden realization that communist expansion
might most likely occur in Asia caused American policy makers to
shift their attention away from Europe and toward the underdeveloped
countries of the Near and Far East. Initially, the United States
expected other western countries, particularly Britain, to preserve the
territorial integrity of this area. But it soon became apparent that
neither Britain nor France had the capability of defending such a
long perimeter in the face of the guerrilla tactics employed by the
communists. The second change was in the character of the American
f(?reign assistance program. Foreign aid introduced first as temporary
aid ‘to Greece and Turkey and then implemented on a semipermanent
basis in the Marshall Plan was intended primarily to provide the
economic wherewithal to rebuild war-torn Europe. However, the
ﬁil:an Wa.r brought a major de-emphasis in the economic aspects of
thaxig}? a]‘;SSlStance fn favor of military aid. From 1951 to 1956 more
Although of American foreign assistance was of the military variety.
1950’s th most of the aid went to NATO countries, throug.hout the

~ov> the proportion going to non-western countries increased
significantly,

The United States and Pakistan

Unit:zllesproblems of India and Pakistan were brought home to the
Serious £ tat.es in the early 1950’s when both countries experienced
Statessf amine cox}diﬁons. In early 1952, India petitioned the United
resne ’;l‘ food assistance in order to relieve serious shortages. Congress
Stalzen ed by authorizing a gift shipment. In June, 1953, the United

S gave one million tons of wheat to Pakistan. Later in the same

Zsrarl work began on a long-range program for the dispensation of

P US. American agricultural products. This program came as a
recognition of the long-term shortages that would be facing many
underdeveloped countries. Since the United States had an existing
problem of storing considerable agricultural surplus, the two circum-
stances went hand in hand to produce the Food for Peace Program,
otherwise known as PL-480.

The Middle East was regarded by the United States as partic-
ularly vulnerable to aggression. Secretary of States Dulles toured the
Middle East in 1953 in an effort to encourage the countries of the
area to carry a larger share of the burden of their own defense. He
had in mind 4 Middle Eastern defense system patterned after the
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NATO alliance. Recognizing the need for enthusiasm and cooperation
on the part of the Middle Eastern countries for such an alliance, the
Secretary of State offered a promise of American assistance as an
inducement. He reported back that many of the countries in the area
were receptive to his suggestion.*

As British influence in the Middle East declined, the United
States considered it increasingly imperative that some kind of defense
arrangements be encouraged. Accordingly, in early 1954 the United
States conferred with Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Iran on the subject of
mutual defense. These discussions soon led to a series of bilateral
assistance pacts between the United States and various Middle Eastern
countries. Two of the earliest participants in this program were
Turkey — already a member of NATO — and Pakistan. Other Arab
countries were not enthusiastic about the American program. Egypt
and Syria in particular were extremely critical of American military
alliance policies in the Middle East. The Arab countries most recep-
tive to an alliance scheme were those countries nearest the Soviet
Union. These countries, known as the northern tier states, entered
into a defensive agreement in November, 1955, when Great Britain,
Pakistan, Iraq, Turkey, and later Iran formed the Baghdad Pact.

Pakistan had always been receptive to the idea of a defensive
alliance with the United States. No doubt the Pakistanis were less
concerned with the possibilities of Soviet aggression than with using
a defensive alliance with the United States as a vehicle for improving
Pakistani international prestige and, even more importantly, obtaining
sizeable assistance.

Americans were encouraged by the Middle Eastern develop-
ments. The Baghdad Pact was looked upon as reducing the dangers
of small wars like Korea. Also, the United States hoped that the
Baghdad Pact would set an example for other countries to follow.™

Iraq withdrew from the Baghdad Pact in 1958 following a coup
which overthrew the government. Subsequently, the alliance was
known as the Central Treaty Organization, or CENTO. Curiously,
the United States is not a member of the alliance, but actively
supports it through sizeable economic and military assistance.

The most decisive factor in undermining the potential for agree-
ment on Kashmir was American military assistance to Pakistan. As an
important element of the alliance system, the United States agreed
to supply military equipment to member nations of the various
alliances. Such military assistance was all part of the total policy

%Department of State Bulletin, 30 (March 1, 1954), p. 327.
S1Department of State Bulletin, 30 (April 19, 1954), p. 581.
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design. First, nuclear attack against the United States or free world
countries would be deterred by American nuclear strength. Second,
‘Tmassive conventional assaults against the free world would also be
deterred by nuclear weapons. The reliance upon nuclear weapons to
detfer conventional attack derived from the inability of western
Dations to match Chinese and Soviet conventional military capabilities.
Third, probing kinds of aggression similar to the Korean experience
Were to be contained by developing the local military capabilities of
members of the various alliances. This military capability was to
22::18 al?om ]a;"gely as a result of arms assistance, and to a lesser extent
Viewon;lc assistance, to the member countries. From the point of
allian: a recipient country like Pakistan, membership in one of the
F €S was a convenient way of obtaining considerable American aid.
to P alti? the point of viev‘v of American policy, military assistance
was to ban was necessary if communist aggression against Pakistan
akistan ff Prevented. Assuming the communists intended to invade
be to devdgwen the opportunity, the best way to prevent this would
ind of 5 P P?‘k‘Stans Cal?ablllt}’ of dealing with at least a minimal
States armggressmn. Accqrflmgly, on February 25 1954, the United
to stres gtl:mnced that m{htary aSSl_Stance would be given to Pakistan
of the en i.:he defenswe‘ capabilities of the Middle East. Rumors
seriouslpoi]ilbmty. of suc1'1 aid circulated as early as November, 1953,
informe}c,l stupting Indian-Pakistan relations. Prime Minister Nehru
cepted b Péi)]:sk;an that.ShOUld American military assistance be ac-
Problem, d stan, this would affect the future of the Kashmir
tanc?‘i]?l.ru raised three main objections to American military assis-
Palo: Irst, Nehru argued that by receiving American military aid,
an has brought the Cold War to the Indian subcontinent
us, the stability that India wanted in order to develop its intemai
ers Was threatened. Second, military aid to Pakistan upset the
ndi:ﬁe of power between In.d.la anc? Pakistan, thus forcing the
establish to take remedial action. . Third, th-e. United States hag
some shed a foothold in South t}sm, thus raising the possibility of
New kind of western dominance of the area Thus, rather
h an Promoting international stability, American support of Pakistan
3S contribyteq to the instability of South Asia.
mﬂitPakiSt,an countercharged that by s.hov.ving great concern for the
\ary situation in South Asia, India is really masking its owy
o Letter of the Prime Minister of India addressed to the Prime Minister of

