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Abstrakt

Pakistan je chudy stat zavisly na mezinarodni pemdgsem Pakistan je jedina
muslimska zer kterd je vyzbrojend atomovymi zbemmi. V druhé polovig 90. let se
Pakistan musel vygéadat se sankcemi, které ng mvalily Spojené staty. Ekonomické a
technologické sankce dly potrestat Islamabad za vyvoj nuklearnich zbranbjensky pd,
jenz prokhl na podzim 1999.

Soupéeni mezi Indii a Pakistitnem ma zasadni vliv na &omp mezi USA a
Pakistanem. Po jedenacténtizée Musharraf obaval toho, Ze Andami by mohli obratit
svoji pozornost na Indii, coz by Indii poskytlo 8ial’yhodu vedle &Si populace, ekonomiky
a armady.

Teroristické utoky z 11. ¥azmenily prostedi narodni bezgeaosti a Washington byl
nucen se adaptovat, aby mohl efekdivreagovat na nové hrozby. Nt strategického
vyznamu Pakistanu byl vysledkem amerického honuAhKaidu a nasledné invaze do
Afghanistanu. Ametiané patebovali Fistup do Afghanistanu, logistickou podporu pro své
vojaky a informace o situaci v Afghanistanu a ptiiském pohrati. Nicmérgé spoluprace
mezi Pakistanem a USA byla ovigma zn&né rozdilnymi prioritami v oblasti narodni

bezpénosti.
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Abstract

Pakistan is a poor and aid-dependent state bstalso the only Muslim state armed
with nuclear weapons. In the late 1990s, Pakistad ko deal with economic and
technological sanctions from the U.S., which puedstislamabad for its nuclear aspirations
and military coup d’état in fall of 1999.

The India-Pakistan rivalry is crucial aspect tmapacts the U.S.-Pakistan cooperation.
After 9/11, Pakistani president Musharraf was comeé that the U.S. could turn their
attention to India, thus strengthening the coopamavith Pakistan’s rival.

The terrorist attacks of 9/11 changed the natiogeturity environment and
Washington had to adapt, so it could more effebtivespond to newly emerging threats.
Rise of strategic importance of Pakistan was altredguthe U.S. hunt for Al-Qaeda and
subsequent war in Afghanistan, as Americans neddedssure access to Afghanistan,
logistical support for American forces, intelligenioformation about situation in Afghanistan
and Pakistan’s border regions. However, U.S.-Pakistooperation was influenced by
divergent national security priorities.
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kterou mize byt napt. sowtska invaze do Afghanistanu, soupeeni mezi Pakistanem a Indii,
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realizaci svych cili. To se nasled# odrazi na Americké politice vi¢i Indii a Pakistanu.
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Introduction

When studying the US-Pakistan relations, we havekaéep in mind that the
relationship is based on sometimes contradictoty & national priorities. Otherwise, the
relationship would look like a track of a rollersder and would make a little sense.

Close political U.S.-Pakistan ties and economy raildary assistance were restricted
several times since theestablishment of Pakistd®47. The relationship went through warm
and cool periods. The warm periods coincided whid U.S. awarding Pakistan with high
strategic importance during the Cold War. As a liefakistan became major recipient of
U.S. funds and equipment. However, historicallg welume of U.S. assistance fluctuated in
reaction to several Indo-Pakistani Wars and latetodPakistan’s nuclear program. There has
been a clear relationship of direct proportiondligfween the strategic importance of Pakistan
and the amount of U.S. assistance.

Pakistan was member of SEATO from its establishrmeh®54. During the 1950s and
the 1960s, the Americans used several airbasegifskistan in order to monitor the Soviet
nuclear arsenal with the U-2 aircrafts. In the [B8&0s and 1980s, Pakistan again became a
close ally to the U.S. because Pakistan was tleecsnintry which could provide its territory
for U.S. support of the mujahedeen in Afghanistayting Soviet troops.

When talking about U.S.-Pakistan relations, we havetake into consideration
Pakistan’s relationship with Afghanistan. In thé"k®ntury, both countries were influenced
by expansion of the British Empire. Since its desation by Sir Mortimer Durand in 1893,
the contemporary Afghan-Pakistan border has nat bmenally recognized by Pashtun tribes
which view Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FA)las a historical part of Afghanistan.
The border was designed to diminish the influerfcPashtuns and facilitate British control
over the territory. The consequences of the distef@ ethnic boundary lines can be seen
even today when Pakistan’s border regions, inhdbitainly by the Pashtuns, are directly
involved in the war in Afghanistan.

To a certain extent, both countries are intercotatettke communicating vessels. An
action in the former causes a reaction in the rlaBeth countries share common history,
some ethnic groups, religion, and geo-politicalitrgaf Central and South Asia.

The India-Pakistan rivalry is crucial aspect thas ha direct impact on the U.S.-
Pakistan cooperation. The mutual rivalry dates bacthe collapse of British India in 1947.
According to the two-nation theory, Indian HindusldMuslims are two distinct nationalities.

1



Pakistan uses this theory to support its claimKashmir that has been a source of mu
tensions since 1947. Pakistan controls only-third of Kashmir that, in its entirety, is seen
an integral part of Pakistan. Therefore, Pakistas developed a strategy of using its sect
apparatus to support extremists in order to prepessible strategic encirclement by -
Indian forces. Pakistan thusilils its strategic depth by forging close tieshwitilitants whc
are willing to carry out illegal tasks in neighbayi countries. As a result, Pakistan
influence affairs in Afghanistan and In-controlled Kashmir.

Nature of U.S.Pakistan relations during the BushAdministration

Pakistan’s
independent

policy

Pre9/11 Coerdve c ’

sanctions and diplomacy (the ooperation
i i oonteli with the US
isolation Armitage’s list)

Pakistan is a poor and -dependent state but it is also the only Muslimestaimec
with nuclear weapons. In the late 1990s, Pakistad ko deal with economic al
technological sanctis by the U.S., which punished Islamabad for itdear aspirations ar
a military coup d’état in fall of 1999. The samcts were also implemented due to the
that many USdesignated terrorist groups had their bases insiat

The terrorist attack of 9/11 changed the national security environmant
Washington had to adapt, so it could more effettivespond to newly emerging threats. 1
9/11 ushered a new national security environmermre/hor-state actors drew more attentis

President Gage W. Bush’snational security policy was influedceby
neoconservatives who saw the 9/11 as an opporttmitgshape the Middle East and Sc
Asia according to their ideas. This brought Pakista the spotlight. Sudden strate
importance of Pakistawas a result of the Global War on Terror, whichluded U.S. hun
for Al-Qaeda, the perpetrators of 9/11, and subsequentwdghanistan. Americans need
to assure an access to Afghanistan, logistical atipfeor American forces, intelligenc
informaion about situation in Afghanistan and Pakistantder regions. Also, give
Pakistan’s vested interest and common history wftihanistan, Pakistan had to be onbc

with U.S. activity in the regio



The Bush Administration first used coercive diplayavis-a-vis Islamabad to get
Pakistan to cooperate on the Global War of Tedroorder to escape the threat of isolation
and to take advantage of the U.S. financial as alinaterial support, President Musharraf
agreed to the U.S. conditions that in fact wentirsjasome Pakistan’s national security
priorities. Besides, Musharraf was concerned thateAcans could turn their attention to
India which would have provided India with yet dmait advantage (besides larger population,
bigger economy, and more powerful army).

In the master’s thesis, | would like to confirmrebuff the following assertions: Even
a great amount of U.S assistance could not perskadéstan to change its behavior.
Although the U.S. assistance was generous, it didpnevent Musharraf’'s regime from
pursuing separate interests in Kashmir, Afghanjstamd from developing own nuclear
program.Therefore, | would argue that the Amerigalicy was lacking long-term component
and was rather utilitarian. However, from shortrieperspective, the U.S. was partly
successful in receiving access to Afghanistan,stagl support for American forces, and
some intelligence information.The U.S.-Pakistan pggation was influenced by different
national security priorities and hence it could énaever been win-win cooperation where all

U.S. goals would have been fulfilled.

Assessment of sources

My master’s thesis is a case study based on rearsidigm, which became dominant
after the WWII. Realism is an intellectual framewowhere state and non-state actors act in
terms of their interest, which is defined by pow#ris is influenced by a perception of reality
that does not have to be shared by other actodss@metimes not even by allies.

The thesis is based on 55 sources, including pathary and secondary sources. The
latter is further split into four subcategorie® (ibbooks, academic articles and expert analyses,
U.S. Government reports, and newspapers and atteznet sources). The sources are diverse
and offer different points of view on the U.S.-Ps&n relations.

The most influential book used in the thesis Vescent into Chadsby Ahmed
Rashid, influential Pakistani journalist writingrfmagazines and academic journals, who is
regarded as one of the top Pakistan experts. Hik [®0a mixture of reports, analyses, and

own experience. The author closely describes domastl likewise international factors that

'Ahmed Rashid, Descent into Chaos: The U.S. an®ibester in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Central Asia
(New York: Penguin Books, 2009).



have influenced Pakistan. Without any exaggeratiRashid can be compared to Bob
Woodward, an American investigative journalist wiveote, among others, bodBush at
War’. Only difficulty | can think of is Rashid’s closeelationship with Hamid Karzai,
president of Afghanistan. As a result, Rashid it alwvays impartial as it may seem - for
instance, he defends past Karzai’s contacts withaimar, leader of the Taliban.

Another book that provides sufficient insight inakistan domestic affairs iBhe
Scorpion'sTail® by Zahid Hussein, Pakistan-based journalist. Hosserked for thewall
Street JournglThe Times of Londoand NewsweeklIn his book, he analyzes the impact of
militant Islamists on destabilization of Pakistand aAfghanistan.

Chapters that deal with U.S. national securitytsta are based on U.S. government
official documents, like theNational Security Strate§§NSS). Unfortunately, in case of
Pakistan, there is no document that would be sinulahe U.S. NSS. Therefore, assessment
of Pakistan’s national security is based on my wstdading of recurring Pakistan’s motives,
national security priorities, acts, claims, andges.

