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After the partition in 1947, the subcontinent was first considered
as an area where British responsibilities and capabilities were para-
mount. But soon afterwards the atmosphere of suspicion, quarrel and
conflict between India and Pakistan drew' the attention of non-
regional countries to these developments. The regional cold war was,
of course, not conducted in a vacuum. Elements of global politics,
particularly those that related to the three dominant sets of conflict
in the international system—the Soviet-American, the Sino-Soviet
and Sino-American—directly ur 1udirectly interfered in the regional
conflicts. } g

Given the geo-strategic location of the subcontinent bordering
on two of the three great powers, with an outlet into the Indian
Ocean and contiguous to the Persian Gulf, the intrusion of global
and extra-region:l conflicts into. the -subcontinent was perhaps
inevitable.! The external major powers’ involvement in South
Asian region was sometimes related directly to their regional interests
in the subcontinent, but more often' they were related to their
larger goals of international competition and domination. In this
game South Asia became merely another chessboard on which pawns
could be moved one way or another. Their interests and related
moves were further complicated by Tndo-Pakistan relations and often
made the regional cold war very bitter and severe.

India’s and Pakistan’s Relations with the United States

After the liquidation of British rule in 1947, India and Pakistan
emerged as two independent countries in South Asia. In the beginn-
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ing both countries got nathitg wmabe thaid o Warm'gi-aéting from ihé.-
United Stutes, ng new membery of tha wlu'ricl commudity. At that
time, the UL 8., hke tlie U880 R, Wis preocetpicd with more
urgent problems in Europle ahd the Far East.  Hawever, llllim_";
changed due to the developing cold 'wir, Washiugion now turned
its attenton towards Sowth Asin, whicl seeintd as an ideal region
for the implementation of new U, 8. ‘policy. Fridndly pgestures of
goodwill and modest dwounts of cconomie aid were first contemplated
without any major political and military involvement.

Between India and Pakistan tho former got greater attention
from Washington, because of its size, popularity of its leaders, like
Nehru, who was quite well known in the Western world and was
emerging as the leader of Afro-Asian countries. But when the
United States started formulating 'its new policy towards the Middle
Eust and gave serious thought to regional defense arrangements for
the Middie East as well -as South . Asia, Pakistan’s geographical
position gave it a ﬁpcclal slrategm importance. West Pakistan
bordered on the region sm roundmg the Persian Gulf and Easr
Pukistun could Become an outlet to the countries of Southeast Asiu.
From these strategic locations, the United States could deal with the
problem of interdational Communism from a *‘position of strength™.

U.S. policy towards the subcontinent (1954-59)

The real incentive in this regard came when the West was
confronted with the Korean War. Southeast Asia and the Middle
East became sirategically and cconomically important areas, which
needed to be defended from the *‘ihreats of aegression” from com-
munists. John Foster Dulles, the Secretary of Staté -under the
Eisenhower administration, set out on a fict-finding mission to
countrics of the Middle East und Sowh Asia on May 9, 1953, during
which be visited India and Pakistan, Dulles’ talks with Nehru were
unsuccessful, the Indian Printe Minister had fundamental différences
on the fssue of fegional military paets, and like most Asidn and
<Arab countries, was nol convinced of “any imminent Communist
threat”. Secondly, Nehru was not prepared to give up his policy
of nun-alignment which had earned for his country high ‘prestige
and a favorable image in the Third World.?
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In Pakistan, the atmosphere was quite different and of course
favorable to the U.S, Pakistan in her quest for security in the face
of unending Indo-Pakistan tensions, was eager to find an ally, The
plans for regional pacts which the U.S. was ready to sponsor had
great attraction for Pakistan. The United States was happy to get
the support of an Asian country, with its significant geo-political
location, at a time when non-alignment was the dominating theme
among the Asian countries. On the other hand, Pakistan was delighted
to get the help of a Super power to increase her military strength
to meet the threats of aggression from India.

Pakistan became a member of SEATO as well 25 the Baghdad
Pact (CENTO) afier entering into a bilateral ' military agreement
with the U.S. in 1954 and subsequently an additional one in 1959.3
India re-acted violently to the U.S. decision to include Pakistan in
her global strategy; thus Indo-U.S. relations were put to severe
strains and stresses in the mid-1950s.

New U.S. policy towards the subcontinent in the 1960s

With the coming of the Kennedy administration in 1961, great
changes were brought in U.S. policy towards the subcontinent. The
keynote of the new policy was favorable to neutralists like India,
but it worked to the disadvantage of allies like Pakistan.4 The
indo-U.S. relations had alrcady taken a turn fur the butter during
1959-60 because of the growing tension between India znd China.
President Kennedy wanted to 1ake advantage of the situation. Other
factors like the Soviet-Chinese ideological conflict and prospect for
an East-West detente also influenced alignment and non-alignment
in the policies of India and Pakistan. The most important factor
affecting U.S. policy towards the subcontinent was the common
objective of both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. concerning China in the
1960s and the role that India was expected to play in their global
policy for the containment of China.