P .
opa}‘?i?npsllzgcember 1953,” in Hasan, op. cit., pp. 344-347. Also see Das Gupta,
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motives. Ayub Khan argued that United States military aid to Pakistan
is intended entirely for defensive purposes. Accordingly, India’s desire
for assurances that the agreement between the United States and
Pakistan would not lead to the use of American military equipment
against India means simply that India wants a guarantee from the
United States that it will not support Pakistan in the event of Indian
aggression. According to Pakistan, India has always contemplated
reuniting the Indian subcontinent by force. In order to achieve this
end, the Indians want guarantees from the United States that there
will be no interference when the time comes to take over Pakistan
by force.*

It should be noted, however, that Pakistan was extremely critical
of:India’s acceptance of military assistance from other countries whep
it was attacked by China in 1962. But, again, from the point of view
of Pakistan, the Indians were merely masking their intentions of
conquering Pakistan. President Ayub Khan argued that there is really
no need for India to improve its military position ois-c‘z-ois China
because the Sino-Indian border problem can be resolved péacefu]]y’
According to Ayub, the Chinese are willing to seek a pacific sett.le:
ment; it is the Indians who are standing in the way of such an
agreement. The Indians are building up their military capacity not in
order to defend themselves against China, but eventually to enga
in military operations against Pakistan ge

The United States became even more concerned about the st

and integrity of the Middle East in 1956 as a result of the Suez
The ill-fated Anglo-

ability

Crisis,
l-fat French military adventure strengthened the Soviet
position in the Middle East. The popularity of Britain, the most
important western power in the Middle East, sank to a new low afte
1956. The United States moved rapidly in an attempt to fj]] thi:

western power vacuum by Promising even more American sy

for the Arab states, particularly the northern tier states. Presic?:;:

F..isenho'wer sought to reaffirm explicitly American policies and inten
tions with respect to the Middle Eastern area. This statement to o];

the form of a special message to Congress in January, 1957, declary
what subsequently came to be known as the Eisenhower Doctrip,

The President sought congressional support for this doctrine via e.
joint resolution which was passed March 9, 1957, by sizeable m

>

: . ajoriti
in both houses. Essentially, the Eisenhower Doctrine stipula tes

ates thay
3Mohammed Ayub Khan, Pakist i Washi : E
Pakistan, 1965), pp. )8-98. akistan Perspective (Washington: Emb,gg, of

3Mohammed Ayub Khan, “The Paki American Alliance: S
Strains, ” Foreign Affairs, 42 (January, 1agsit§?pp. I%réf 204. tresses ang
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the United States is willing to support any country in the Middle East
requesting such assistance in “resisting aggression from.any country
controlled by international communism.”® This doctnr'ne was de-
nounced by Egypt and Syria as an attempt to re-establish Western
colonial influence.

The situation confronting American foreign policy in the Middle
East is much the same as that in South Asia. The United Stz:ctes has
addressed itself to policy objectives in the Middle East which are,
to a large extent, irrelevant to the political situation in that area.
The important dimensions of political rivalry in the Middle East are
not so much between communism on the one hand and forces of
non-communism on the other. No doubt the Soviet Union would very
much like to increase its influence in the Middle East, a task in which
it has enjoyed considerable success. But this is alfogether different
from claiming that the Soviet Union intends, if given 'tl.]e slightest
Opportunity, to take over its southern neighbors by traditional formg
of aggression. The most important aspect in Middle Eastern interna-
tional affairs is the relationship between the Arab countries and
Israel. This has been true since 1947 and continues to be true today,
The activities of the great powers, including both the Soviet Union
and the United States, are dependent variables in this rivalry between
the Arabs and the Israelis. The United States has tended to look
UPon communism as the independent variable which must be dealt
with as a matter of first priority.

American policy makers suggest that the existence of the Centra]
Treaty Organization has been a major factor in deterring communist
aggression. It would be impossible to deny that such is the case, but
it is also equally impossible to prove that such is the case. It can be
Proven, however, that the machinery of CENTO is more than suffi-
clent to channel sizeable American military and economic assistance
to the Participating countries. And, as in the case of South Asia, this
assistance helped provide the wherewithal for upsetting the very

tability the United States hoped to achieve by extending the aid in
e first place
\

*Alexander De Conde, A History of American Foreign Policy (New York.
Charzf”iscﬁbner’s Sons, 1963), pp- 755-;7]56' d States in an awkward position i
s  ted States in on in
1961 whgnaﬁilrzgasg'sggmcgkcﬁgdgehas considered itself more than patient in
Waiting for Portugal to voluntarily leave the small enclave on the west coast of
t . “inally unable to resist the nationalist pressures any ]or!;ger, F NATesed
0 evict the Portuguese by force. Since Portugal is a member o ,,NATO,. th«;
United States felt obliged to side with her ally and criticize Indian “aggression.”

erican Prestige in India was not enhanced by openly siding with the detested
practice of colonialism.



The United States and Pakistan 39

Pakistan is linked with the United States through a second
defensive alliance, the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization. Established
in September, 1954, SEATO includes — in addition to Pakistan and
the United States —Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, France,
Thailand, and the Philippines. SEATO is the third major link in the
chain of defensive alliances ringing the communist world. As with
the Middle East and South Asia, Southeast Asia has involved the
United States in another regional conflict situation. The conflict here,
however, differs from the other two in that the United States is
directly and massively involved in the conflict itself. Since 1965, the
United States has introduced more than a half million military per-
sonnel into South Vietnam. Now the United States is no longer just
helping an ally but is carrying the major burden of the war. The
same, of course, cannot be said for the Middle East or South Asia.
Yet, one might wonder what would have happened in June, 1967, had
the Arabs threatened to overrun Israel. Or what might have happened
in South Asia in 1962 had China threatened to overrun India. The
point is, the communists in Vietnam were within striking distance
of establishing control over the whole of Vietnam, and the United
States considers such an eventuality intolerable.

Of all the SEATO members, France, Britain, and Pakistan are
not direct participants in the Vietnam fighting. Other countries besides
the United States are involved, although minimally. Thailand is having
some difficulties of its own with communist insurgency. But Pakistan
does not participate in the allied effort, nor for that matter does it
support American policy in Southeast Asia. This results in large part
from the cooperation and understanding that has developed between
Paki.stan and China during the early 1960’s. Suffice it to say that
Pakistan has received American assistance and support through the
medium of SEATO, but Pakistan does not support the activities of
the organization nor the policies of the United States.