Financial analyses in the paper are grounded iortgpy the Congressional Research
Service (CRS) that is known as the Congress's itlapainink tank. CRS reports are easily
accessible on the website of the Library of Conggesd provide chronological description of
national security issues. From this thesis’s partspe the most useful was repérakistan:
U.S. Foreign Assistantdy Susan B. Epstein and Alan K. Kronstadt. Thigore contains
valuable statistical data regarding U.S. assistam&akistan between 2001 and 2008.

Other useful sources were reports by the UnitedeSt&overnment Accountability
Office (GAO). GAO oversees matters relating to theeipt and payment of public funds. An
analysis calledCombating Terrorism: Increased Oversight and Acc¢ahbility Needed over
Pakistan Reimbursement Clafinfocuses on a critical assessment of the U.S.-Rakis
assistance and points out several drawbacks.

I have also used several interviews with Mushaairaf George W. Bush to show their

mindsets and thus demonstrate the basic prinogblgeeir policies.

2 Bob Woodward, Bush at War (New York: Simon & Sdens2002).

3zahidHussain, The Scorpion's Tail: The Relentleise Bf Islamic Militants in Pakistan-And How It Teatens
America (New York: Free Press, 2010).

“The White House, "The National Security StrategyhefUnited States of America,“September 2002.
http://merln.ndu.edu/whitepapers/USnss2002.pdfgssed October 28, 2012).

°Susan B. Epstein and Alan K. Kronstadt, “Pakistai8. Foreign Assistance,” Congressional Researolic®e
October 4, 2012. http://lwww.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/B8a.pdf (accessed November 5, 2012).

®U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Combatingrforism: Increased Oversight and Accountability
Needed over Pakistan Reimbursement Claims for ttwalsupport Funds,” June 2008.
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d08806.pdf (accessgut&nber 21, 2012).



Structure and description of the thesis

The first chapter of the master’s thesis offersirgight into the history of U.S.-
Pakistan relations. It is important to see GeorgeBWsh policy towards Pakistan in a broader
context. The chapter shows fluctuations in muteédtions in the course of time. This helps
us understand why after 9/11, thePakistanis ditktlimericans were not fully committed to
the region and would leave soon.

The next chapter deals with the national secumiyirenment and to what extent the
environment was changed by the 9/11. The U.S. diadljust its policy in order to adapt to
the new national security environment. Furthermtive,chapter discusses the Bush Doctrine
and the 2002 National Security Strategy.

Chapter 3looks at Pakistan’s national securitgrires. In order to fully comprehend
Musharraf's policy after the 9/11, it is necesstrknow what strategy Pakistan followed in
the late 1990s and 2000s. The chapter also invavssuational analysis that shows why
Musharraf decided to side with the U.S. after 9/11.

The following chapter demonstrates how Washingtanplémented coercive
diplomacy to persuade Musharraf to work with Amanis, since they needed to assure access
to Afghanistan before the invasion to Afghanistanld start.

The core focus of the master’'s thesis is placedmranalysis of U.S. military and
economic assistance to Pakistan. Therefore, ttredifapter examines various aspects of the
U.S. assistance, ranging from defense suppliesdoEconomic Support Funds. Given the
character of the assistance, the analysis revealsimpact of U.S. policy and shows true
importance of Pakistan in the light of the War aror.

Chapter 6 deals with Pakistan’s independent pdha@t was pursued by Musharraf.
Independent policies like double-dealing with naitits and nuclear proliferation were in
almost perfect opposition to U.S. national secyiigrities.

The last chapter summarizes evidence about natodepriorities in U.S.-Pakistan
relations. In this part | also present cost-benafilysis that assesses the Bush policy and

Musharraf cooperation in the context of the Glolvar on Terror in the period of 2001-2008.



1. Review of U.S.-Pakistan Relations

From the establishment of Pakistan in 1947 ungl disintegration of the USSR in
1991, mutual US-Pakistani relations were strongfiuenced by the Cold War. Pakistan was
member of the SEATO that was established as arcantmunist alliance in Asia. Pakistan
became important in the 1950s and 1960s, when tli$& Used several airbases inside
Pakistan, in order to monitor Soviet nuclear arbeiith U-2 aircrafts. Pakistan’s willingness
to cooperate with the US was a result of militang @conomic aid it received in return.
However, the support for Islamabad ended in 196fgn\Pakistan attacked India. In reaction
to the crisis, America imposed arms and trade egabar

It is interesting that mutual relations changedimagiring the Nixon Administration
which needed assistance with finding contacts enRleople’s Republic of China. In 1971,
Islamabad facilitated Henry Kissinger's visit to kitey. Unfortunately, this short thaw
changed abruptly with another Indo-Pakistan confiic 1972. The U.S. tried to remain
neutral, but Pakistan viewed that as a betrayal iandonsequence withdrew from the
SEATO.

After the Islamist revolution in Iran in 1978, Pstidn’s geopolitical importance was
increasing, as it was the only country which cquidvide its territory for U.S. support of the
mujahedeen in Afghanistan. Pakistan became thedkdye development of the situation in
Afghanistan. If the Soviets had fully overruled A#mistan, Pakistan would have been
exposed to a much greater influence of the Sovmdtd On January4, 1980, President Carter
announced that “along with other countries, we wilbvide military equipment, food and
other assistance to help Pakistan defend its imdlgree.” This aid was partly redistributed
to various insurgent groups in Afghanistan. Newadgbks, Pakistan’s representatives were
quite upset because of the amount of money. TheCadministration offered $400 million
in economic and military aid spread over two yéars.

During the Carter administration, CIA operationstie region were underfinanced
and this fact fuelled criticism from the Pakistafficials. However, U.S. approach was about
to change after the election of 1980. Republicardickate Ronald Reagan’s victory produced
a substantial shift in both domestic and foreigticgo Reagan reshaped the focus of U.S.
foreign policy and stepped up the “war” effort irder to wear down the Soviet Union. In
1981, therefore, the Reagan administration negatiatfive-year, $3.2 billion economic and

" Angelo Rasanayagamfghanistan: A Modern Historftondon: 1.B. Tauris& Co. Ltd, 2005), 104.
8 .
Ibidem.



military aid package with PakistdnSoon, Pakistan became the biggest single CIA tover
operation anywhere in the world. Meanwhile, Islaath was receiving economic and
military aid from other donors like Saudi Arabiada@atar.

The ISI (Inter-Services Intelligence) was the majehicle for bringing the U.S. aid to
the mujahedeen. There were basically no stringelad to the aid. However, from the CIA
point of view, the aid going through Pakistan’s ffad many disadvantages. Firstly, it was the
ISI, not the CIA, who decided which from the vasomsurgent groups fighting the Soviets
would receive the aid. Ultimately, the Pakistanmevided support (mostly cash, weapons and
equipment) exclusively to groups devoted to Suslainh. By this, Pakistan security apparatus
used the mujahedeen for its own national interéstreduce possible strategic encirclement
by India-friendly forces.

Secondly, the CIA had to pay to Pakistanis for ¢hieansactions. On the other hand,
this procedure did not require personal engagemoérthe CIA agents in Afghanistan.
Another reason for siding with the U.S. was thatigtanis felt threatened by rising ambitions
and influence of the Soviet Union in the region.

In the first phase, until mid-1980s, such CIA tactvas quite useful because
Americans did not wish to go public with their eggenent with Pakistan, as national security
expert John Prados explains: “ISI representatiaesdgood arguments as to why they ought to
take the lead. Muslim guerrillas in Afghanistan ladr@ady forged links with Pakistan and the

ISI (...) officials knew the players and had netwoikplace.*°

However, America was not
allowed to interfere with Pakistan’s domestic pglithe military regime of General Zia or
even with Pakistan’s dubious nuclear program fe@geful” purposes.

In 1985, the U.S. Congress included the Presslererfdment in the Foreign
Assistance Act which required the president toassertification that Pakistan did not have
nuclear weapons. When the Soviets finally left Adigistan, the U.S. immediately cut aid for
the Pakistan and stopped delivery of F-16 fightaersler the pretext of the Pressler
Amendment.

Islamabad was left with more than three million g refugees to take care of and
with little international helg® Furthermore, since August 1990, Pakistan had & with

economic and technological sanctions from the Uv@ich punished Islamabad for its

° Susan B. Epstein and Alan Kronstadt, “Pakistats. Boreign Assistance,* Congressional Researchic®erv
Report for Congress, July 28, 2011, 4. http://wvadllorg/?view&did=685334 (accessed October 5, 2012)
19 John Prados, “Notes on the CIA's Secret War irhAfgstan,” The Journal of American History, Vol, 8&.
2 (2002), 467.

MHussainThe Scorpion's Taib7.



nuclear aspirations. As a result, Pakistani gesengwed U.S. approach as a betrayal in the
light of big political changes after the end of @eld War (The first fault line — see also
Chapter 2). In other words, the U.S. lost intereshe region and the friendship with Pakistan
simply was not important enough. The first faulbeli changed the national security
environment and therefore it was not necessaryppat the Pakistan’s military regime and
the mujahedeen in Afghanistan because the U.S.vgaalfulfilled (i.e. the Soviets withdrew
forces from Afghanistan).

After the departure of the Soviets troops from Asfigistan, it was not only the lack of
U.S. attention that had a negative impact on Iskada Pakistan was slowly sinking into
political instability, which was triggered by theath of General Zia in 1987. The beginning
of the 1990s brought political crisis, lack of nefs and bad state of economy to Pakistan. In
addition to that, Islamabad was indirectly involviedtwo regional conflicts. The ISI was
assigned to convey covert operations in Afghanjstashmir, and India proper.

After the Mumbai attacks in 1993, Pakistan was guflalby the U.S. on a watch list of
state sponsors of terrorism because the ISI oported Kashmir insurgency. The Clinton
administration demanded Pakistan to act quickistop supporting the insurgents. As a result,
some terrorist activities on Pakistan soil werepsuasgled (e.g. training camps were moved to
Afghanistan). However, many Islamist groups likendat-e-Islami continued to receive
support from Pakistan’s security apparatus.