Kennedy enunciated a ““new alliance for progress” in lien of
military alliances for the developing countries, emphasis being on
sconomic aid. India was very much delighted with this change in
U.S. policy, whercas Pakistan was worried. Kennedy seemed to
make extraordinary efforis to maintain good relations simultaneously
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with India and Pakistan. But the task was not casy; rather, it was
difficult and complex like laving good relations at the same time
with the Arab countries and Isracl. Both Ayub aund Nebru were
invited to the United States in 1961, As a result of Kennedy's
mectings with the leaders of India and Pakistan, the U.S. was
successful in maintaining a policy of equal treatment with both India
iva b bistan, India, satisfied with this move, Lad new hopes and
wos o timistic,®

But the sitvation changed when the Indo-China armed conflict
started in October 1962. Due to the hostile attitude then prevailing
towards Cuina, the Western' countries féacted in 'favor of India,
which was sujjosed to.be the victim of “naked aggression” by
Chiva. This vas the most appropriate moment for the United
States, which showed its great fa ar'*ru'ihil:!g' arms and ‘supplies to
India. This conunued even after China’s' unilateral declaration of
a ceasefire. R o L )

Tndia embarked upon a huge milita ‘y'h‘ulld—u_p_ with the military
supplies not only from the United States but from the Soviet Union
as well. Tie Indo-Chinese conflict not omly brought- India closer
to the United States but also the Sino-Soviet rift was further
widened as a result of the Soviet suppurt 10 India. So the policy
cf strengthening India’s military strength suited the objectives of
U.S. foreign policy.® )

Pakistan made protests against U.S. policy of arming India
which wreutly upset the balance of power in the subcontinent. The
United States tried to remove Pakistan’s fears and anxieties over
tbe Indian arms build-up but it did not help much. Rather, the
tension between India and Pakistan (which had never diminished)
increased, which 1nally culminated in the Indo-Pakistan War of
1965. At that time the United States suspended military assistance
to both India and Pakistan. Gratis military supplies to Pakistan
were never resumed. Sales were subsequently limited to spare parts
for weapons already supplied and these too were treated on a ““case—

by-case” basis. In the 1970s, a few sales of whole units, notably
fighters, were negotiated but not actually executed.
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|, Disheartened by tho tnFortdnite: evénts of the subcontinent,
pﬁ,nieularl'y Indiah wars with Pakistad ahd-'ffhiri'a_; the Udited States
was convidted that ther® wak ‘no Hope of building up India against
China in Asian affairs. In the case of 'Pakistan, the special relations
were fornially broken when Pakistan gave tiolice to close the impori-
ant U.S. strategic communication center dt Bedaber néar Peshawar
from where the U-2 plane had once taken off and was shot down in
Russia. During the Jobnson administration, the United States began
a process of disengagement from military commitmefits in the sub-
continent. President Johnson warted to riake it clear to both Indid
and_Pakistan that the U.S. military assistince ito them Wwas not
meant for their fighting against each other. '

The changed attitude of the United St_hm was mostly due to
her military venture in Vietnam. Due to this jnvolvement, Southeast
Asia became a top priority area. At the same time, the’ United
States paid attention to the Middle East, where the Soviet Union
was, rapidly expanding her influence by taking advantages of the
régional conflicts between the Arabs and Israel.?

THE U.S. 4dd the Sibbcontinent in the 1970s

By the time Richard Nixon became the President of the United
States in January 1969, U.S. policy towards the subconfinent had
undergoné great changes since the days of his vice-presidency in the
mid-1950s. Though President Nixon, due to the political importance
of the subcontinent, could not altogether ignore it while evolving
the hew U.S. Toreign policy, he certainly decided to operate it with
a fow brdﬂié’. Nixon was rather anxious to develop better under-
staifding and detenté with the two communist major powers: the
U.5.5.R. ahd ‘China.

A significant development in U.S. policy with regard to the
subcontinent took place when an unexpecied assignment was given
to Yahya Khan (then the President of Pak istan) by Nixon to act as
a middleman between Washington and Pcking in the costext of
Nixon’s new China policy. Yahya did this job with utmost secrecy
and responsibility and his services were greatly appreciated by both
couantries, Nixon’s new China policy gave Pakistan a good epporte-
nity (which at that time was involved in the Bangladesh crisis) of
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renewing better relations with the United States, Ptl’tmﬂ[aﬂ!; l‘;’;:
a sympathetic President at the White House. The‘ ! etter -r?i:; o
ship was dramatized by the U.S. government’s decision ;ap.k. b
embargo 6n U.S. military equipment to both India and Pakis ;‘_,
which had been banned since the Indo-Pakistan War of 1965. No
doubt, Pakistan was pleased with this dgt_:isif)n. 1t ha_d been the
main loser from the U.S. embargo sinee Int‘]m continued t.o get
massive military supplies from the Soviet _Unidn, tﬂt.ﬂ.:b‘}' causmlg.a
grave threat to Pakistan’s seoufily. During the Bang!a&e&h .C'.I‘I.SI.S,
Indo-U.S, relations were correct but not entirely _cordlla_l_.. Inclla was
suspicious of Nixon’s personal inclinations towards Pakistan.

Nixoa's policy towards the subcontinent in‘ 1971_.72 ra!;ec_i
many angry voices both inside and outside the United _Sta.tle;s. hé
world press; had flashed atrocities of the Pakistan_Arm}' mJE‘ﬂ-.S‘
Pakistan, apd the Nizxon administration was Ichlar_gcd with siding
with the rh.ili:ary junts in Pakistan. A closer analysis of the U S.
role ‘c'lurill:lg' the crisis in Bangladesh reveals that President Nixon
did dot condone the afrocities of the Pakistan Army in East Pak-
istan, and he did not approve of India’s grand and well planned
strategy to dismember Pdkistan with Russia’s diplomatic and military
help. Nixun tried to encourage & political settlement between the
East and West Wings of Pakistan, but had no success in that. As
regards India’s role, the Nikon administration branded India **as
an aggréssor in the war™.9 :

After the secession of Bangladesh, Pakistan was desperate to
preserve her territorial integrity in the context of separatist tendencies
in the Northwest-Frontier Province (NWFP) and Baluchistan, which
appeared to have the Soviet Union’s blessings. Pakistan looked
towards Washington for “‘protection”™, It had already revived its

interest in CENTO, a reversal of Bhutto's earljer demands of with-
drawal from SEATO10 and CENYO.