American assistance to Pakistan has always been an extremely
important part of the Pakistani economic and military picture. From
1946 to 1964 total American economic aid to Pakistan was in excess
of 2.5 billion dollars. During the first five-year plan, almost one-half
of the Pakistani budget came from external sources, mostly from the
United States. The second five-year plan included about the same
percentage of foreign assistance, but twice the amount of the first
plan. Although India receives a higher dollar amount of foreign
assistance from the United States than does Pakistan, the amount of
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aid to Pakistan is more in per capita terms and in percentage of the
total budget.”

As has been pointed out before, Pakistan was a willing recipient
of American military assistance and has consistently pressured thei
United States for even more commitments. Pakistan has argued al

along that it is unable to fulfill its role in the alliance system without
greater American assistance.*

However naive it proved to be, the United States decision to
support Pakistan militarily was intended to achieve the goal of
containing Soviet aggression. There can be little doubt that American
foreign policy makers actually perceived the major problem of the
area and the world to be the threat of Soviet and later Chinese
:hggression. The best way of dealing with this was, in the view of

ese policy makers, a military alliance system supported by military
and economic assistance from the United States.

But American policy drove a wedge between the United States
and India. President Eisenhower attempted to allay Indian suspicions
over the American military aid program to Pakistan by emphasizing
the desirability of strengthening Pakistan’s defensive capability and
Teassuring the Indians that the United States would not allow
American military equipment to be used against India. The President’s
the form of a letter to Prime Minister Nehru, is clear
and unequivocal on this point. He even held open the possibility that

similar arrangements could be forthcoming in the future between
the Uniteq States and India.

statement, in

Having studied long and carefully the problem of oppos-
Ng possible aggression in the Mid

dle East, I believe that
Consultation between Pakistan and

Turkey about security
Problems wil] serve the interests not only of Pakistan and
Turkey but also of the whole free world, Improvement, in
akistan’s defensive capability will also serve these interests
and it is for this reason that our aid will be given.

at we are proposing to dO, and what Pakistan is
agreeing to, is not directed in any way against India. And 1
. confirming publicly that if our aid to any country,
Including Pakistan, is misused and directed against another
1\3i t'illggression I will undertake immediately, in accordance

-1 My constitutional authority, appropriate action both
Within and without the United Nations to thwart such
—__ Bgression, . .,

37Palmer
» OP. cit., pp. 139-143.
*See, or example??\lew York Times, November 17, 1955, p. 14.
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We also believe it in the interest of the free world that
India have a strong military defensc capability and have
admired the effective way your Government has administered
your military establishment. If your Government should con-
clude that circumstances require military aid of a e
contemplated by our mutual security legislation, please be
assured that your request would receive my most sympathetic
consideration.”

Indian doubts as to the reliability of these assurances and the
extent to which the United States could prevent Pakistan from
misusing military equipment, even if it tried, are not entirely a
product of overactive Indian imaginations. One of the main problems
recognized even by Americans is that Pakistan does not always use
military assistance in the fashion for which it was intended. The
United States expects Pakistan to strengthen its military positions
along the northern frontier, i.e., the frontier closest to the Soviet
Union and China. Pakistan, however, chooses to place its military
strength along its southern frontier, i.e., its fronter with India. A
House Foreign Affairs Committee study of March, 1961, points out
that the United States military had been concerned for some time
over Pakistan’s tendency to develop its military posture more with
reference to India than with reference to the Soviet Union or China.

For instance, American funds have been provided for building
military cantonments in Pakistan. Department of Defense specifica-
tions state that the location of these cantonments should be “in
relation to the most likely direction of Soviet-led or inspired attack.”
The Pakistanis, however, tended to build these cantonments more
with a mind to possible future military activities against India.*

The reaction of the United States to the second Kashmir crisis
caused even more consternation among the Indians. It will be recalled
that President Eisenhower had assured India that American military
equipment would not be used by Pakistan against India. If such
were the case, the United States would actively and forcefully inter-
vene. But, rather than following such a policy, the United States
chose to suspend all assistance to both India and Pakistan and to
place emphasis upon the United Nations for resolving the problem.
India charged that by placing the matter in the United Nations, the
United States admitted its helplessness in controlling Pakistan’s use

YDepartment of State Bulletin, 30 (March 15, 1954), p. 400.

©U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Foreign Affajrs,
Report on U.S.-Financed Military Construction at Kharian and Multan in West
Pakistan, 87th Cong., 1st Sess., 1961, p. 4.
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of American arms. The Indians were also disturbed that the United
States suspended not only military assistance, which was minimal to
India but significant to Pakistan, but also suspended for a short time
all food and economic aid to India.*

Selig Harrison has argued that Pakistan’s reaction to the Southeast
Asian crisis suggests less enthusiasm for containing communism than
for pursuing an independent policy line. In 1962, the United States
began a troop build-up in Thailand. Some other SEATO members
followed suit, but not Pakistan. Pakistan declined on the grounds
that it could not spare the troops because of the continued Indian
threat. There are some doubts about the extent to which India wag
threatening Pakistan, as evidenced by the fact that during this period
the Indians had sizeable military contingents in two United Nationg
Peace keeping forces. An Indian brigade participated in the Congo
Operation, and Indians constituted the largest contingent in the Gazy
Strip force, Although Pakistan did not contribute forces to Thailand
because of 5 fear of India, it was able, in the matter of a few months,
to send 1500 troops to West New Guinea to constitute a Uniteq
Nations force in that area. The inconsistency is explained perhaps
by the fact that Pakistan had agreed not to allow its membership in
SEATO and receipt of American military equipment to be used to
frustrate Chinese aims in Asia. Since the situation in West New
Guinea was not of immediate interest to China, Pakistan coulq
Participate in this activity without fear of interfering with Chinese
ambitions. The same princple applies to Pakistan’s refusal to support
American Vietnam policy.®

In March, 19683, the Pakistanis announced the widely reported
agreement with China over the Sino-Pakistani boundary. This boun-
de}ry included sizeable portions of Pakistan-held Kashmir. By agreeing
with Pakistay on the location of the boundary, China thus placed
€Ven more pressure on India in the continuing crisis over the Sino.
Indian boundary.® 1 addition, Pakistan and China agreed to establish,
.reg!ﬂar air service between the two countries. These developments
indicate the cooperation between Pakistan and China, and the
resulting isolation of India.

*'Singh, op cit

a2 > UP. cit., p. 130. .