In 1996, the Taliban managed to conquer major paErisfghanistan, except for the
North that was controlled by the Northern Allianéé that point, Washington did not seem to
pay attention to Saudi’s and Pakistan’s supportferTaliban in the region. In the same year,
Osama bin Laden came to Afghanistan and manageck#éde close ties with the Taliban. In
return for safe haven, he offered money, fightargl a new agenda in form of Global Jihad.
Osama bin Laden claimed that “killing the Americamsl their allies — civilian and military -
is an individual duty for every Muslim (...), in ondéo free, the Al-Agsa and the holy
sanctuary (Mecca) from their grip.> When interviewed by American reporters on
December 22, 1998, Osama bin Laden discussed weapomass destruction. In the
interview, he stated: “Acquiring weapons for thdethse of Muslims is a religious duty. If |

have indeed acquired these weapons, then | thaBkddfor enabling me to do s&*”

12 pan CaldwellVortex of Conflict: U.S. Policy toward Afghanistatgkistan, and IraqStanford: Stanford
Security Studies, 2011), 78.

13 Thomas X. Hammegdhe Sling and the Stone: on War in the 21st Cer{fignesota: Zenith Press, 2004),
147.
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The 1998 bombing of U.S. Embassies in Kenya andzdr@a brought an increased
interest of the U.S. officials in Al-Qaeda andgliise, the region where tension was rising. In
spring 1998, India carried out its second testumli@ar device. Pakistan responded by testing
five nuclear devices on May 27, 1998. Pakistan puldicly showed that it possessed nuclear
weapons. Nevertheless, Pakistan is believed to hgckear-armed state since the end of the
1980s. The nuclear program became the top priafigr India tested its first nuclear bomb in
1974. Pakistan was well aware of the fact thatowld not compete with India, using
conventional means.

With more nuclear players in the region, it wasyoalmatter of time when a crisis
would evolve due to N+1 effett. In this situation, risk management is extraordipar
difficult. Tensions between Pakistan and India kt¢ed into Kargil War of 1999, which
invalidated the common wisdom that two nuclear-altratates do not wage a war due to a
nuclear deterrence. Despite the fact that thisliobrdid not evolve into a full-scale war, a
possible nuclear exchange haunted many policymakevgashington. The U.S. intervened
diplomatically by putting a pressure on Navaz Shé#nen-PM, to withdraw Pakistani army
beyond the line of control.

Pakistan was viewed as an aggressor and its molats further deepened by a coup
d'état in fall of 1999. On October 12, 1999, Shavdnted to arrest General Musharraf, the
main person behind the Kargil crisis. A possiblg@rapension of Musharraf would have
weaken the position of the Pakistani army. Theefahe army protected Musharraf and
staged a coup against Sharif who was subsequenflyisoned-’International community
viewed this as another step deepening inhererahitisy of Pakistan.

Even before the Kargil War, Pakistan faced the sfeefAmendment sanctions which
were, however, eased in the mid 1990s. But after rthclear tests, the Kargil war and
subsequent coup, the U.S.-Pakistan relations yah atpteriorated. In May 1998, President
Bill Clinton invoked the Glenn Amendment of 1994dahe Symington Amendment of 1977
to authorize sanctions on nonnuclear states thaindg® a nuclear device. These acts

prohibited delivery of military and economic asaiste to Pakistan. In reaction to the Kargil

14 The N+1 effect refers to the additional problemsational security environment created if newestatcquire
nuclear weapons.
15 Rashid Descent into Chaog3.



War, the U.S. Congress invoked “Democracy Sanctighased on Section 508 of the
Foreign Assistance Act), prohibiting all U.S. ecomio and military aid'®

®Touqir Hussain, "U.S.-Pakistan Engagement: The dvaFerrorism and Beyond," United States Institifte o
Peace: Special Report, August 2005, 5. http://wwip.org/files/resources/sr145.pdf (accessed Octbber
2012).
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2. New National Security Environment

Each policy, and the U.S. policy toward Pakisgnat an exception, must be seen in
the light of national security environment. In thigesis, | work with the concept of fault
lines!’ To a certain extent, we can compare it to Grahamllson’s concept of tectonic
shifts which was used to explain the impact of tolapse Soviet Union. According to
Donald N. Snow, “the main idea of the analogy @t thault lines represent traumatic events
(...) that alter environment and require an adjustrirethe posttraumatic period™

The theory of fault lines poses crucial questiow leostate is to adapt to a change in
the national security environment. So far, theeetawo fault lines which led to a change in the
national security environment: the end of the Otldr and the 9/11. After the'Zault line,
the Soviet Union disappeared almost peacefully.siters decreased and the 1990s saw an
expansion of the globalized economy. As for th&fault line, the powerful symbols of the
U.S. were attacked and therefore the reactiona®thl was rather emotional. What followed
was a substantial shift in national security, asedoby Donald M. Snow: “Combating
terrorism has replaced large-scale warfare at theaple of national security prioritie$”
The 2" fault line was followed by two aftershocks, thedsion to Afghanistan in 2001 and
Iraq in 2003. In other words, the reaction to tA&fault line brought increased tensions on

multiple fronts and new conflicts where non-statmes played an important role.

2.1 Reaction to 9/11

When Bush Administration took office, it was no¢at what policy he would pursue.
Bush, as president-elect, was briefed by ClintonDetember 16, 2000, about national
security issues. Among others, they talked abaeiats coming from Al Qaeda, proliferation
of nuclear weapons, and Pakistan and its ties thighTalibarf® Unfortunately, Pakistan and
Afghanistan were not the focus before 9/11, a<iir@on administration saw its priorities in
the Israeli—-Palestinian conflict, The Balkans amdnprovement of the U.S.-China economic

relations.

" The United States Geological Survey defines findtas follow: is the surface trace of a faule time of
intersection between the fault plane and the Easiin'face.

18 Donald M. SnowNational Security for a New Era: Globalization aGeo-Politics(New York: Pearson
Longman, 4th edition, 2011), 8.

YIbidem 152.

? Rashid Descent into Chag$6.
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From the beginning of 2001, Bush Administration wasiewing its policy toward
Pakistan, because Islamabad’s military regime waeiging support for militants in Kashmir
and Afghanistan and was also armed with nuclearpames Condoleezza Rice met with
Pakistan’s minister of foreign affairs and the trifBervice intelligence (ISI) representative
and stated that Pakistan should reconsider itsgiongolicy priorities, by which she meant
involvement of Pakistan in regional conflicts inghlinistan and India-controlled Kashmir.

However, the entirely new era of the U.S.-Pakistalations began when the two
kidnapped aircrafts hit skyscrapers in Manhattamis Tbrutal suicide-attack shocked
Americans, because nobody expected terrorists wapable of such actions. In order to
understand it properly, we should note that theeeewno significant military operations on
American mainland since the Civil War. Prior to &epber 11, nobody expected that New
York would be situated on a frontline of a new \&gainst terrorism. In reaction to the attacks
George Bush stated: “The Pearl Harbor of th @htury took place today”

Ideological and financial support of Islamists afteepresents a reaction to
Washington’s proactive policy in the Middle Easig(esupport of Israel, engagement in the
Gulf War and backing of the Saudi Royal family)laisists also seek failed states which
provide relatively safe havens. According to thesemises, Afghanistan was a perfect place.
Since the mid-1990s majority of Afghanistan’s temy was under control of the Taliban, the
Sunni movement that provided support to terrorigjanizations with similar ideological
views. Al Qaeda was one of many organizations tbek advantage of the situation in
Afghanistan. In the 1990s Al Qaeda engaged in Aam&rican actions, such as the attack on
U.S.S. Cole. When Osama bin Laden claimed respidihsibr the attack on the World Trade
Center, the culpable was clear. The link to Afgetam and Pakistan was not difficult to find
as almost all the 9/11 attackers traveled the rewthth nexus of Kandahar-Quetta-Kara@hi.

Osama bin Laden’s goal was to drive the U.S. outhef Middle East and stop
supporting Saudi Arabia. Since Al-Qaeda could nodllenge the U.S. in conventional
warfare, it had use asymmetrical one in order tgatee overwhelming firepower and high-
tech capabilities of the U.S. military. However,ohflas X. Hammes argues that Osama made
a strategic error by attacking New York and Wastingbecause it led to direct opposite of
Osama’s goal - series of intervention in the Middkest. Bin Laden sent the message “I am

attacking you in your homeland.” From historicataed, we know that it is something

2L caldwell,Vortex of Conflict87.
#National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon théted States, “The 9/11 Commission Report,* 22.
7. 2004, 368. http://www.9-11commission.gov/ref@irl/Report.pdf (accessed October 11, 2012).
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Americans do not react well f.The attacks helped to revive Clausewitz's trinétar
relationship among the people, government and aforeds that made military action much
easier.

On the evening of September 11, Bush addressathtion and stated: “We will make
no distinction between the terrorists who committegse acts and those who harbor th&h.”
The international intervention, led by the Unite@t8s, was backed by both the Republicans
and Democrats. Besides, American society was owvadméd by a wave of patriotism.

The United Nations’ resolution was crucial with aed) to the following development.
The resolution confirmed previous findings concegnthe situation in Afghanistan. The
Security Council in its Resolution 1386 supportedternational efforts to root out
terrorism..."””® Therefore, Afghanistan along with Pakistan bec#meemajor frontline of the
War on Terror which influenced American foreign ipglduring the first decade of the 21

century (see chapter 3 and 4).

2.2 The Bush Doctrine and the National Security Sategy

The 9/11 redefined the rules of the game. The kdtposed two kinds of questions
regarding short term and long term responses taalieeed national security environment
(result of the second fault line). It took sevemabnths after the 9/11 to develop a new
approach which would be later on calldee Bush doctrinelts short term goals were to
destroy Al Qaeda network, training camps, operatie@d catch or kill Osama bin Laden. As
for the long term goals, the administration stamemtking on a new conceptual document
which would address all challenges down the road.

In June 2002, George Bush laid principal foundatitor America’s new approach to
international affairs in his speech at the U.Sitary academy at West Point. It was one of the
most important foreign policy speeches of his plescy. In the speech, Bush incorporated

the War on Terror into a broader geopolitical cquiad the fight against the Axis of evil (e.qg.

ZHammesThe Sling and the Ston#49.

#Shahid Ali Khattak, “The Bush Doctrine of Preemptind the US Response after 9/11 Attacks: Invasion
Afghanistan and Iraq,” Journal of Political Studigsl. 18, Issue 2 (2011), 158.