The United States still seemed to be interested in the mainte-
nance of Pukistan’s territorial integrity. Washington would not like
to sec a further dismemberment of Pakistan by the combined Soviet
and lodian moves. But one thing is certain: the heyday of U.S.-
Pakistan relationships of the mid-1950s is over for good. The pew
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relationship is likely. to be merely pragmatic dnd based on realities
in South Asia. Besides, after tho ouster of Mr. Bhutto by a military
general, Pakistan once again is facing a difficult internal crisis. The
Carter administration’s attitude has been quite cold-to the extent
of ignoring Pakistan. Carter made a tour of Asia and Africa in
the winter of 1978, He visited India, and showed an interest in
the new government led by Morarji Desai (installed after the defeat
of Indira Gandhi and Congress), but did not visit Pakistan.

Relations of Soviet Russia with India and 'Pakistan’

The Russians often accuse the so-called '¢imperialist powers”,
and recently China, of exploiting regional tensions to advance their
national interest. An analysis of the Soviet’s policy and actions
towards the subcontinent will, however, shotw that the Russidns,
more than any other power, sought to utilize the' tensions between
India and Pakistan in achieving tHeir objectives in South Asia.

India’s struggle for power 'and the Muslim demand for a
separate state based om! religion, was denounced and ‘condemned
by Russia, ““as a set of new imperialist devices to retain British
political, cconomic and strategic influence in South Asia”.21 Through-
out the Stalin era, Russian ‘comments on India and Pakistan were
harsh and their attitude remained hostile. Through, that early period
Soviet Russia showed no inclination to establish any friendly relations
with India or Pakistan. But Pandit Nehru, being a great admirer
of the social welfare and' économic development policies of Russia,
had felt the necessity of maintaining good relations with the Soviet
Union, a neighbor, with whom, he said, ‘*we shall have to under-
take many common tasks and have much to do”.12

Stalin, like Dulles, did not appreciate Nehrn’s non-alignment,
because he saw the world as sharply divided into two camps and
thought there was no room for the middle-of-the —roaders. Nehru's
first trip to the United States in 1949, at the invitation of President
Truman, had drawn further Soviet criticism, and most of his speeches
E’Il‘ousht_ harsh comments from the Soviet press. He was called an
di‘::‘“:_mn Stooge”.13 The Soviet Union, by sensing Pakistan's

omfort with the Western powers’ wooing of Nehru, tried to take
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advantnge of Pakistan's frustration. 'An invitation to!visit  Russia
was sent to Pakistan’s Prime Minister Ligquat Ali Khan in, 1949,
At that stage, Pakistan could net be influenced by the Soviet Union,
becavse it desperately needed economic and military assistance,
neither of which the Soviet Union was in a position to supply.
Thus, Pakistan turned down Stilin’s invitation and .became more
friendly with the United States in the mid-1950s. The Kremlin leaders
recognized that the best way to. penalize Pakistan' was to support
her adversary, India.'4 ] A 1

During the Korean War, India played her. first major role in
international affairs, and hef policy was found favotable to Russia.
Nehru's specches and statements gave the impression that: India
agreed more with the Soviet Union than with the United States on
matters related to the Korean War. 'On''atother occasion, when
tbe Japanese Peace Treaty jbpcallllm_a._conltmve:.sial matter, India sided
with the Soviet bloc. Nehru's open criticism of the policies of the
West began to gain Stalin’s appreciation. Relations between India
and the U.S.S.R. showed some improvement; simultaneously 'this
was the end of Moscow’s softer policy towards Paki'stan_('manifestcd
by the carlier invitation to Liaquat). i )

Nehru's condempation of the Western military pacts in the
Third World brought praises from the Soviet press, ‘and Stalin’s
successors valued his independenf foreign policy. They tilted towards
the Indian government and took advantage of the tensions between
India and Pakistan. They saw that antipathy to Pakistan was the
pivot of Indian foreign policy.

The whole decade of 1950 to 1960 and onwards is remarkable
in Indo-Soviet relationships. Moscow and New Delhi entered into
Dumerous trade agreements from 1953 to 1959 which not only
improved their relationship, but also enhanced the economic develop-
ment of India. Soviet Russia helped India in construction and
development of heavy industry. Between 1957 and 1961 the U.S.S.R.
e.xtcndl:d Fr:dit to India totalling $670 million.!% At the sa.m:-.
::rne. India Iabtaincd large amounts of economic assistance from

oth the United States and other Western countries.
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Ou' political issues, Intlia ard ‘the 'Saviet' Union supported
éach other's position. With respect to the Russian atrocities in
Hungdry, ' India was not at all vocal as compared to her severe
condetination of the Anglo-French-Israeli action im Egypt. India
was the only non-communist country which voted with the Soviet
bloc against 'a U N. resolution calling for free elections in Huogary.
India's sipport for the U.S S.R. was compensated by Soviet support
of India’s position on the Kashmir issue. During 1954-1962, the
Soviet Union dropped its neutrality on the Kashmir issue and
openly supported India. It not only gave unequivocal support to
Ifdid on' the matter, but also went to the extent of exercising its
vete When the U. N. Security Couneil resolutions regarding Kashmir
were displeasing to India:

Sotiet policy towards India and Pakistan in the 1960s

. After the Sino-Indian War of 1962, Soviet Russia began to
ti{ke. note of “new trends” in Puakistan's policy. Pakistan had shown
ts displeasure with the American decision to supply arms to India.
long with that, the Soviet Union also watched with concern Pak-
istan’s growing friendship and closer links with China. With the
twin objectives to exploit Pakistan’s dissatisfation with the United
5‘ tes, and prevent the growing relationship between China and
_i! i tan, the Soviet Union began a new phase of its policy towards
the subcontinent. Tne new policy continued the special relationship
Fith India but attempts were now made Lo cultivate better relation-

ship with Pakistan.