7 1953.% Series of articles by Selig Harrison, New Republic, August 10-September
*“Boundary Agreement Between the Governments of the People’s Repub,

4
of China and Pakistan, 2 March 1963,” in Hasan, op. cit., pp. 384-397.
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Asia and the developing countries in general have confronted
American foreign policy with circumstances altogether different from
those experienced in Europe. During the 1950’s American forfeign
policy tended to be unaccommodating toward countries and policies
which did not conform to official American views. One policy in
particular met with American disapproval. This was the policy of
nonalignment pursued by many underdeveloped countries, particularly
India. India did not choose to participate in Cold War politics and
looked upon communist and non-communist countries as being equally
guilty of threatening the peace and tranquility of the world. American
policy makers considered India either dishonest or at best terribly
naive. Secretary of State Dulles at one point argued that nonalign-
ment, or neutrality as he called it, is a shortsighted and immoral
conception.* In other words, if youre not with us, then you must be
against us. Moreover, Indians retain what freedom they enjoy only
because of the effective opposition to communism afforded by the
United States and other countries participating in the alliance system.
India remains free to pursue its policy of nonalignment only as long
as free world countries are willing to defend it. Accordingly, many
Americans, particularly in Congress, criticized India’s attitude toward
the United States and the Cold War on the grounds that Indians
enjoy freedom as the result of free world efforts, but were unwilling
to carry their fair share of the burden.®

Indians are almost as hostile toward military alliances as Ameri-
cans are hostile toward communism. India has always been especially
critical of those alliances involving the underdeveloped world, i.e.,
CENTO and SEATO. These alliances bring Cold War politics to
areas which would be free of power struggles if Americans were not
so interested in developing military alliances. As the United States
proceeded with its policy of building a chain of alliances around the
communist world, India moved in the opposite direction by with-
drawing more and more into the protective shell of nonalignment.

Indians argue that American criticism of nonalignment misses
the point. Nehru consistently argued that the foreign policy posture
of nonalignment is the only meaningful foreign policy course open
to developing countries. Nonalignment has both practical and moral

#“Department of State Bulletin, 34 (June 18, 1956 ), pp. 999-1000.

#See, for example, New York Times, April 17, 1954, p. 3, and June 10,
1956, p. 1.
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. . veloped coun.
advantages. From the practical point of view, ;ndc:;dteo the generally
tries have neither the time nor the resources to‘ .eVOSince India is not
unrewarding game of international power Pohncs. e nent are not

- . . its vision and judg
directly involved in the Cold War, its v - of both sides
; i be equally critica >
clouded by self-interest. India can qually cm from the point
which it has proved to be on a number of occasions,
of view of morality * .

It is significant to note that during the 1950'5' the UIll)lte(:i Stzgf,s
seemed to take the morality of nonalignment ser10u§1y~ uring this
period Americans were extremely sensitiw? to Indian C:ltlc'ls.m' of
American foreign policy. Whenever the Indian gov.emﬂ.lenﬂlf-‘flgcl_zed
some aspect of American foreign policy, the reaction 1:111 ¢ Vniteq
States was to damn India for its ingratitude. Moreover, th€ Occasionq)
summit conferences among nonaligned countries drew large attendanc,
and widespread news coverage and concern in other parts of the
world. In recent years the nonaligned summit conferences have beey,
poorly attended, the attention given to them by western countrig,

as been minimal, and almost everyone seems unconcerned wj
what the developing countries say about American foreign policy
It seems that the policy of nonalignment has lost much of its mora)
Impact,
Since the early 1950's, India has claimed a sizeable portion of
e American foreign assistance dollar. Since 1950 when 1.2 millioy,
dollars under the Point Four Program was allotted to India for five
Specific Projects, American economic assistance to India has totale
more than five billion dollars. These funds have covered 3 widg
Variety of programs, including development aid, technical assistance
commodity assistance such as fertilizers and machinery and Van'ou;
ds of training programs. One of the most widely publicize
erican assistance programs to India has been famine relief. 1t iy
Surely no exaggeration to say that the disasters visited upon Indja
a result of fooqd shortages would have been considerably more sever,
Withoyt the sizeable food contributions provided by the Unite
States, Many of these food aid programs are either gifts or grantg
Mt is, in some cases shipments of surplus wheat were given out,_
Tight to the Indjan government or grants of money were made avalah)_
whereby the Indians could purchase American foodstuffs, Ev@Q
where India i supposed to buy American agricultural commoditig
Under the pr,.480 program, the money never actually leaveg Indi;f
€ funds allocated by the Indian government for Americay foO(i

“See Statement by Nehru, New York Times, December 19, 1956, p. 1.



The United States and India 45

imports are placed in special accounts in Indian banks to be used by
the United States in India for specific projects subject to the approval
of the Indian government. Presently, the United States has extensive
rupee holdings in Indian banks as the result of the PL-480 program.
The United States has relatively little use for these funds beyond a
few educational and related programs.

Up until about 1957, most American aid to India was in the
form of grants. These amounted to outright gifts from the United
States to India in that repayment was not expected. After 1957, largely
as a result of growing congressional hostility toward grant-aid, Ameri-
can assistance to India increasingly took the form of loans rather than
grants. Under these conditions, the Indians were expected to repay
the United States for the assistance it received. India was not the
only country subject to these provisions. The shift from grant tq
loan status was a general change in the foreign assistance program,
But, as was mentioned above with food aid, the terms of American
assistance loans remain quite generous. Repayment need not begin
for a number of years, and interest is usually very low.

As with Pakistan, foreign contributions play an extremely impor-
tant role in the development planning of the Indian economy. The
first three five-year plans included increasingly larger percentages of
foreign contributions. The first plan called for 6 per cent of the tota]
Indian budget to come from foreign sources. The second called for
13 per cent and the third for 25 per cent. The largest single share of
these foreign investment funds to India came from the United States ¢

In addition to the very extensive governmental assistance pro.
grams to India, many private American agencies have contributeq
extensively to Indian development. Many American universities have
participated in various aspects of Indian development with financi,]
support from the Indian or the American governments. Contributiong
from private philanthropic foundations such as Ford and Rockefelley
have also been important. American universities and foundations haye
been particularly involved in the area of agricultural economics,

In contrast to Pakistan, India has received relatively little milit
assistance from the United States. Up until 1962, the Indians placeq
minor emphasis upon the development of their military capability,
After the Sino-Indian border dispute of 1962, it became apparen:
that the Indian military was relatively inefficient and incapable of
dealing with any major confrontation with China..The difficulﬁes
encountered by the Indian army against the Chinese may haye

47Palmer, op. cit., pp. 137-142.
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encouraged Pakistan to take advantage of this weakness resulting in
the second Kashmir crisis.