#United Nations Security Council, “Resolution 138Bgcember 20, 2001, 1.http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N01/708/55/PDF/N017085536fenElement (accessed September 9, 2012).
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North Korea, Iraq and Iran) and global terrorishiNevertheless, it helped to create a notion
that America had to stand up and eliminate all ipdssdversaries by a preemptive strike.

Further, Bush’s speech contained many referencexbsolute morality (i.e. seeing
conflict in terms of good and evil), ideals of fdeen and democracy, which stem from the
American self-awareness and notion of exceptiomaliShortly after September 11, Bush
reportedly said to one of his close advisors: “Vdgenan opportunity to restructure the world
toward freedom, and we have to get it right.”

In the speech, Bush elaborated on many points whinchrica would follow under his
presidency. He stated that the gravest dangeire@dom lay at the perilous crossroads of
radicalism and technology. Spread of chemical dgichl, and nuclear weapons could enable
weak states and non-state actors to inflict caiphic damages to other nations. Bush
acknowledged that the security environment had gbénbut America was ready to use new
thinking and methods in order to address new thr&dtis was articulated in a passage where
Bush spoke about preemptive strikes: “Our secwvityrequire all Americans to be forward
looking and resolute, to be ready for preemptividacvhen necessary to defend our liberty
and to defend our lives® Existence of rogue states armed with WMD, suppgrterrorism
and threatening the U.S. and its allies thus hetpgdstify preemptive action, because they
were not likely to attack the U.S. using converdgiomeans.

According to Goldwater-Nichols legislation from B&ach administration is obliged
to publish a document describing its national secstrategy within the first six months. The
Bush Administration failed to deliver — the releadfeits strategy was repeatedly delay&d.
The National Security Strategy 2002, published ept&mber 17, 2002, i.e. long after 9/11,
was therefore the first conceptual document reggrdoreign policy published by the
Administration. The strategy elaborates on thoughtsideas mentioned in the Bush’s speech
from the West Point Academy.

The NSS contains 8 goals which help to “make wartd just safer but better.”

Preemption is in the heart of the strategy, ad\iB& states explicitly that “America will act

% George W. Bush, "Graduation Speech at West Palahé 1, 2002. http://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2002/06/8W128.html (accessed October 20, 2012).

2" Robert Jervis, “Understanding the Bush DoctrinBpfitical Science Quarterly, Vol. 118, No. 3 (2D0368.
2 Bush, "Graduation Speech at West Point."

29 Caldwell,Vortex of Conflict101.
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against such emerging threats before they are fatiyed.”® Here we can hear echoes of

neoconservative policy from the 1999s.

When thinking about American policy toward Pakistame can define 4 basic goals
mentioned in the National Security Strategy of 20R3S) that influenced the relationship.
The United States should:
- A) Strengthen alliances to defeat global terrarend work to prevent attacks against
us and our friends;

- B) Work with others to defuse regional conflicts;

- C) Prevent our enemies from threatening us, diesa and our friends, with
weapons of mass destruction;

- D) Develop agendas for cooperation with othermuainters of global powéf.

The NSS has a global focus and advocates regimegehay use of military power.
Such statement had further implications in the A%aaific region where it sparked a debate
about preemption. In early April 2003, India’s FHgreMinister YashgoSinha told the Indian
Parliament that India had a much better case t@gpreemptive action against Pakistan that
the U.S. has in Iraff Pakistan immediately criticized the interpretatidime NSS gave the
impression that the U.S. considered preemptioroasething reserved exclusively for them;
otherwise it would make South Asia even more unstdfor instance, imagine India taking a
preemptive strike against Lashkar-e-Taiba, Pakisppmsored militant group, on the other
side of the line of control.

The NSS states that “the U.S. national securiigtestyy will be based on a distinctly
American internationalism that reflects the unidroor values and our national interests.”
But in the reality of South Asia, we can observepbasis on strengthening U.S. bilateral ties

and building ad-hoc alliances, which was a cadeagistan.

%The White House, "The National Security StrategshefUnited States of America,iv.

%The neoconservative influence becomes even moriewbwhen we compare the NSS with the Wolfowitz
doctrine. In 1992, thilew York Timepublished an article which was based on a leakéidmal security
document by Paul D. Wolfowitz, then Undersecret#rpefense for Policy in the George H. W. Bush
administration. It highlighted the necessity ofgmtion strikes, unilateralism, and vigorous actioorder to
protect vital American interests. Kenneth Dolbeand Michael Cummings, edéimerican Political Thought
(Washington: CQ Press, sixth edition, 2010), 570.

%2The White House, "The National Security StrategthefUnited States of America,* 1-2.
#AmitavAcharya, “The Bush Doctrine and Asian RegioBeder: the Perils and Pitfalls of Preemption,iaks
Perspective, Vol. 27, No. 4 (2003), 235.

%*The White House, "The National Security StrategshefUnited States of America,” 1.
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3. Pakistan’s National Security Priorities — Stratgic Depth and
Nuclear Arsenal

In order to fully comprehend Musharraf’s policyafthe 9/11, it is necessary to know
what strategy Pakistan followed in the late 1990%s will help us understand Pakistan’s
perspective regarding national security issuesefsihe current geopolitical circumstances, it
is clear that America and Pakistan do not shardasiiperception of possible threats. This is
not anything unusual, since each state has a eliffeset of priorities and concerns regarding
national security. Pakistan’s perception has hisatly been influenced by its ongoing rivalry
with India.

Throughout the 1990s, Pakistan pursued a stradiegith in Afghanistan and India. To
achieve the strategic depth, Pakistan’s developstdategy of using its security apparatus to
support extremists in order to reduce possibletesira encirclement by pro-Indian forces.
Pakistan is afraid of strategic encirclement beeatisvould make it more vulnerable and
would force Islamabad to compromise on its natiosedurity priorities, for instance its
support for Kashmir separatist movement. Any prasicbf Pakistan who would give up on
Kashmir would be perceived as a traitor, as Pakibtes questioned Indian rule in Kashmir
since its establishment in 1947.

In pre-9/11 Afghanistan, the Taliban was heavilgmarted by the ISI in a war against
the non-Pashtun Northern Alliance, led by AhmedhSkiassoud, who was backed by India,
Iran, Tajikistan, and Russia. When we compare Raks actions in Afghanistan with those
in Indian-controlled Kashmir, we will see that Pstkin is following a similar strategy.
Therefore, to Islamabad, Afghanistan is just anoiashmir.

However, seeking strategic depth has had many effdets. It contributed to the
creeping Islamization of Pakistan and to its grgvinternational isolation. Hussain Zahid
concludes that “by 2001 Pakistan had become hortveetaty-four militant groups®>

In Kashmir and India proper, Pakistan used varigmeups (e.g. Harkat-ul-
Mujahideen, Lashkar-e-Taiba, harkatul Jihad Isladajsh-e-Mohammed) to harm the
interests of India. Supporting the insurgency irsliir was rather important, since it tied
India’s resources, and instability would distrdet indian army. But these activities were not
limited only to the Kashmiri theatre.

In 1999, Harkat-ul-Mujahideen, group backed by t8& hijacked Indian Airlines

Flight 814 in attempt to demand release of milgaftom Indian prison. The plane was

*HussainThe Scorpion's Tail0.
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eventually forced to land in Kandahar. After thergdlacrisis, and this incident, the Clinton
administration threatened to list Pakistan as @ siapporting terrorisrif,

The third component of Pakistan’s national secypiigrities is the nuclear program,
which helps to counterbalance India’s advantagednventional weapons, and provides
Pakistan with minimal nuclear deterrence. Pakistaniclear weapons are not solely about
strength. They are also a source of national gesind pride. In thefirst decade of thé'21
century, Pakistan was believed to have a nuclesenal estimated at approximately 60
weapons, which could be delivered to target byidiall missiles and by U.S., French and

Chinese-manufactured fighter aircraits.

Table 1 - Pakistan’s National Securit§78 (pre-9/11 and post-9/11)

- Weak economy (4 years of recession)

Situational - International sanctions
. - Growing isolation
analysis ) N
- India with much stronger military and economy
(2001) - New conflict in Afghanistan (the U.S. invasion)

- Uncertainty in world affairs and trade after 9/11

- Escape isolation (pre-9/11)

- Become an American ally (post-9/11)

- Demand military and economic aid from the U.sg9/11)

Objectives - Deter India from any action that might harm Pt interests (pre-9/11 and post-9/11)
- Distract India in Kashmir (pre-9/11 and post-9/11

- Retain capabilities to influence situation in Afgiistan (pre-9/11 and post-9/11)

- The Pakistani army must retain in power (pre-@hd post-9/11)

- Provide support to the U.S. forces (post-9/11)

- Develop nuclear program (pre-9/11 and post-9/11)

Strategy - Support insurgency in Kashmir (pre-9/11 and [9#st)

- Preserve groups that might provide the stratdgjith in Afghanistan (pre-9/11 and post-9/11)

- Use American aid to enhance its military cap&bgi(post-9/11)

%Hussain;The Scorpion's Taik4.

¥'Gereth Evans and YorikoKawaguchi,eddiminating Nuclear Threats — A Practical Agenda &lobal
PolicymakerqTokyo: International Commission on Nuclear Nowiferation and Disarmament Report, 2009),
23.

% The table is based on author's understandingeofieg Pakistan’s motives, national security fties, acts,
claims, and policies. The situational analysisgotiyes, strategy are based on a thorough analf/§lakistan’s
modern history.
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Table 1 is based on the perception of Pakistartisrecthat followed after the 9/11.
Pakistan does not have a public strategy that wadttiess all complex issues. Therefore, the
table builds on observation and analyzes the plessibtives that could underlay the actions
we observe.

In response to the United States’ coercive diplgnfaee chapter 4), Musharraf had to
compromise on some of his goals (i.e. objectivemfthe table). Only after yielding on some
objectives that were inconsistent with U.S. pries} he could ask for substantial US aid and
end to U.S. sanctions.

At the same time however, the Pakistani governrhant to balance its support for
American policy with support for conservatives ancal population who are generally anti-
American. Unfortunately, this sparked domestic totifcontributing to Pakistan’s instability.
The table shows that Pakistan was ready to drog sdnts priorities. But it never abandoned
its independent policy, which was based on stratégpth and nuclear program.