As a result of Russia’s new policy, a series of dialogues began
gn_ambassadorial and then higher official levels. During these
dialogues it was clear that the Soviet Union wanted to discuss
,sec_onda"ry issues like a cultural agreement and trade, whereas Pak-
istan was eager to discuss the more important issues, such as Soviet
support of India on Kashmir, Afghapistan’s stand on **Pakhtoonistan”
and Soviet arms supplies to India which were causing great anxieties
in Pakisian.'é

During President Ayub’s visit to the U.S.8.R. in April 1965,
Moscow appeared to press Pakistan to withdraw from the Western
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sponsored pacts, particularly CENTO, and to close the U.S. com-
munication center at Bedaber basc, Pakistan urged Moscow  to
modify the Soviet stand on Kashmir and reduce arms supplies to
India. Neither side showed any flexibility in their respective positions,
however. Keeping aside . these imporfant _;_uuii.tical issuq_g., Pakistan
had already signed a cultural agreement in Juns 1964, a civil aviation
agreement in 1963, and a barter trade agreement in 1963.

Since Ayub's first state visit to the U.S/S.R., the Soviet-Pak-
istan relationship bad been relaxed considerably though no major
step was taken by either side on 'important political issues affecting
the relationship. The Soviet Union began to maintain a posture of
neutrality in the Indo-Pakistan dispute. It, however, did not take
any positive step in that direction which would seriously jeopardize
its relations' with India. This, softness i its attitude was shown
only to weaken Pakistan’s old ties ‘with the United States and those
emerging with China.  That is how the Soviet Union maintained a
facade of neutrality in Indo-Pakistan affairs.17

Whatever the motives behind Soviet policy, it was able to
bring some changes in Pakistan’s policy. Its first success was seen
in 1965, when after the Indo-Pakistan War in September 1965, Ayub,
despite the warnings of Pakistan’s ally China, accepted the Soviet
role of mediation at the Tashkent Conference in 1966, This con-
ference could achieve very little, if anything at all, to improve Indo-
Pakistan relations. Yet, for the Soviet Union, it was a great
diplomatic achievement as it played, for the first time, the role of
a peacemaker in a major conflict in Asian affairs.

After the 1965 War, the military balance of power was chang-
ing fast to the detriment of Pakistan and favourably for India because
the United States, on which Pakistan depended totally for military
supplies, put an embargo on military supplies for both India and
Pakistan. The U.S. embargo did not hit India as hard as it did
Pakistan, because the Soviet Union continued to give massive military
aid to India. Pakistan got military supplies from China, but they
were no match for the Russian weapons pouring into India. Hepce

Pakistan also tried to get Soviet arms, of which it received a modest

amount after agreeing to close down the U.S. communication center
at Bedaber.
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The Indian reaction to the Soviet decision to supply arms to
pakistan was predictable. However, Kosygin's visit to New D#lhi.
after a visit to Pakistan, convinced Mrs. Gandhi that the artns sales
to Pakistan neither harmed India's vital national interests nor vitiated
its ties with Moscow. India officially protested the arms sales, but
it seemed to accept the Soviet assurances.!s

After the arms sales, Russian pressures were further intensified,
when Pakistan was **advised” to join Kosygin's plan for a regional
economic grouping, comprising Afghanistan, India, Iran, Pakistan
and the Soviet Union, and Brezhoev's scheme of an Asian Collective
Security arrangement.19

Pakistan saw that the Russian motives behind these schemes
of regional cooperation against “imperialist” aggression and *‘neoco-
lonialism” were to jeorardize its fiiendship with China on whom it
relied heavily in case of a threat from India. Accordingly, it rejected
these varions Russian proposals. It refused to pay the heavy political
price for the Russian arms, uncertain in quantity and poor in
quality. Pakistan's rejection of the new Soviet proposals in Asia
against China put an'end to the short-lived period of so-called
friendly relations between Moscow and Islamabad (1965-70).

Soviet relations with India and Pakistan in the 1970s

By refusing to comply with the crude Russian pressures, Pak-
istan had to pay a heavy price. Soviet Russia’s relations with India
grew stronger day by day. By signing the 20-year treaty of peace,
friendship, and cooperation in August 1971 with India, the
Soviet Union gave almost a blank check to New Delhi.20 Soviet
goodwill for Pakistan had now evaporated. Further, Pakistan’s role

in arranging the Sino-An erican dialogue was greatly resented in
Moscow.

This was the backgroind of the Scviet attitude to Pakistan at
the beginning of the civil war in Fast Takistan in 1971. The Soviet
support for the Bangladesh movement could only be explained in
terms of these developments in the Pakistani-Soviet relationship in
the preceding two years, 1969-70. Soviet Lusuliy continued even
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after East Pakistan’s secession, After becoming President, Mr.
Bhutto visited Moscow in 1972, but the relationship did not improve
much. The political unrest in the NWFP and Baluchistan provinces
was greatly due to Soviet encouragement. The seizure of Soviet
arms smureled into Pakistan through the Iragi Embassy in Islamabad,
the coup in Afghanistan and President Daud's4! threats to revive
the old issue of **I'akhtoonistan™ were interpreted in 'Pakistan as
indications of continued Soviet pressure to bring Pakistan into the
Asian Collective Security dystem.