The Sino-Indian border war of 1962 considerably altered the
international politics of South Asia. India was unquestionably the
most significantly affected. In the first place, the carefully constructed
but extremely fragile philosophy of foreign policy known as non-
alignment was all but destroyed by the Chinese. India had consistently
attempted to maintain friendly and cooperative relations with the
Chinese. India has traditionally been sympathetic toward China for
a variety of reasons. Both had experienced western imperialism with

e resulting hostility of non-white people to European colonialism.
Indian Sympathy for China increased considerably when China suf-
fered at the hands of Japanese imperialism, and there was mutual
Sympathy and cooperation between the two countries throughout

orld War II. Even after the communist take-over in China in 1949,
the Indian government attempted to maintain cordial relations. India
as consistently supported Chinese entry into the United Nations and
as been critical of American policies in Asia, particularly with respect
to Korea and Southeast Asia where Chinese interests are at stake.

Apparently Nehru actually believed that it would be possible
for the Indians to remain aloof from all power struggles and to be
friendly ang cooperative with all countries. He did not mean that
RNonalignment would keep India aloof from international politics,
Rather, India wanted to cooperate with all nations. What Nehru did
70t reckon with was the likelihood that India would herself become
mvolved i, 5 Power struggle. Even though India may not have desired
such g confrontation, the Chinese thrust one upon her.

The position of the United States in South Asia was also signifi-
Cantly 5 tered. In one sense, the Indians were forced into a much
closer COoperative relationship with the West. But in another sense,
® Sino-Indjan border war weakened the effectiveness of existing

Merican policies in Asia. By coming to the support of India, albeit
Wwith tremendous hesitation and reservation, the United States lost

Much of jt influence with respect to Pakistan.

On October 90 1962, after several years of minor engagements
betweer, Indian border personnel and units of the Chinese army,
large-sca]e fighﬁng broke out between Indian and Chinese forces.

ina had, for a number of years, been consolidating its position
?ng the Himalayan frontier. In 1962, India attempted to reverse

$ Pattern. Indian Defense Minister Menon vowed that the Indian
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rmy would take a heavy toll of the Chinese and would throw them
ut of the Indian territory they had already occupied. But the
ndian military was helpless in the face of a disciplined and effective
“hinese counterattack. Indian forces were pushed back all along the
rontier, and it was soon evident that the Indian army could not
heck the Chinese advance unassisted. Accordingly, on October 30,
Jehru made an urgent request for United States military assistance.
juch assistance was immediately pledged and other western countries,
jotably Britain and Canada, made similar pledges.*

Indian forces proved to be poorly equipped to fight in the rugged
Himalayan terrain. The troops rushed to the area did not have proper
Jlothing or equipment, and supply was all but impossible. While
the Chinese had carefully built a number of roads to supply their
forces, the Indians were dependent upon pack trains, which often
took many days to reach the forward areas. American and other assis-
tance was initially intended to help correct this equipment shortage.
By late November the United States had supplied the Indians with
aircraft for transportation purposes, and some American Air Force
pilots were ferrying Indian troops. Western countries agreed generally
to support the Indians as long as they were faced with the Chinese
threat, but they also took great pains to point out that military
assistance would not be continued on a long-term basis.*

By February, 1963, the United States acknowledged that the
emergency military assistance program had involved about 60 million
dollars worth of military equipment to India. An approximately equal
amount had been provided by Britain and other commonwealth
countries. Assistance had been designed primarily to arm mountain
divisions suitable for fighting in the Himalayan terrain.

One of the touchiest subjects was air defense. The Indians were
concerned over their defensive weakness should the Chinese decide
to attack Indian cities. Therefore, they requested a protective screen
from the United States and perhaps a commitment of interceptor
aircraft for eventual Indian use. The United States resisted this
pressure, but did agree to conduct a survey of the defense needs of
India, including interceptor aircraft. Some American aircraft were
located in India for a relatively short time.”

After some initial delay, the Soviet Union agreed to supply the
Indians with MIG aircraft. Initially only a half dozen planes were
sent, but the Soviets promised to let the Indians build a MIG factory

““New York Times, October 30, 1962, p. 1.

®New York Times, November 23, 1962, p. 1 and December 4, 1962, p. 10.
New York Times, June 20, 1963, p. 5.
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which could assemble MIG aircraft for use by the Indian military.
The first Soviet planes were sent in January, 1963. In February, the
United States sent C-119 transports to the Indians. The United States,
Britain, and Canada continued to be hesitant about sending inter-
ceptors, although they renewed their pledge to continue assisting
India so long as the threat from China remained.”

By late 1964, the United States had agreed to help India manu.
facture supersonic fighters if the Indians would agree to drop their
plans to build Soviet MIGS. The Indians immediately rejected the
offer, and the Soviet Union agreed to supply still more MIGS and
help build additional assembly plants. But India did not shun all
Western aid. An American ammunition plant, which had been trans.
planted from St. Louis, began operations. A British promise to help
strengthen the Indian Navy was also welcomed.™

. But by the time the Indians had developed their military capabili.
t1e.s to the point where they could anticipate greater success in dealin
w‘th the Chinese invasion, the Chinese had apparently achieved thejy
Ol?]ectives. Accordingly, no permanent resolution of the border con.
fh‘ft was achijeved. Rather, the front more or less stabilized along 5
point defined by the Chinese forces. The Indians, nevertheless, con.
tinued to strengthen their defensive capabilities in the area. Severa)

eéstern countries continued to supply India with military assistance
Unt:l the outbreak of the second Kashmir crisis, whereupon Westery,
assistance was suspended.
to bThe initial American decision to withhold all military assistance
Soo oth Countries was implemented for only a short period of time,
Pak? Pakistan was receiving shipments of spare parts. Eventually

Stan was able to obtain updated American tanks from western
urope. These transactions have the blessing of the United States
. € only stipulation is that for every piece of modern equipmeng
eceived, Pakistan must agree to retire a counterpart piece of obsoletg
eq.mpment.” But American involvement in Vietnam and Britain’
‘ﬁthdrawd from commitments east of Suez have forced both Indiy
::d Pakistan to seek other sources of military supplies. India receiveg
PPort from the Soviet Union, while Pakistan looks toward Req
P na, In August, 1968, the Soviets announced their decision to supply

Stan with military assistance.

\In Spite of the seemingly unbridgeable policy differences betweey,

::Depa"‘ment of State Bulletin, Vol. 48 (February 25, 1963), p. 276.