To summarize Pakistan’s strategy in the late 1990s:the military regime, it was
crucial to: 1) retain minimal nuclear deterrencg;p2event Kashmir from becoming an
integral part of India; 3) make sure that Kabutuked by a regime favorable to Pakistan, not
to India.

On the one hand, we can see that all three pasritbntrasted with U.S. priorities
after the 9/11. On the other hand, Pakistan wadyréa compromise, in order to escape
isolation and win U.S. favor. Musharraf expecteat thew alliance with the U.S. and the West
would provide more flexibility to deal with the Kamir issue. This misinterpretation of the

consequences of the 9/11 led to another conflivtdsen India and Pakistan in 2002.
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4. The U.S. in a Need of an Ally — a Lesson of Caére Diplomacy

Robert J. Art and Patrick M. Cronin define coeraiglomacy as “forceful persuasion
that includes the threat to use the force or tleeafisimited force.®® Given the nature of force
and power, a forceful persuasion can involve atgragety of tools, from tougher economic
sanctions to a display of military capabilities. e@@ve diplomacy is often perceived as a
seductive tool of statecraft because it can delavelesired outcome for cheap. Despite this
appeal, it is hard to execute successfully. It hapotential of turning into a full-blown
conflict, which signals failure of coercive diplooya

Coercive diplomacy can deliver desired resultdsifgoals are realistic. For instance,
during the 1995-1996 Taiwan Strait Confrontatiomin@ showed force to coerce Taiwan
before the election to make sure that Taiwanesgighs did not vocally support the pro-
independence party.

Therefore, a clearly defined message which anchbes strategy of coercive
diplomacy must inform an adversary of possible faaions in the event of non-compliance.
In the case of U.S.-Pakistani relations after 9Biish’s message was crystal clear: “You are
either with us or you are against (8.”

Shortly after 9/11, Richard Armitage, Deputy Semngtof State, handed over a list of
seven demands to General Mehmood, then directibredfSI. Pakistan was asked to intercept
Al-Qaeda operatives at the border, provide acaegdghanistan, provide logistical support
for American forces, provide intelligence infornuatj condemn terrorist attacks, end support
for the Taliban, and stop recruits from entering ffighanistan battlefield: There were only
two possible answers to these demands — yes or no.

The Bush Administration applied coercive diplomacyrder to persuade Musharraf
to work with the U.S. Americans made clear thas¢hdemands, literally an ultimatum, were
non-negotiable. Pakistan agreed to all of them. aAsesult, Islamabad was forced to
compromise its national security policies. Howe\Rakistan had good reason to do so, since
its economy and international isolation would evesrsen, had not Islamabad complied. In
return for his compliance, Musharraf asked Bushetoove all sanctions, write off a portion

of Pakistan’s debt to the US, and to provide thenty with economic and military aid.

*Robert J. Art and Kenneth Neal Waltz, ed$ie Use of Force: Military Power and Internatiorfadlitics
(Washington: Rowman& Littlefield Pub Incorporat&dh edition, 2009), 272-273.

“OWoodward Bush at War84.

“IKhattak, “The Bush Doctrine of Preemption and ti Response after 9/11 Attacks,” 162.
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There was another reason for Musharraf’s willingrtescomply, which had to do with
Pakistan’s regional rivalry. In September 2001, &ahMusharraf gave a speech in which he
maintained that support of America was in line vikistan’s national security priorities. He
also stated that “[l]f Pakistan refused the U.Sndeds, India would want to enter into an
alliance with the US and get Pakistan declaredrartst state.*> Eventually, it would have
posed a threat to the main component of Pakistatisnal security (i.e. its nuclear arsenal).

After the 9/11, Musharraf reportedly ordered thatkiBtan’s nuclear arsenal be
redeployed to at least six new locatiéhdhe Pakistani army was afraid that the U.S. would
conduct military strikes in attempt to neutralizee tnuclear arsenal if Pakistan did not
cooperate with Washington.

Nevertheless, it was remarkable how quickly Pakisthanged its national security
priorities and adopted American policy. Neverthglethis U-turn would ultimately create
conditions for a domestic crisis. Siding with theSUundermined Musharraf’s credibility, and
not only in the eyes of Muslim fundamentalists. Bwsh Administration was well informed
and aware of possible spillover effects. An uncfeest cable from 2001 stated that the
“Pakistani public as a whole is now more favorableard the Taliban than it was before the
attacks of September 11 and recognizes no comgetiasons to cut Pakistan’s traditionally
strong links with the Taliban..**

Anti-Americanism was strong in Pakistan even betbe= 9/11. Pakistani public has
been critical of American activities in the Middiast and Central Asia. Anti-Americanism
has also played role in domestic politics. Foranse, it has been used in elections by
Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA), a coalition of Islaist parties, some of which openly
support the Taliban. The MMA supports the Pakistmy but criticizes coalition with the
u.S.

The U.S. policy towards Pakistan developed oveetit the beginning, there was
Armitage’s list which involved many short-term prtees. However, before too long, the
Bush Administration had to address other long-temsunes that were identified in the National
Security Strategy of 2002. We can find several r&rities which had a direct impact on

mutual relations between Washington and Islamalfight against terrorism, preemptive

“2 Rashid Descent into Chao$2.

3 Paul Kerr and Mary B. Nikitin, "Pakistan’s Nucléateapons:Proliferation and Security Issues,"
Congressional Research Service Report for Congkss@ember 14, 2007, 12.
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34248.pdf (acedsSeptember 12, 2012).

“Carl W. Ford} Pakistan - Poll Shows and Growing Public Supparffaiban,”Unclassified cable to the
Secretary,2001, 1.(http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NEBS8/NSAEBB227/35.pdf (accessed November 1, 2012).
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strikes in Afghanistan and later on in the FedgrAlliministered Tribal Areas (FATA),
stopping proliferation of WMD, and preventing thartsfer of WMD to terrorists.
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5. U.S. Military and Economic Assistance to Pakista

Historically, mutual economic relations had ups ahovns. U.S. assistance to
Pakistan fluctuated due to changes in bilateraticis and U.S. foreign policy priorities.
Good times were altered by drastic cuts and evearsesanctions. This unpredictability of
U.S. aid has contributed to Pakistan’s view thatlthnited States was an unreliable parfier.

The shift after the 9/11 was dramatic, since th&.lheeded to assure access to
Afghanistan before the invasion could start. Cdtiowell, Secretary of State, told George
Bush that whatever action he took, it could notlbre without Pakistan’s supp8ft.

If we look closely at the course of overthrowing thaliban in 2001, we will see that
the operation was quite unique. It was an exemgisgon of modern warfare: the Taliban
regime was overthrown by few ground units, whichreveperating with substantial air
support. Approximately 100 Central Intelligence Agge officers, 350 U.S. Special Forces
soldiers, and 15,000 Afghans overthrew the Taligime in less than three months while
suffering only a dozen U.S. fataliti€¥. The role of Afghans, mostly from Northern Alliance
and local warlords, was crucial, as they providedessary intelligence and reconnaissance.
However, the primary goal of the American intervamt- capture of the Al-Qaeda leadership
— was not achieved, as bin Laden, along with tHibdia, fled to Pakistan.

The need for Pakistan’s full engagement was fudlyealed when the Taliban started
returning back to Afghanistan in 2003 while Islamdbwas not fully committed to
counterinsurgency in Federally Administered Tribatas (FATA) and North West Frontier
Province (NWFP). Another issue could be seen inhdsatation of Pakistan’s security forces

to crack down on the Haggani network.

U.S. assistance to Pakistan represents a tanglbdofvearious funds and accounts,
providing cash transfers, military and humanitargupplies, training, and loans. Funding
comes from different parts of the U.S. Federal Batdgt can come from regular budgets (i.e.
the DOD) or special funds that were created forcjgetasks such as a distribution of
humanitarian aid. Majority of foreign assistancesvindled by the Department of Defense
along with Department of State, in cooperation vitte Bureau of Political-Military that

provides opinions regarding defense plans, strategjjtary planning, and logistics. Within

> Susan B. Epstein and Alan Kronstadt, “Pakistats. Boreign Assistance,“ July 28, 2011, 4.
“°Woodward Bush at Wa)50.
“’Seth Jones, “The Rise of Afghanistan’s Insurgenbyérnational Security, Vol. 32, No. 4 (2008), 7.
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the DOD, there is theDefenseSecurityCooperationn8gddSCA) which plays important
role in terms of carrying out financial and tectahiassistance to Pakistan.

The U.S. assistance to Pakistan can be dividedtimbomajor groups, military and
economic. If we take a look at Chart 1, we see hmbalanced the ratio of economic to
military support to Pakistan is. From 2001 to 200& U.S. provided $12.2 billidhin both
military and economic aid. Only $3.2 billion wasoaomy-related; economic aid represents
only 36 percent of the total U.S. assistance toideak As for the security-related aid,
Pakistan received $8.9 billion between 2001 and200

Chart 1 - Total U.S. Economic and Military

Reimbursements to Pakistan (between 2001
and 2008, millions of USD)

@ Military
@ Economic

Source: Epstein and Kronstadt, “Pakistan: U.S. igarAssistance,” October 4,
2012, 19 - 20.

We can detect a relationship of direct proportigpddetween the strategic importance
of Pakistan and the amount of U.S. assistance.elisea general perception that the U.S. aid
should be committed to Pakistani’s modernizatioawklver, from Chart 1, it is evident that
there are stark differences between the volumeildbny and economic aid.

It is obvious that the U.S. national security ies#s are main reasons behind military
and economic assistance. This is not to say tleae thre not any other reasons having impact
on U.S. aid, like humanitarian cause. But in theecaf Pakistan, there is clear evidence
showing that the American national security inteyese key factors — not development and

modernization of Pakistan (see chapter 5.3).

8 Not all aid appropriated was actually disbursedriginally intended by Americas.
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Chart 2 - Direct Overt U.S. Aid and Military
Reimbursements to Pakistan (millions of USD)

2500
Insurgeny in Afganistan and Pakistan
2000
1500
H Economic
1000 | Military

500

0
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Source: Epstein and Kronstadt, “Pakistan: U.S. igarAssistance,” October 4, 2012, 19
- 20.