Relations of China with India and Pakistan 1"

The other great power that has been interested in the recent
past in the affairs of the subcontinent is China. After the protracted
wars with foreign powers, Mao Tsé-tung‘s China emerged as a united
nation, which was 1o play an important role in Asian affairs. China
was considered bv many Asians as a great symbol of Asian nation-
alism. Its emergence was enthusiastically greeted by India, because
working together ihey could fo;'ni ‘a strong force in the area.

The period from 1949 to' 1959 was an era- of friendship and
cooperation between 'the two large countries of Asia: India and
China.2? TIndia was the'second non-communist’ country after Burma
1o recognize the People’s Republic of China. After the exchange of
ambassadors, relations between the two improved a great deal. On
the other hand, China’s relations with ‘Pakistan were not as warm,
one reason being that Pakistan had shown no special enthusiasm
about the new China. Though 'the two countries were not close to
each other, there was not any hostility between them, either, Diplo-
matic missions had been exchanged and other links were established.23
When Indo-Pakistan trade came to a complete stop in 1949, Pak-
istan in its search for new markets sold jute and cotton to China
in return for coal under a barter agreement. China, on its part,

hoped to cultivate relation with the Muslim countries of the Middle
East through Pakistan.24

China’s relations with India and Pakistan upte 1959

This was the period of a decade of extremely intimate relation-
ship in Sino-Indian relations. Some complications arose during that
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period, but those were solved with'a spirit of goodwill and friend-
ship.  The first major complicating factor in their relativms arosc
over Tibet, whose international status was somewhat l.lllbi\f&ll:llll.
China, ¥iewing Tibet as part of its own lerritdry, sought to end ity
autonomy and integrate it with the rest of the country by force.
India was dismayed by China's use of force in*Tibet but lacked the
military strength to challenge China. Nehru could bgve opposcd
China by accepting military support from the Western powg_;{, bui
at that time he was also interested 1n establishing his policy of
non-alignment.

Sino-Indian relations survived Tibet. The dispute was solved
by their signing the Tibet Agreement on April 24, 1954, on the
basis of “‘Panch Sheela”—five principles of peaccful coexistence.25
Morcover, India vigorously championed the cause of China during
the Korean War. This period marks strong expressions of friend-
ship, the most popular slogan in India during this period being
*Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai”—the Indians and Chinese are brothers.
Leaders of both countries exchanged visits and received an enthusi-
astic welcome from the people of the host country. India and China
worked together in the political sphere. India and several other
countries sponsored the Afro-Asian Conference in 1955 at Bandung
where Chou-en-Lai demonstrated his diplomatic skills and statesman-
ship in dealing with a large number of Asian and African countries.?6
Towards the end of the 1950s, Sino-Indian friendship experienced
strain. Chinese maps included the territory in the Himalayas which
India claimed as its own.

. Meanwhile China’s relations with Pakistan remained cool, but
correct. Pakistan’s entry into SEATO was regretted by China but
it was not made a special propaganda issue by the Chinese leaders,
who showed considerable restraint in dealing with Pakistan at the
height of its association with the West,27 Unlike the Soviet Union
and the Eastern European countries, China refused to regard Kashmir
as “an integral part of India”. In 1960, during the meetings of
the Chinese and Indian officials regarding boundary demarcations,
when the Indians tried to include in the talks the border between
Pakistan and Indian-held Kashmir, China refused to discuss this
part of the buundary. Pakistan reacted favourably to China's decision
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und sent'a diplomatic nbte to the Chiifese government sugresting u
boundury agreciient between tHe two couniries,

Relations in rhe [960s: Thb 19605 broupht the mistrust wnd
suspicien in Sino-Indian relations 1o the strfica, and' the golden
era of their friendship came to an end in early 1960, Their relutions
detertorated in 1959 when incidents occurred along their Himaliyan
borders—one in the North East Frontier Agency (NEFA) and the
other in the Ladskh area of northeast Kashmir. Qther factors,
which produced a drift betwgen these two countries, included
President Kennedy's new policy towards South Asja. which regarded
India as a counterpoise to Chmn. As India turncd away from
China, Pakistan turned towards it.

In late 1962, India ahd China had a little war in the Himalayan
mountains. The initidtive was taken by Ihdia when it attacked
China’s border posts.28 The massive counterattack launched by the
Chinese over-powered the Indlan forces. India suffered its greatest
military setback since indepenidence. China, by announcing a unilateral
ceasefire, left India alongwith the rest of the world bewildered, but
one thing was then cleir: China had proved its superior power.