New York Times, August 22, 1964, p. 2, September 22, 1964, p. 7, Octob
2 19;6;;:’1% 4, and Nove;nbergzl 1964, p. 3. «
Milwaukee Journal, March 31, 1968, p. 5.
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the two countries, India and the United States have gotten along
remarkably well. For their part, the Indians have shown considerable
patience with the strange quirks of American foreign policy. True,
the Indians have been extremely critical of some American policies,
but with the exception of Congress, these disagreements have not
disrupted a generally favorable atmosphere of cooperation between
the two countries. Although some would have preferred doing so,
the United States has not shown great indignation because of Indian
refusal to cooperate with some of the many American global involve-
ments. However, Americans may have been far less accommodating
to the Indians were it not for the great importance attached to
successful development of Indian democracy. The belief is widely
shared among Americans that the existence of a democratic regime
in India is vital to the preservation of all non-communist countries
in Asia. If India should fail to develop peacefully by democratic

means or should it succumb to communism, there is good reason to
believe that all Asia will be eventually lost.






3. CONCLUSIONS

The Concerns of American Security Policy

The twists and turns of international politics since World War I1
have produced numerous instances of frustration for American foreign
policy makers. A revolution of major proportions occurred in America’s
international position both during and after the war. The long
tradition of isolationism was over and massive involvement in interna-
tional affairs became the rule. Perhaps the American goal of peace
through international cooperation was a visage never to approach
realization. Nevertheless, the U.S. has consistently attempted to act
in concert with other nations whenever possible rather than to pursue
strictly unilateral policies. In security policy, in particular, the U.S.
has sponsored and supported multi-lateral efforts at preventing and
meeting aggression.

The goals and the motives behind these policies are not subject
to serious challenge. But, as this study has attempted to show, the
specific actions of the U.S. in pursuit of its goals have often led to
frustrations and occasionally to results contrary to American desires.
The security situation in South Asia and particularly the problem of
Kashmir is a good example of the kinds of problems confronting
American security policy. To a large extent, problems of American
security policy stem from inaccurate and simplistic perceptions of
the problem of security itself.*

Experience of two world wars in Europe conditioned Americang
to view the central problem of international relations as the prevention
of major conflicts. As a result, the overriding American international

See, for example, Ross Stagner, Psychological Aspects of Internationg)
Conflictee( Be’i):nont, California: Broﬁ?s/Cole Publis%.\mg Co., 1967), pp. 1-50.
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goal has been to prevent a potential aggressor nation from d.raggmg
the world into a third world war. The expansion of communism and
the belligerent posture of the Soviet Union after the war suggested
a threat of major aggression. Suspicion of Russian intentions has b.een
reinforced by the deep seated American hostility toward communism.
Russian imperialism and international communism became more or
less synonymous as far as the U.S. was concerned.

Soviet activities in Europe were proof, in the view of American
policy makers, that communism is by nature expansionistic and that
communist countries will seek to extend their control over other
countries if given the opportunity. The main task of American foreign
policy, therefore, is to deny this opportunity. The thrust of American
diplomatic, military and economic policy has, as a result, been
directed toward the containment of communism. Actually, almost all
foreign policy problems have been perceived as parts of or somehow
related to the general security threat of communism. Even the prob-
lems of underdevelopment have often been seen in these terms. The
US. should help relieve famine, for instance, because hungry people
:ﬁe susceptible to the lures of communism. This is not to minimize

e humanitarian element of the foreign aid program, but to illustrate
the central

. position given to the problem of communism in foreign
policy.

Thm‘,’gh a system of multilateral and bilateral alliances, the
US. fashioned a defensive system designed to contain communist
€xpansion,

n the realm of nuclear strategy, American policy makers
hoped to thwart Soviet attack on the U.S. and Western Europe by the
threat 0{5 massive nuclear retaliation. The line was clearly drawn;
communist aggression would be met with vigorous response.

food 8 the 1950's, problems such as economic development,

od shortages, ang political instability were generally not regarded
:‘:ngr?iblems in and of themselves. American foreign policy makers
se cu:i to consider these problems as dimensions of the over.all
attent;y problem posed by communism. American forefgn pthy
of th on has‘ tended to increase in direct proportion to the lmmedla.cy
© Perceived security threat. The U.S. was first concerned with

et to Europe. Then, with the Chinese communist revolution
fmd the Korean War, attention was diverted to Asia. The declining
influence of Britain in the Middle East and growing Soviet involve-
ment there produced the Eisenhower doctrine and the Baghdad Pact.
Castro's Cuba Produced the Alliance for Progress and great concern

for security in thig hemisphere. In each instance the volume of foreign
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aid was almost in direct proportion to the severity of the security
problem.

Since the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, the “brinksmanship” of
Soviet-American relations has given way to greater cooperation and
mutual understanding. Both countries agree to the need for a reduc-
tion of arms competition as the partial test ban and non-proliferation
treaties and the decision to hold disarmament talks testify. There
is considerable understanding and cooperation between the two

countries in keeping conflicts limited and confined in the Middle
East, South Asia, and Southeast Asia.

But while the U.S. has accommodated itself to a major Soviet
role in international affairs, the rigid anti-Soviet strategy developed
during the 1950’s has occasioned American involvement or “commit-
ment” in several international trouble spots. The implementation of the
global strategy of containment from the Middle East to East Asia

was achieved at the expense of ignoring regional security considera-
tions.

South Asian Security Problems and
U.S. Policy

South Asia is one of the best examples of the consequences of
the failure of American foreign policy to accommodate itself to
regional security problems. Part I of this paper is an attempt to
delineate the general configuration of the South Asian security
system. That Kashmir is the focal point of this system should be
evident. As Part I indicates, the Kashmir dispute is the result of a
multiplicity of highly complex problems. It is unlikely that all of
these problems can be solved simultaneously, if, indeed, they can
be solved. There are the deep-seated Hindu-Muslim communal antag-
onisms. There are the varied problems of economic competition and
cooperation between India and Pakistan. There is the problem of
security of both countries and particularly Pakistan’s suspicions of
India. All of these factors have practically nothing to do with
communism and relatively little to do with the security concerns of
the U.S.

The strategy of containment and the problems to which it is
addressed are only marginally related to circumstances of South Asia.
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In the first place, containment is designed to prevent Soviet aggres-
sion. There is simply no evidence to suggest that the Soviets have
even contemplated aggressive moves against South Asia. Second,
American concern for Chinese aggression is not shared by South
Asian countries. Pakistan and China are friendly. India, at least prior
to 1962, did not regard China as a threat and still tries to accommo-
date itself to Chinese interests.

In addition to the security threat posed by outside aggression,

the strategy of containment also recognizes the possibility of aggression
om within through internal subversion. The Russian or Chinese army
may not be needed to expand communism. The coup d’etat, guerrilla

warfare, or even the process of democratic elections can lead to
COmmunist take over.