The Chart 2 depicts the same data as Chart 1 #ledtsechanges in a volume of the
assistance on annual bases. Before 2001, theralmast no substantial U.S. assistance. In
2001 and 2002, Pakistan was targeted by tremenshousase in aid that was meant to
stabilize the regime and more importantly to awlslitsharraf for cooperation with the U.S.
Musharraf needed a strong incentive because thet#gais list demanded Pakistan to “help
destroy what its intelligence service had helpeata and maintain: the Talibafy.”

The U.S.-Pakistan relations, in terms of volumassistance, were influenced by the
War in Iraq. The war completely diverted attentiamd also the resources from the Bush
Administration’s previous focus on Afghanistan aRdkistan. As a result, the War in
Afghanistan remained underfinanced till 2006 whée U.S. decided to commit more
resources, in order to respond to the increasingathof insurgency in Afghanistan. The
insurgency rose particularly in the south of Afgistéan due to weak position of Karzai’s
government and due to increasing influence of traiban in the Pashtun belt. As
counterterrorism and counterinsurgency expert $thlones points out, “the increase in
violence was particularly acute between 2005 arf@b2@hen the number of suicide attacks
quintupled from 27 to 139; remotely detonated borgbimore than doubled from 783 to
1,677; and armed attacks nearly tripled from 1668542.%°

9 Woodward Bush at War51.
%Seth Jones, “The Rise of Afghanistan’s Insurgen8y,”
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Bush Administration reacted and between 2006 a®¥ Zighanistan War funding doubled.
Since there is a correlation between the War irhAfgstan and the U.S.-Pakistan assistance,
we can observe an increasing volume of assistaooe2007 to 2008.

The Chart 2 also illustrates the so-called “Irap’gbetween 2003 and 2006. It is
obvious that the War in Afghanistan and the U.3eifp assistance to Pakistan were both
strongly influenced by the invasion to Iraq. Fro®03, there was growing economic and
humanitarian aid to Pakistan. To certain exterg, iticrease could also be contributed to
humanitarian aid flowing into Pakistan-administchtéashmir after the area was hit by a
massive earthquake. Another factor included appbpn of more resources for
Development Plan for the Federally AdministeredariAreas (FATA).

The $12.2 billion aid for Pakistan representsmgitale effect of the Bush doctrine (see
Chapter 2.2). It is clearly related to U.S. natiosecurity priority - the strengthening of
alliances to defeat global terrorism and workingptevent attacks against the US and its
allies. With respect to actual content of delivégabit is no surprise that 64 percent of the

total U.S. assistance between 2001 and 2008 wasityaelated.

5.1 Military

Table 2 - Direct Military Assistance between 2001-2008 (millions of UDS)**

Programs Reimbursements | Percentage
1206 (Section the National Security Act) 173 1,93
CN (Counternarcotics Funds) 135 1,50
CSF (Coalition Support Funds) 6697 74,55
FMF (Foreign military financing) 1566 17,43
IMET (Inter. Military Education and Training) 12 0,13
INCLE (Internal Narcotics and Law Enforcement) 347 3,86
NADR (Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining and Rild) 53 0,59
Total 8983 100

Military assistance represents a corner stone 8f did to Pakistan. From the very
beginning, the security assistance was perceivelolly partners as the U.S. appreciation of
Pakistan’s decision to join the War on Terror. #sabased on a notion that there were shared

objectives in the new security environment afted 20

*1 Epstein and Kronstadt “Pakistan: U.S. Foreign #tasice,” October 4, 2012, 19- 20.
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In January 2002, the DOD emerged as the key playgnoviding assistance to
Pakistan, since the “Congress granted the Secretdbgfense the authority to make
Coalition Support Funds (CSF) payments in such ansoas the Secretary may determine in
[his] discretion...®* The broad definition of authority was aimed atyiding flexibility
which was necessary in the War on Terror, sincatmeinistration was facing new

challenges.

Table 3 - U.S. Military Assistance as a Share of the Pakistani Defense budget53

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 | average

4% 43% 56% 24% 35% 32% 24% 36% 32%

When we are talking about any assistance, it isi@htio see it in a perspective. Only
through comparison we can comprehend the true mgasfi American military assistance.
The Table 3 shows U.S. military assistance as eestfahe Pakistani defense budget. While
George W. Bush was in office, Pakistan receivedtaml assistance that equaled to 32
percent of Pakistani defense budget between 20612808. The share fluctuated due to
changing volume of the assistance (see Chart 2 imctdovert U.S. aid and military
reimbursements). Another aspect behind the fludnatas constantly changing volume of
the Pakistani defense budget, which in 2001 stavitd$2.5 billion and in 2008 reached $4.2
billion.>* Without doubt it represents a tremendous hikeefenkse spending that amounts to

168 percent increase in eight ye#rs.

Nevertheless, it was not only the military assistathat boosted the Pakistani defense

budget. Through the Economic support funds, Pakiststate budget received cash transfers

*2U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Combatingrforism,”1.

3 lan S. Livingston and Michael O’Hanlon, “Pakistadex: Tracking Variables of Reconstruction & Séiyyr*
The Brookings Institution, September 26, 2011, 6.
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Programs/foreig@icy/pakistan%20index/index20110926.PDF
(accessed November 1, 2012). & Epstein and Krdhstakistan: U.S. Foreign Assistance,”

October 4, 2012, 12-13.

**|an S. Livingston and Michael O’Hanlon, “Pakistaex: Tracking Variables of Reconstruction

& Security, “ 6.

% Similar increase recorded also the U.S. Defensgdi(i.e. $304.7 billion in 2001; $616.1 billion2008). In
other words it rose by 202 percent.Budget of the. dovernment - Office of Management and Budgescat
year 2012 - Historical tables," 53-

54 .http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/fileskoivudget/fy2012/assets/hist.pdf(accessed Septednber
2012)
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that were conducive to macroeconomic stability &aetped Musharraf to reallocate more

means to the defense budget.

The U.S. military assistance was not limited tarmle issue but funded broad range
of activities of Pakistani security apparatus. Table 2 shows aggregated figures for each
security related fund. Three biggest funds (CaalitiSupport Funds, Foreign Military
Financing, and Internal Narcotics and Law Enforcetheeceived almost for 96 percent of
the military assistance. Other funds played miote during the period 2001-2008.

Some funds, such as CN (Counternarcotics Fund&xTI (International Military
Education and Training) and NADR(NonproliferatioAnti-Terrorism, Demining and
Related) were established later and, thereforg, diggregated share is much lover. They may
seem financially inferior, but it does not meantth@re not important. For example, it is a
case of the Section 1206 (called after Section 1d#0Othe National Security Act) that was
drafted in 2006. Although only $173 million wereéméursed through the Section 1206, it
was used quite effectively to build the capacity Rdkistani military forces to conduct
counterterrorism.

Another program with delayed start was CN througiich the U.S. started providing
Pakistan with money and equipment in 2005. Couatentics measures were financed from
the CN and partly from INCLE (Internal Narcoticsdahaw Enforcement) which was
primarily concentrated on border security and bngdccapacity of Pakistani law enforcement
units.

As for drugs, they became an issue shortly after rievival of the Taliban in
Afghanistan during 2003. Although the poppy cultiea did not cause the insurgency in the
first place, the cultivation helped to finance irgents and fueled corruption, which is
inherently associated with illegal narcotics. Dttepge was not only matter of drug lords and
insurgents. During crackdown in 2005, the Americaanternarcotics units raided the offices
of Sher Mohammed Akhundzada, governor of HelmaraViRce. They found more than 9
metric tons of opium stashed in his officés.

The opium cultivation and drug trafficking had allsper effect and hence the U.S.
had to address this issue on the other side oDtlrand line. Americans provided Pakistan

with $135 million in order to focus its attention &eliminating poppy cultivation, inhibiting

**Seth Jones, “The Rise of Afghanistan’s Insurgerigy,”
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further cultivation, interdicting smugglers, buitdi Pakistan’s government capacity,
providing infrastructure for alternative livelihooaind reducing domestic demarid.”

Given a semi-permeable character of the Afghans®ak border, the U.S. was
naturally concerned about the integrity of Pakisténorder regions after the invasion in 2001.
Firstly, they needed to close the border to preweigration of Al-Qaeda and to increase the
chances of capturing its adherents. When the iessgin the southern part of Afghanistan
erupted, Americans wanted Musharraf to bolsterbibreler, in order to prevent cross-border
attacks. Here we can see motives that led the 1d.pay for border security programs of
Pakistan.

The security programs, financed by INCLE and NARé&ntailed technical and
material support to law enforcement units in FATMWFP and Baluchistan. The programs
also provided funding to Frontier Constabulary gpaititary force responsible for integrity of
the western border. Program accomplishments citedthle State Department include
Pakistan’s detaining roughly 600 suspected al QardHor Taliban personnel, in part as the
outcome of Border Security Program assistafice.

The smallest program in terms of reimbursementSIiST. Between 2001 and 2008,
the U.S. spent $12 million on military training aeducation of Pakistani high officers. The
idea was to enhance capabilities of military editel, likewise, develop respect for civil rights
and liberty. One might argue that it was investeskly, especially if you consider a dominant
role of the Pakistani army in the domestic politics

Musharraf, after the coup, covered his militaryerddy a civilian facade (via his
Muslim League party) to improve his image in theewf the western allies. But still, the
government was under influence of ISI and army gdaavho did not want to lose a say in
domestic and foreign affairs. They wanted to seamd protect ties with militants and

fundamentalists who provided Pakistan’s strategjatlllin Afghanistan and Kashmir.

*’U.S. Government Accountability Office,“SecuringaBilizing, and Developing Pakistan’s border areinwi
Afghanistan; Key Issues for Congressional Oversidgtgbruary 2009,
26.http://www.gao.gov/assets/290/286302.pdf(acck€sdober 2, 2012).

*8U.S. Government Accountability Office, “SecuringaBilizing, and Developing Pakistan’s border aréta w
Afghanistan,” 28.
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5.1.1 Defense Supplies

When it comes to defense supplies for Pakistancameclearly see how the national
security priorities determine the mutual relatiapsirhere are three ways through which
Pakistan can obtain the American defense equipn@mternment of Pakistan can purchase
weapons by using Pakistani national funds. Other iwdased on the Excess defense articles
(EDA) program, which is being administered by thefdmse Security Cooperation Agency
(DSCA). The program can provide defense suppliesrémluced or no cost to eligible foreign
recipients (...) in support of U.S. national setyuaind foreign policy objectives?”