The Sino-Indian war put an end to the *two thousand years
of friendship’2? and had a great:impact on the South Asian triangle.
It brought China’s differences with the Soviet Union to the surface:
Disappointed with the United States' attitude, Pakistan started itd
policy of bilateralism—which not only resulted in closer links with
China, but also normalized its relations with the U.S.8.R. Another
repereussion of the Sino-Indian war was the strengthening of India
against Pakistan. Afier the death of Nehru, Prime Minister Shastri
found his country weak, and took steps to consolidate its position
i’ Kashmir and to renovdte its armed forces,

The 1960s brought Pakistan and China, two countries with
cottipletely divergenit social, economic, and political orders, closer.
indid considered these new Chinese diplomatic moves towards Pak-
istan as antipathy to India. China cliimed to base its relationship
with Pakistan in the 19603 on the five principles of coexistence,
which guided its relations with India in the 1950s; while Pakistan's
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interpretation was referred to as mutual national jnterests.?®  As
pointed out earlier. Pakistan in its quest for security turped; Lo Dew
friends and new allies in the changed circumstances in the 1960s.
Of all major powers, China seemed more sympathetic to Pakistan’s
anxiety over India, and this provided the big incentive to Pakistan's
inclination towards Peking,

The boundary pact bétween China and Pakistan was the first
major step in the Sino-Pakistan friendship which has grown steadily
for the last fifteen years. In 1959, President Ayub had already shown
his willingness to approach China for a peaceful settlement of the
boundary between the two countriés. The ceasefire line in Kashmir
in 1958 resulted in entrusting Pakistan the responsibility of defense
of the areas contiguous to China’s province of Sinkiang from the
Karakoram pass in the northeast to the furthest point in the north-
west. The border region comprises two distinct arcas, Baltistan
and Hunza, and in this region lies one of the greatest mountain
complexes the Karakoram range of high mountains, deep valleys,
and turbulent rivers. No boundary line had ever been shown in
the sector west of the Karakoram pass on any Pakistani map.

On Pakistan’s initiative, both countries agreed to have talks
on the matter to demarcate the boundaries. Negotiations started
in September 1962 beiween the foreign ministers and the boundary
agreement was finally signed on March 2, 1963.31 According to the
agreement, China actually ceded some 750 square miles of territory.
In doing so, China’s main objective was to demonstrate its willingness
to settle the boundaries in a peaceful manner with its neighbors,
such as Afghanistan, Burma, Mongolia, and Nepal. This was a
source of embarrassment as well as annoyance to New Delhi. It was
a triumph for China, particularly among the Afro- Asian countries.

As for international implications, the agreement had worsened
the Indo-Pakistani relations. In Washington, the agreement was
resented not so much because of the actual line of demarcation or
its contents but for the new trends in Pakistan’s foreign policy
leaning towards Peking. Pakistan’s foreign policy began to move
more to the pleasure of Peking resulting in annoyance and displeasure
by the Johnson administration in Washington, worries in New Delhi,
and uneasiness in Moscuw,
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A series of agreements between China and Pakistad 'followed
the signing of the border agreement. More significant, however,
were the political, diplomatic, and military cooperation and dialogues.
Between 1963 and 1966 there ‘weré a' number of éxu‘hanéc'visits
between top Chinese and Pakistani leaders culminating in Ayub's
state visit in March 1965. There was!a'wide Tdnge 6f'discussions
in a much more relaxed and friendlier ‘atmosphare than'what Ayub
bad in Moscow in April 1965.""Mao and other 'Chinese leaders
assured Pakistan of China's full suppbrt in the event 'of any éxternal
aggression. ' /. cifee- i furd !

IR ;

During ‘the Indo-Pakistan War. of: 1965, China' gavk open and
unequivocal support to:Pakistan. Between September 16, when China
issucd an ultimatum to  India/#%):and ‘the Chinese. troops began to
move along the Sikkim border, and September 22, when Pikistan
accepted the fire resolution, the world remained suspended by
the crucial question ofiwhether: ile war would: eécalate into a wider,
longer and graver conflict between India, China and Pakistan with
the potential involvement of the two super powers directly or
indirectly. Hd ¥

By this time, due to the pressure both from the U.S. and from
the U.S.S.R., President Ayub agreed to accept the ceasefire. The
Chinese leaders also showed their statesmunship and understanding
of Pakistan’s difficulties. They were quite ready to come to' Pakistan’s
rescue and agreed to provide any assistance Pskistan needed at that
time. While the Chinese appreciated Pakistan’s difficulties and
seemed to recognize that Pakistan had no option but to accept the
ceascfire, they were certainly not happy to see the role of the Soviet
Union as peacemaker in South Asia at the Tashkent Conference.
When Liu shao-Chi came to Pakistan in March 1966, Ayub had to
make great efforis to reassure the Chinese leacers about the Tashkent
Declaration. 23

After the War of 1965, Ayub looked toward China for immediate
help in u fust deteriorating situation for Pakistan's security and
defense problems. China assured Pakistan of all types of help in
the case of another war with India. In the meantime, China began
to give Pakistan the much-needed military supplies. Pakistan received
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substantial military aid after 1965; in fact. Chi-a proved to be tl
principal arms supplier to Pakistan in the years 19-5-70.44

Pakistan's moves in the direction of the Soviet Union duriig
President Ayub's visit to Moscow in 1967 and Kosvin's visit tu
Pakistan in early 1968, culminating in the Russian deci~on to gie
Pakistan some military supplies.3? rajsed suspicions in Peking. Avub
wak also disturbed by the news of the internal upheaval ciused by
the Cultural Revolution in China. He probadly thoughi that i
change of leadership in China might affect his country’s special ieks
with 1t. China's relations with Pakistan, however, remaincd unchanyed
during the Cultural Revolution. Thers was appatently no sign of
a crack in China's attitude towards Pakistan. But before the fali
of Ayub in 1969, China secmed to have some “‘second thoupint.”
on Puakistan,

Cill.nl'l relations with Indis and Pakistan in the 19708

When Yahya Khan hecamr Prosders oo March 1969, Pakistan
was involved in cerion intcrnal proviome. Duting thas retiod Pak-
istan had hardly any forepn poalicy. But then came the unexpect: o
but most significant asvignment for Yahya, to act as n “messenger’
between Washington and Peking ' Thyy gave Pukistan a ol
oppurtunity to further devel p betier relations with China and wlso
with the U.S. under Nixon.