. American foreign policy makers, therefore, have tended to con-
sider it axiomatic that the very existence of communism constitutes
3 substantive problem. But this is a particularly difficult problem

or the U.S. to attack in that it involves the internal affairs of foreign
Countries. Nevertheless, the U.S. has pursued a variety of policies
dt.esigned to reduce the threat to internal security. Among these are

iplomatic pressure to encourage governments to restrict the activities
OI communists. Another is training of and technical assistance to
Police and counterinsurgency forces. An often unfortunate consequence
of these kinds of policies is that they can lead to a strengthening of
authoritarjanism and a stifling of democratic development. In addition,
the activities of security oriented agencies of the U.S. government such
as the CIA have seriously undermined the efforts of American agencies
and indjviduals working in non-security areas. AID and USIS person-
nel and scholars and researchers are at least suspected of being CIA

agents. In India particularly, Americans have been faced with this
Pl'Oblem,

The U.S. has attempted to deal indirectly with the problem of
Subversign by attacking the conditions which presumably increase
€ Opportunities for communism. The philosophy of the American
oreign assistance program contains the idea that susceptibility to
Subversion can be traced to the lack of economic and social develop-
ment. Both India and Pakistan have received large amounts of
Merican foreign aid. This aid has no doubt contributed to economic
and socia] betterment and perhaps even political stability. Neverthe-
€ss, American foreign assistance efforts have been frustrating in
Several ways, American security programs — the alliance with Pakistan
ough CENTO, SEATO, and the military aid to both India and
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Pakistan — contributed directly to the 1965 war. This war was 2
significant economic burden and worsened Indo-Pak relation§. Bl.lt
the foreign aid program has experienced its greatest frustration in
the U.S. itself where it has become less and less popular. This is due
in part to the failure of foreign aid to produce dramatic results.
Moreover, the balance of payments problem has forced cutbacks in
foreign aid. One might argue that defense policies and foreign
military commitments have been a major factor in undermining
America’s balance of payments position which in turn has produced
cutbacks in foreign assistance and related programs. Many Americans,
particularly in Congress, have consistently opposed providing foreign
aid to countries that do not support American foreign policy. This is

particularly relevant to India whose policy of nonalignment was
never looked upon with favor in the U.S.

The threat of communism to internal security in South Asia, then,
is largely one which worries the U.S. Neither India nor Pakistan
seem deeply concerned with the threat of communist subversion.
While communists are restricted in Pakistan, in India the government
has not suppressed communist activities. On the contrary, the Com-
munist Party (actually there are several communist parties in India)
is a strong contender for power in several Indian states. In at least

two states — Kerala and West Bengal — communists have controlled
the state government.

One of the greatest frustrations experienced by the U.S. has
been its inability to gain the support and cooperation of its allies.
The military assistance program to Pakistan and Pakistan’s member-
ship in CENTO and SEATO presuppose Pakistan’s willingness to
support American security policies. The record of Pakistan in this
regard has been one of only limited cooperation. While it is true
that policy makers cannot hope to predict the future, it is possible
to make some fairly educated guesses about the feasibility of certain
policies. For instance, American policy makers should have asked
themselves which is more likely, friction between India and Pakistan,
or friction between the Soviet Union and Pakistan. While a military
threat to Pakistan from the Soviet Union could have been regarded
as possible during the late 1940’'s and the 1950's, during the same
period the likelihood of friction between India and Pakistan was
highly probable. Therefore, the likelihood of conflict between Pakistan
and India should have indicated the questionable feasibility of securi-
ty policies involving Pakistan in activities not related to Pakistan’s
foreign policy concerns.
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Very few policies can be absolutely guaranteed of success for
there is always an element of gamble or risk involved. Unfortunately,
the kinds and degrees of risks cannot always be anticipated. Yet one
faCtt?r which should be given careful consideration is the state of
a}ffaus that‘WOuld result should a given policy fail. States often act
1:(:) th‘_’ fashion of cc?mpulsive gamblers; they are consistently willing
favl:::glﬂ]e Stalfes m.l.lopes that the “turn of another card” will be
SituaﬁOne t<t> their gosxu?n. ane a state has become involved in some
fl'ustrati(;nl g‘ay find it dificult to extricate itself despite repeated
become art ufc}t;] matters as national prestige, honor, and pride
of in ﬂuell):ce Zt e stake?s and are difficult to sacrifice. In the interest
treasure in « ates continue to spend large amounts of their national
over, involvlzms‘;;t ﬁf policies of .dubi0us value. These policies, more-
the resultin a_tug. degr.ee of risk in the sense that should they fail

situation. Tiesl A;ho-n mljght be more undesirable than the existing
given to Pakista erican inability to guarantee that American arms
of American inflll would not be used against India resulted in a loss
of gaining inﬂue:z:c:hmth both India and Pakistan. In the interest
risk policy with th . ; RPSSI@S seem to be initiating a similar high
addition to their cgutrnf csion in 1968 to supply arms to Pakistan in
to be seen whether nthe I}ltsmns'lto Indian military strength. It remains
th :S. will choose to compete on the same terms

us creating an ac .
Middle Eastjg celerated arms race like that which exists in the

Unintended Consequences of
American Policy

The generally stated American goals in i i
g::tl:l aciggression3 Political stability, ga.nd ecoSn(:)‘:rtxli]cA:i:'e";:;riZﬁng
op :]Zis er of pnont.y. The objec?ives of American military assistance
o t.an are to improve P.aklstan’s capability for deterring both
l_athmun.lst. threats of aggression and internal subversion. But it is
; er difficult to argue that the primary effect of American aid has
een the deterrence of communism. Simply because there has been
EO aggression does not mean it has been deterred. On the other
.and, American aid has enabled Pakistan to conduct military opera-
tions against India. Moreover, the objectives of alliance policy have



Unintended Consequences of American Policy 57

not been attained. Pakistan does not participate in the collective

security operations of alliances, particularly of SEATO in Southeast
Asia.

But policies of military assistance and security alliances have
had secondary effects of far-reaching consequences. First, Pakistan’s
participation in American-sponsored alliances disturbs India and
exacerbates already strained Indo-Pakistan relations.* Second, by
improving Pakistan’s military capability (and India’s to a lesser
extent) the U.S. has encouraged an arms race in South Asia. Third,
by joining American sponsored security alliances, Pakistan was led
to believe that the U.S. and other alliance partners supported Pakistan
in her disagreements with India. American security policy, therefore,
has contributed to the frustration of a major goal in American foreign
policy — political stability in South Asia.