Also, the U.S. may provide defense supplies that @aid entirely or partly by
American funds. It this case money goes from a amagcalled Foreign Military Financing
(FMF). It represents the second largest sourceairgy-related funding for Pakistan. During
the examined period, it provided Pakistan with sigg@assistance worth $1,566 million that
equals to 17.43 percent of overall U.S. militargistance to Pakistan. The DOD argued that
FMF was focused mainly for long-term modernizataomd enhancement of Pakistani military
capabilities, so they could get fully engaged & @&lobal War on Terror (GWOT).

Between fiscal years 2002 and 2007, Pakistan waioapd for more than $9.7 billion
worth of weapons salé8 Weapons transactions included various arms ranfgorg simple
(e.g. military radio sets) to advanced military ipaoent like F-16 combat aircrafts. The major
post-2001 military transfers are summarized inTtable 4.

*9U.S. Bureau of Industry and Security, “Excess DséeArticles Program.”http://beta-
www.bis.doc.gov/index.php/other-areas/strategiasgtdes-and-economic-security-sies/excess-defernisdea-
program (accessed November 5, 2012).

®Azeemlbrahim, “U.S. Aid to Pakistan - U.S. taxpaykiave Funded Pakistani Corruption,” (Boston:Belfer
Center: Harvard University, July 2009),
10.http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Fild? 2009 06_08032009.pdf (accessed September 7).2012

29



Table 4 - Major post-2001 Military Transfers®’

- eight P-3C Orion maritime aircrafts

- more than six thousand TOW anti-armor missiles
- six C-130E Hercules transport aircrafts

- twenty AH-1F Cobra attack helicopters

- six AN/TPS-77 surveillance radars

granted or paid
entirely by the U.S.

- hundred and fifteen M-109 self-propelled howitzer | mix of Pakistani and American

- up to sixty Mid-life Updates kits for F-16A/B anafts funding
- eighteen F-16C/D aircrafts
- hundred Harpoon anti-ship missiles Pakistani funding

- five hundred Sidewinder air-to-air missiles

Originally, the Bush Administration built its argemt on assumption that the military
equipment would be used to curb terrorists andrgesus in remote regions of Pakistan. But
quick glimpse at the Table 4 reveals that not eweeapon system was suitable for the
counterterrorism operations. A sale of modern F/D6@ircrafts caused big sensation in
Washington and in India likewise. It is obvious tttiae aircrafts are best suited for a
conventional war with Pakistan’s archenemy, Intllavertheless, the sale was authorized in
2004, despite Pakistan’s ties with some militatugs and A.Q. Khan scandal (see chapter
6.2).

The Bush Administration supported this step to lil@lly to feel more secure of the
mutual cooperation and to encourage Pakistan’stedenrorism effort. The administration
maintained that the “sale will contribute to theeign policy and national security of the
United States by helping an ally meet its legitenadefense requirement®” The
administration used this argument even during itigason of U.S. aid to Pakistan which the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations started icedéer 2007. Richard Boucher,
Assistant Secretary of State, maintained that nofiche criticized weapons “have been used
in its counterterrorism efforts along the borded @nthe tribal areas at some point®3.”

The sale of 18 planes may seem symbolic, as therestark discrepancies between
military capabilities of Islamabad and New Delmdia has 21 more fighter squadrons than
Pakistan and a larger number (124) of modern dir¢taherefore, we might conclude that

®1 Epstein and Kronstadt, “Pakistan: U.S. Foreignisiaace, June 7 2011, 12-13.

®2Richard F.Grimmett, “U.S. Arms Sales to Pakistalghgressional Research Service, August 24, 2009,
2.http://lwww.fas.org/sgp/crs/iweapons/RS22757.pdé¢ased August 15, 2012).

83 U.S. Senate, “Hearing before the Subcommitteenternational Development and Foreign Assistance,
Economic Affairs, and International Environmentabfection,” December 6, 2007 ,
65.http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110shrg451 2iTHRG-110shrg45127.pdf (accessed September 24,
2012).

% Christopher Bolkcom, Richard F.Grimmett andAlankfonstadt, “Combat Aircraft Sales to South Asia:
Potential Implications,” Congressional ResearclviSer July 6, 2006,
7.http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL33515.pdEéssed November 4, 2012).
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the delivery of modern F-16C/D combat aircrafts veapposed to award the Musharraf
regime for its cooperation and express the U.S.nsibment to its ally. On the other hand, the
delivery increased a number of delivery vehiclesHakistan’s nuclear weapons. This aspect
should not be overlooked because Pakistan’s dectisn based on “minimum nuclear
deterrence” and hence every vehicle is important.

The sale of F-16 combat aircrafts also had a palitilimension that could be traced
back to 1989 when Pakistan was going to buy thisuackd military equipment. But, in 1990,
the delivery got suspended under a pretext basedSextion 620E(e) to the Foreign

Assistance Act.

5.1.2 Coalitions Support Funds

Coalitions Support Funds (CSF) have played a crpeig in America’'s GWOT. CSF
accounted for a lion share of the direct militasgiatance and it was far largest source of
funding. Between 2001 and 2008, it reached almbgiefcent of overall U.S. military aid to
Pakistan. When compared to total military and eocanacaid, CSF channeled more than 50
percent of overall reimbursement to Pakistan.

During the examined period, America reimbursed $6,&illion (see Table 2 for
broader perspective) for incremental costs incurredirect support of American military
operations in the region. The incremental costasts above and beyond Pakistan’s normal
operating costs, including logistical support, rdietion operations, air force support,
reconnaissance and close air support missionst aupport, and army military operations in
the FATA®®

After the invasion in 2001, there were two majotivaties that were covered from
CSF. Firstly, the U.S. needed an access to a ttiléen Afghanistan and open supply routes
from Karachi’s Port Qasim harbor to the border smugs at Chaman and Khyber Pass. Since
American troops could not move freely inside Pakisit was up to the Musharraf regime to
provide security for cargo convoys. In fact, thesgments could be perceived as a toll, as
Pakistan provided little or no tangible securityhieh became obvious when militants
switched tactics and started attacking convoys rfrecuently in 2007. American operations
required huge amount of fuel and the easiest way tooacquire it was to buy in Pakistan.

®5U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Combatingrforism,” 1.
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But fuel trucks were inherently vulnerable to amynfire that could easily ignite flammable
cargo.

In 2007, the U.S. military was burning 575,000 gadl (i.e. 2.1 million liters) of fuel
per day, and 80 percent of it came from Pakistafineries. In 2008, 42 oil trucks were
destroyed in a single attack. In another incidéat took place in the supply compound in
Peshawar, 96 supply trucks and six containers setrinto fire by militant§®

Initially in 2001 and 2002, Washington needed th&igtani army on the other side of
the border to capture Arabs in North West FronBesvince (NWFP)and FATA and hand
them over to U.S. Some four hundred alleged Al @deghters were caught and handed over
to CIA.°” However, the army could not control all parts lué border. Immediately after the
launch of military operations in Afghanistan, theras no Pakistan iarmy stationed along the
border to prevent terrorist suspects from entettiregcountry, thus allowing Taliban militants
to retreat to Waziristan and Baluchistan. Thesasailecame safe havens that enabled the
militants to regroup. The U.S. relied too much @kiBtan and its Afghan allies to close off
possible escape routes from the Tora Bora which mvasifested by a failure to capture
leadership of Al-Qaeda during the first monthshef bperation.

At the beginning, the Bush Administration was noterested in going after the
Taliban, because Al-Qaeda was the priority. Howetleg Taliban came to the spotlight in
2003 when insurgency flared up in south Afghanistlomg with growing number of cross
border attacks in other areas.

CSF covered extra expenses incurred to the Pakestieny by deploying at the border
to capture terrorists and later on to destroy bafeens in South Waziristan and Swath Valley.
During hearing of the U.S. Senate Committee on Arrdervices on February 6, 2008,
Defense Secretary Robert Gates stated that CSEch&psupport roughly 90 Pakistani army
operations and kept about 100,000 troops in théwesst Pakistaf®

Given the fact that the CSF provided $6.7 billtonPakistan, there were naturally
drawbacks regarding accountably and control ofaystl However, the Office of Defense
Representative to Pakistan (ODRP), which was resplenfor administration and assessment
of Pakistani claims, did not have enough tools howcquire reliable information in order to

verify Pakistani reimbursement claims (see Cham@grs

ZofeenEbrahim, “Truckers Celebrate NATO Resumptitmter Press Service, July 8, 2012.
http://www.ipsnews.net/2012/07/truckers-celebragerresumption/ (accessed November 17, 2012).
®’Ahmed, Descent into Chaos, 147.

®8U.S. Senate, “Hearing before Committee on ArmediSes,” February 6, 2008,
26.http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CREC-2008-02-06/@iREC-2008-02-06-pt1-PgS750-3.pdf#page=1
(accessed November 3, 2012).
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5.1.3 Covert Funds

As stated in the introduction, this analysis deatslusively with unclassified and
publicly accessible sources. For that reason, aasament of covert funds is outside of the
scope of the analysis, since leaks and speculateogs Pervez Musharraf’'s bodk the Line
of Fire) are hard to verify.

But still, it very important to at least search éoqualified guess, because it can show
how significant, in terms of money, U.S.-Pakistatations were. During hearing of U.S.
Senate Committee on Foreign relations on Decemp@0®7, Robert M. Hathaway, Asian
program director at the Woodrow Wilson InternatioBanter, claimed that covert payments
to Pakistan might have exceeded $10 bilfidif. this estimate was true, it would mean that
the whole Chapter 5 of this analysis deals onlyhvabout 50 percent of the total U.S.

assistance to Pakistan.

5.2 Economy

Economic and humanitarian aid is usually providedthwa goal to support
development and modernization. According to marglyaes, there is a connection between
developmental support and decreasing tensions milicozones (e.g. in FATA). Many
aspects of this approach have its origin in the &foization theory, which was formulated by
Walt Whitman Rostow in 1960. Historically, the tihovas trying to explain why other
countries (Easter Block and th& @orld) should follow a path of the western devefemt.
“To accomplish this (...), developing nations hacotguire modern cultural values and create
modern political and economic institutionS.To a certain extent, the U.S. policy followed
this logic when Washington asked Pakistan to refisninstitutions, better governance and
start with liberalization of economy.