In this situation, Yahya Khan visited China in November 1970
apnd had lengthy and exclusive talks with Chou En-Lat and alo a
meeting with Chairman Mao. The discussions were not cucfined to
China-Pakistan relations but significantly & good part of th= dialugus
was spent on Sino-American relations in whbich Yahya hid heen
playing & role.

During that time, China and Pakittan agreed . ba Jhe fire
road linking the two countrics, an all-wea'hsr routs, three mi' .
bigh, through the Himalayas. It follows the trace of an ad..onl
mu'e track, known as the “Silk Road" more than 1,000 years .20 %
The pew road is regardad as bavicg tar more political 1fan m 4y
or cconomic Yignificance. India, however, was cougernes orer ats
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construction. ' Though the road has no'significant potential ofbeing
used as an “invasion route”, this is the .only road between' the. two
countries sharing a common boundary in Kashmir, It runs from
‘temiote Kashgat' to' the' Mintaka Pasy, '{in"$inkiang 'Provinée of China,
15,450 feet above ‘the sea levél; on' 'tﬁe“ﬁaki&tam side ‘it runs 80
miles down to Gilgit" in Pakistanitlield ‘ Kashmir. ' The road was
oel‘cmomous!y inaugurated' in'FeBruary’ 1971 dﬂd reférred to as’ the
"Hlshway of l-rléudsl‘hp” B bRy
IR [ A .'\ i o

Yahya ‘Khan's ' visit cnntnbu:cd to "a’ better' urderstanding
‘between the two ‘counfries. "Chink" protised “sublstantial écano:mc
aid. to: Pakistan’ fof ' her ' fourth *five-year pTan Mthry assistauce
from\China was also- discussed, "Pakistan’s’ épen sipport at the U, N.
for China’s entry in Octuber 1930 waé greatly _a._Pprccli;af:c_d.

But it was a period of great chal:ige and urcertainty in Pakistan.
China, like any dther country, '-éould ‘sec “the impending crisis in
‘Pakistan,’ ‘The rling'army juntds unwise bandling of the sitbation
.in the East wing as’ Well “a$ ‘the untomprdmising - attitudes ' of “the
two principal:leaders 'of Bast and’' Wést ‘Pakistan, Mujib and'Bhutto,
‘had added to that '¢oifused’ Sitnation.’’ <China  was witching ‘the
‘situation with concern-and' sympathy."In such’an uncertain’ sit'uatmn
China seenied supportive of PAkistan’s well ‘being. ' When the" tragic
‘happenings -over the- crisis ‘in ‘Edst Pdkistan-began, China was caught
in a dilemma:3 whether to support.a fm:ndly military regime or
a popular muvement Asla major power,  China could not watch
‘with’ equamm:ty the d:smtegranon of Pakistan, its closest ally .in
South Asia, and the birth of a new country which was destined to

be friendly to New Delbi and Moscow, both having a hostile attitude
toward China.

When the trouble finally started in East Pakistan in March
1971, the Chinese press and government .did not -make any hasty
comment. The first reaction was expressed in the People’s Daily on
Qpnl 11, 1971. It neither supported Pakistan's military action nor
attacked the Bengali movement .in East Pakistan. Its main attack
was against “open ipterference in ‘the internal matters of Pakistan
by the Indian Government”. The Russian role, particularly Pod-
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gorny's letter to Yahya, was also criticized as an ‘*interference” ip
Pakistan's internal affairs. :

China. like the United States, was very careful of not getting
involved in the crisis. The Chinese did, not relish the prospect of
supporting a military regime of West Pakistan against the, elected
representatives of Fast Pakistan. China had always supported libera-
tion movements all over the world and it could not suddenly give
up that role for the ruling elite of West Pakistan. At the same 1ime,
it could not, see the prospect of a major diplomatic triumph of the
Soviet Union and India in South Asia where she had an imporiant
role to play. These diplomatic realities in South Asia, particularly
Sino-Soviet rivalry in the area, put it in an awkward position

Under these circumstances, China stood with Pakistan in those
difficult times, but it was unhappy over the military atrucitic- in
East Pakistan. When Bhutto visited Peking in November 1971 as
Yahya’s special emissary, China publically demanded that a **rational
solution™ should be found for East Bengal. As regards the Chinese
help and cooperation in the case of war with India, the Chinese
left Bhutto with no doubt that Pakistan should not expect any such
belp of intervention as China had promised and provided during
the 1965 War. Pakistan got a **declaration of support” from Peking,
but China made no specific commitments and assurances to Pakistan.

When the war finally broke out as a result of Indiap military
intervention, China supported Pakistan in the Security Council but
its support was confined to words and its real anger was expressed
against Russia and India. China’s role during the war revealed the
bitter rivalry between the two communist giants in Souwth Asia, It
was bitter over the success of Russian diplomatic gains in the area

but not over the emergence of a new nation in the subcontinent.