The goal of economic development has been somewhat less
frustrating. Yet the rapid pace of economic growth that many Ameri-
cans expected would result from our aid has not been forthcoming.
This lack of spectacular success has led all too many Americans to
regard economic assistance as a wasteful “giveaway.” Furthermore,
foreign aid, perhaps unfortunately, creates the expectation that the
recipient nation will become more sympathetic to the foreign policy
of the giver nation. India’s failure to support American foreign policy
has led to the demand that American aid be stopped, a move which
would have serious consequences for Indian economic development.

The U.S. thus finds itself in a situation where its security policies
are less and less relevant to contemporary circumstances. We have
lost the initiative in South Asia and our policies are obsolete and in
fact debilitating. American foreign policy should become more flex-
ible and adaptible and the range of policy options broadened. It is
simply no longer practicable to think in terms of lining up some of
the nations of the world against the rest. But most important is the
need to recognize the regional variations in the politics of security.
As this study has shown, South Asia is one such region.

India and Pakistan, no longer fledgling nations, have developed
independent foreign policies based upon their own self-interests.
That these policies eventually collided should come as no surprise,
since the roots of conflict in South Asia date back hundreds of years.
But American policy has not recognized the probability that conflicts
could exist outside those inspired or related to communism. Conse-

#The Soviet decision announced in the summer of 1968 to provide military
assistance to Pakistan had a similar effect.
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quently, when such conflicts do occur, American policy .cannc?; rez;)dﬂ):
be adapted to the new conditions. The policy mus.t feltherl eUa .::nd
doned or, as is presently the case, maintained as a fiction. T re Unite

States still pretends that CENTO and SEATO have some significance,

when in reality their very existence produces more problems than
they solve,

This discussion strikes at the heart of the problem of seCU{IW
policy. Security policy presupposes the existence of an enemy posing
a security threat’® Without such an enemy, there is no need for
Security measures. American security policy always regards commu-
nism as the source of security threats. These threats, moreover, are
usually defined in military terms. Actually the international position
of any state can be threatened or challenged in a variety of ways:
€conomically, diplomatically, politically, culturally, etc. Unfortunately,
military policy is very restrictive — it does not provide many ways f.0r
dealing with other states. Further, military policy often nullifies
the effects of other kinds of policies.

Security problems in South Asia are real enough, but they are
not Particularly relevant to the United States. The persistent efforts
by the United States to incorporate the international relations of all
areas of the world into American security concerns has produced

many diSCOUl‘aging results. On the one hand, there has been failure
such as the

American effort to build a regional security system in
Southeast Asia. On the other hand, there has been the contributory
effect of A

merican security policies upon regional developments
such as South Asia.

~ The imbroglio in Vietnam has proved that the United States,
in s

Pite of its tremendous military and economic resources, m
unable to achieve so
A stab

goal,

ay be
me of its objectives no matter how hard it tries.
le, non-communist regime in South Vietnam, while a desirable
may simply be beyond realization, at least within tolerable cost
Margins. In South Asia, Hindu-Muslim rivalry will not abate to a
boint of insignificance in the foreseeable future nor will the antag-
onisms between the governments of India and Pakistan soon resolve
thernselves. Recognition of these facts would seem to suggest that
Some American security policies were doomed from the start. The
United States might have saved itself considerable trouble and ex-
Pense. But even more significantly, the abrasive secondary effects of

$Fo- a

see David
( Chicago:

th i i f the importance of the concept of the enemy
J. I?irx?ﬁg}l (()ill;all{mglr:)lgti, and Richard R. Fagen, Enemies in Politics
Rand McNally, 1967), especially Chapters I and II.
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some security oriented policies which have helped intensify regional
conflicts could have been avoided. In short, the United States should
pursue policies which have reasonable chances of success and avoid
policies which tend to exacerbate the tensions and strains of the
normal process of development in areas like South Asia. It goes without
saying, of course, that these conclusions apply to other states as well.

/%g\'ﬁﬁ 0F , DI

‘fﬁ-li, g ‘0 ;



INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENT RESEARCH
PUBLICATION SERIES

. American Gevernment Studies

. The Role of Political Parties in Congress: A Bibliography and Research Guide
Charles Jones and Randall B. Ripley, 1966

. The Politics of Food for Peace. Executive-Legislative Interaction
Peter A. Toma, 1967

Arizona Government Studies

. State Budget Preparation in Arizona
Paul Kelso, 1964

. Yox Populi: The Battle of 103
Robert E. Riggs, 1964

. Politics and Legislation: The Office of Governor of Arizona
Roy D. Morey, 1965

$1.50

Hardbound $3.95

$1.50
$1.50

Hardbound $3.95

g | G

. American Political Thought
Utopia in Harold V. Rhodes, 1967

THE UNIVERSITY OF " INA PRESS = Box 3398, CollegERiuaa

il

00042158

JII,

. The Movement for Administrative Reorganization in Arizona $1.50
Robert E. Riggs, 1964
. Discrimination, Poverty, and the Negro: Arizona in the National Context $1.50
John E. Crow, 1968
. The Public Defender in Arizona: A Case Study of State Policy-Making $1.50
Clifford M. Lytle
. Church Lobbying in a Western State: A Case Study on Abortion Legislation $1.50
Daniel J. 0'Neil, 1970
. The Arizona Train Limit Case: Southern Pacific vs. Arizona $1.50
Richard C. Cortner, 1970
. Constitutional Law and Politics: Three Arizona Cases $3.00
Richard C. Cortner and Clifford M. Lytle, 1970
Compafative Government Studies
. Relations of the Protiio Rebels wmi Their Local Parties $1.50
turgen S. Rasmussen, 1966
2. The Stud, -f Latin American Politics in University Programs in the United States $1.50
R. A. Gomez, 1967
. The Christian Democratic Movement in Nicaragua $1.50
Thomas W. Walker, 1970
International Studie=
. Cold War Diplomacy: The Impact cf International Conﬂicts on Dlplomatic Communications
and Irae!e‘llrI 1965 -$1.50
lifton ilson,
Cift  @Library s strk ‘




	2022_06_15_17_04_48_001
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_002
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_003
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_004
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_005
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_006
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_007
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_008
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_009
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_010
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_011
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_012
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_013
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_014
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_015
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_016
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_017
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_018
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_019
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_020
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_021
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_022
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_023
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_024
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_025
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_026
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_027
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_028
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_029
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_030
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_031
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_032
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_033
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_034
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_035
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_036
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_037
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_038
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_039
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_040
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_041
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_042
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_043
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_044
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_045
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_046
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_047
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_048
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_049
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_050
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_051
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_052
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_053
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_054
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_055
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_056
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_057
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_058
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_059
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_060
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_061
	2022_06_15_17_04_48_062