Relations in the 1970s; In the 1970s as in the last 15 years,
Pakistan continues to maintain a special relationship with China.
After becoming President, the first great Power Bhutto visited was
China, Pcking reaffirmed its friendship and support to Pakistan in
the joint communique issued after Bhutto’s visit-

China condemned
“India’s naked aggression”

and reiterated its «firp support to the
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Pakistan government and people in their just SFTUEBN it:tp:;sri-::;e
their staie sovercignty and |erritonall integr:yk.atiannare ukele
agpression”™. The close relations of .Chma and Pa 1:1 Sl :;
to be continued as the relationship is bused on mu 1?1“:1 Befﬁr;:
and identity of interests in the affairs ‘ff the subcoz ine 't‘d s
Bhut1o's ouster bv the military regime ’ln. July 1977, he Vi‘SI iendi‘:at:z
a couple of times, and every time lhe._]OH‘.:t commm?lque.-.Ch‘ |
“opening of new vigorous phases” in bllntcra.f t'les. : mgrz: so.
supplicd Pukistan with military equipment. ' China s tota m;(! ary
aid is said to be equal to the sum of U.S. arms provided to Pakistan
during the period 1954-1965.

After Bangladesh’s emergence, Sino Indian relations have also
taken a new turn, This was confirmed when a .decade after the
India-China War, China offered to reestablish full diplomatic r.ela-
tions with India in 1973, as noted by Indian Deputy Foreign Minister
5.P. Singh in Parliament.?® This Chinese move was also appreciated
by India and indications were found that India would also respond
to these “‘gestures of realism™. In this regard India has preferred
a step by step approach during the last five years and the atmo-
sphere has been quite favorable to the normalization of relations
between the two countries. In early February 1978,40 a non-official
goodwill delegation from China visited New Delhi. This indicated
that China was interested in initiating the process of Sino-Indian
normalization. Before that a Chinese trade team had already visited
India 10 explore the possibilities of trade between the two countries.

This trip was considered as a positive new sign of improving Sino-
Todian relations, s

On the other hand, it is clear also that India is not likely to
move toward friendly relations with Peking if this would endanger
its relationship with Moscow, and Peking will probably not seei
New Delhy's friendship at the expense of that with Islamabad,

Analysis of the Attitude and Interests of the
Big Powers in the Region
. The critical factor in the international politics of South Asia
has been the power balance and the general relationship. between
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India and Pakiﬁ}m‘l In 1971, Pakistan broke: in ball and with that
the power balange in the subcantinent tilted. isharply in favor of
India, which enjoyed , comparative Rpolitical stability and supetior
natmnal power., Pakistan’s .capacily .to 'challenge ‘and !attempt o
TQ\CISL the South Asian states .and China,bas been reduced greatly
after the events of 1970+71. The American decision to restore arms
aid and other sypplies in Eebruary, 1975 bad, yery. little to.do: with
its Indo~Pakistan policy. It is: rather aftributed to American appro-
aches towards Chjpa and its. s;ra,tgg:c position in the oil-rich Persian
Gulf. The effect of such American suppert for; Pakistan on :Indo-
Pakistani relations remains a moot question. American policies
towards Souwth Asia in the post-1971 period have been of relatively
low profile. Now the American strategies. primarily -are .related to
other regions,, e,g the Middle,East, China.or the Indian.Ocean.

Washmgan gas also realized that it cannot cartail  Savigt
influence in South Asia.by pitting a;bostile: .Pakistan against . India.
_Such an Amerma.n strategy would, only ,esult, ,as it had .dome in
.the past. in drpnqg ledm further towards the Soviet ‘Wnion in an
.attempt to, r¢store. any J.pdo_—-;’alggya,m_palqncc .upset -by /American
SC'NOUS

Therefore, in ﬂ;e final ana*lysw while American policy towards
Pakistan would in pan be shaped b}r the lal:lers proximity .to the
‘pil-rich Gulf and’ its cnpatlty to cqhnnce A,meru:an lnten:;ts in thgt
stratégic region, this Aﬁlﬂ'lcan ,}ﬂtel’est in Pakistan is bouad to he
limited by cons;ﬁeratlou of the adverse eﬂ'ects it mlght ha\m on
American interests in India and the rest of Asia. In the light of
these events, one can safely assume that the U.S. would not be so
committed on Pakistan's behalf as to encoyrage that country once
again to have a copfrpntationist attjtude towards India.

Chma has bbcu the msm supplier of arms to Paklstan after
1971. In addition to Lha:. its political support to Islamabad is
not a secret. But China would alsp be cautious ,in encouraging
Pakistan’s anti-Indian sentiments beyond a certain limit, because
this would only push India further into the Soviet ‘'orbit”. This
would be counterproductive. as far as China’s own long-term interests
are concerned. Soviet influence in the contiguous state of Afghan-
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istan, which supports Pathan and 'I]S;Ioc'lhi autonomists, continues to
be high and China Wobld, "therfeforel' be ‘apfretictisive of'tHe et
tHat buch 4 'diSmembBertment OFPikistan wobld dnditre for the Soviet
Union an outlet to the Arabian Sea. This would result ‘th increasing
Soviet naval strategies in the Indian Ucean region. Therefore, on
this count alone, China is bound to have a \maI stake in Paknsmn s
territorial integeiy 4% well ‘Us lits political ‘Sability. For ‘this it
whhld seetn'¢sd¥ntial for' Peking that 1ddb-Pakistahi rensions be kept
Within limits, esperially gince China'sicapacity to'come to the aid
Of Pakmtm Physically ts very much llmtted.

As fa‘rias the th:rd major powgr, the U 5.8, R is concerned,
it has, since the mld—l950! traditionally adoptcd a pro~lndr@m
stance. It has no reason to prevent the eillergéﬂce of good relativis
between India and Pakistan. In fact, Moscow ‘wohld ‘weichnie the
idea since it may help to wean away Pakistan from China and the

kit Skl
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