Nevertheless, Pakistan was and still is a devetppountry that is failing to catch up
with its main rival, India. In 2000, Pakistan’s hamdevelopment index was 0.436, whereas

%9U.S. Senate, “Hearing before the Subcommittee ternational Development and Foreign Assistance,
Economic Affairs, and International Environmentabfection,” 54.

" Howard HandelmarThe Challenge of Third World Developm@tw York: Prentice Hall, 6th edition, 2011,
16.
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India’s was 0.468. In order to see it in a pergpectn the same year the Czech Republic
reached 0.816:

Therefore, the U.S. decided to supplement militasgistance with economic and
humanitarian aid. There were several U.S.-sponsdweds that focused on improving
governance, education, health care, nutrition, stisarelief, internally displaced people,
foreign refugees etc.

As we can see from the fields of intervention, theycertain extent, appear to follow
rules of the modernization theory. The fields démention could be divided into two groups
of projects. Soft projects, such as Migration anefugee Assistance (MRA), deal with
development of human capabilities through traineggipment, and schooling. Hard projects,
on the other hand, are characterized by investmiemts immoveable property, such as
schools. For instance, U.S. assistance helpediliw &8I primary, middle, and high schools in
the FATA.?

Table 5 - Direct Economic Assistance between 2001-2008 (millions of UDS)”

Programs Reimbursements | Percentage
CSH/GHCS (Child Survival and Health) 157 4,79
DA (Development assistance) 286 8,73
ESF (Economic Support Funds) 2380 72,64
FOOD AID 225 6,87
HRDF (Human Rights and Democracy Funds) 17 0,52
IDA (Internal Disaster Assistance) 170 5,19
MRA (Migration and Refugee Assistance 41 1,25
Total 3276 100%

The Table 5 depicts various funds that brought mosepplies and food to Pakistan.
The Economic Support Funds (ESF), the largest progivere responsible for 72.6 percent
of overall economic assistance between 2001 an8.208F were concerned with a support

of education and health care, fiscal issues, andmgmmovement of governance (e.g. tax

M Human development index is used by United Nattorprrovide different approach to measuring relative
development. It is comprised of 3 indicators (Bfgectancy, level of literacy, GDP per capita) with same
weight.

"2U.S. Government Accountability Office, “SecuringaBilizing, and Developing Pakistan’s border aréta w
Afghanistan,” 40.

3 Epstein and Kronstadt, “Pakistan: U.S. Foreignisiaace,” October 4, 2012, 19-20.
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reform). It also supported the Pakistan’s Sustaidlevelopment Plan for the Federally
Administered Tribal Areas, which was launched if0&0The plan was to bring more
resources to undeveloped and underfinanced FAT@rdar to decrease tensions.

Money went directly to Pakistan's government tiaint played the role of middleman
managing redistribution. As a result, cash trassteere hard to track and assess in terms of
efficiency. Since the cash often became part oPidstani budget, Washington had no other
option but to accept information from the Pakistéinancial records. Without any strings
attached, Pakistan was not obliged to disclosetheviransferred money was actually spent.

Between 2001 and 2008, $2.4 billion was providedPtkistan via ESF. At first
glance, it may seem that substantial amount morssydedicated to development and related
stabilization. However, we have to realize thatriye$1.6 billion of these funds have been
provided for direct budget support to the governh@nPakistan via Emergency Economic
Assistance (a part of ESFYIt provided debt relief, balance of payments, ditdct budget
support, in order to help Pakistan meet macroecanatability objectives and increase
spending on human capital and private-sector dpwedmt objective$’

Chart 3 - Make-up of Economic Assistance
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Foreign Assistance,” October 4, 2012, 19-20.

"U.S. Government Accountability Office, “SecuringaBilizing, and Developing Pakistan’s border aréta w
Afghanistan,” 38.
"Ibidem.
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The Chart 3 depicts the make-up of U.S. economsis@nce with respect to the
purpose of use. The red line shows direct budgepat that came from ESF. The budget
support accounted for roughly 66 percent of ESF.

In 2002, Pakistan obtained $600 million, in orderbe motivated to cooperate and
follow the U.S. policy. The next year, the ESF supdell to $188 million, but from the
following year until 2007, Pakistan was getting @2@illion a year in a form of a budget
support. A change came in 2008, when $200 milliohtgansferred from ESF into USAID
development projects and hence it was no longet immeEmergency Economic Assistance.

The blue line traces a changing volume of meanscdtti to the development of
Pakistan. The value of the blue line is what wédtsftem the U.S. economic assistance after
deducting the direct budget support (Emergency &eon Assistance).

From 2001 until 2004, Washington provided only $3#ilion on development.
When compared to the overall military and econoasisistance between 2001 and 2004, it is
only 6 percent. The approach toward developmen(ia&dthe U.S. economic assistance after
deducting the direct budget support) started chmgnga 2005, when Pakistan-administered
Kashmir was hit by 7.6 earthquake, killing 73,0Gbple and leaving more than 3 million
people homeles$The disaster unfortunately contributed to humaiaite.crisis caused by
high number of refugees from Afghanistan.

Another factor behind the growing importance of @lepmental aid was instability
caused by military operations in the border regidriee military operations produced even
more refugees and internally displaced people. Assalt, the displaced people became a
security issue because they spread instabilitggmns that were not originally hit by fighting
or a natural disaster.

The influx of refugees put strain on the Pakistgavernment that did not have
resources to provide for refugees. Refugee camps mat only a security threat to Pakistan
but also to the U.S., as militants used this opypoty to promote their ideas and recruit more
people. For instance, Hezb-e-IslamiGulbuddin, apditary group supporting insurgency in
Afghanistan, even opened its office in Peshawarget camp.

Americans reacted by increasing the aid. In 200@skhhgton also created a special
fund that was exclusively targeting refugee issiegween 2006 and 2008, Internal Disaster
Assistance (IDA) spent $170 million on refugee stssice projects. IDA thus became one of
the three largest funds providing economic assistésee Table 5) to Pakistan.

" BBC News, “Earthquake toll leaps to 73,000,” Nowem3, 2005.
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4399576.stoeéssed December 1, 2012).
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Despite its official focus, the U.S. aid was not amie to help Pakistan with
development. This is obvious from the ratio of de¥elopment aid to the budget support (see
Chart 3) - roughly $1.6 billion was spent on dedlief, balance of payments, and direct
budget support. To a great extent, economic assistwas used to award Pakistan for the
cooperation in the GWOT and to improve U.S. ima@an the other hand, economic
assistance was also aimed to moderate consequehd¢ke War in Afghanistan. Finance
minister Shaukat Aziz told the Americans that beeaof lost export orders after 9/11,
Pakistan had suffered losses of $2 billion, remdgfifty thousand people joble$s.

5.2.1 Foreign Direct Investments

Despite the fact that foreign direct investment®IjFdo not fall into the category of
economic assistance, they should be taken intouatdtere because FDI represent another
capital move between the United States and Paki€anthe one hand, it is important to
realize that the FDI are not directed by the U.8vegnment policy. However, it is
inconceivable that any major acquisition in thedhvorld country would be done without
knowledge or support from American politicians ar&éign Commercial Service of the U.S.
Embassy.

Market liberalization, renewed American interestl éimne end of the U.S. sanctions in
2001 made Pakistan suitable for FDI. This develagnm®&ought a great opportunity for
multinational corporations from the U.S., U.K., UEA Hong Kong, China, Switzerland and
Saudi Arabia. FDI went mostly to following sectomt and gas, chemical, communication
and financial business.

Soon after the 9/11 and changes in the U.S.-Rakrsiations, U.S. capital emerged as
a crucial player in Pakistan and hence it comeasoasurprise that American companies were
among the top investors in Pakistan between 200@12808. During this period, Americans
invested $4.7 billion (i.e. 23 percent of the @leFDI in Pakistan)®

" RashidDescent into Cha$49.

8Government of Pakistan, “Board of Investments -efgpr
Investment.”http://www.pakboi.gov.pk/index.php?@ptrcom_content&view=article&id=180&Itemid=137
(accessed October 6, 2012).
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Chart 4 - Annual GDP Growth
10
7,4 7,7

8 5,2 6 6
6 4,8 . *»—
4

2
2 —~0/‘/3'2
0 T T T T T T T 1

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Source: International Monetary Fund, “World Econo®iutlook:
Crisis and Recovery,” April 2009, 195.
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2009/01/jzékt. pdf
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Under the Musharraf regime, Pakistan saw a deeeonhomic growth. Despite
regional instability, the economic growth was candlly increasing until 2005 when it peaked
at 7.7 percent. In following years, it was hoverargund 6 percent (see Chart 4). Given the
character of FDI, it is possible to conclude pesstedy that the economic growth was

bolstered by capital moves.

Table 6 - U.S. FDI as % of GDP”°

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

0,43 0,28 0,27 0,32 0,47 0,73 0,91 0,61

The Table 6 depicts the impact of U.S. investment®akistan’s GDP. U.S. FDI were
conducive to growth and we can clearly see how Agaarcapital contributed to economic
performance of Pakistan. Numbers vary due to cimgnoatio between the volume of U.S.
FDI and the overall economic growth. The highesttabution was recorded in 2007, when
Pakistan’s economy grew by 6 percent a year and ED$was responsible for 0.91 percent
of the annual GDP growth. It brought tangible impa Pakistan’s economy, as in 2007, FDI
from U.S. companies were responsible for 15 perce@DP growth.

We can conclude that during the Musharraf regiRekistan became rather successful
in attracting foreign capital. In addition to thate can observe similar increase in Pakistan’s
international trade. To great extent, it was inflced by Pakistan’s return to the international

scene. While the 9/11 brought many negatives clangePakistan, it also provided an

¥ Government of Pakistan, “Board of Investments reffm Investment.” & Asian Development Bank, “Key
Indicators for Asia and the Pacific,” August 20@26. http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/pub/20Key-
Indicators-2009.pdf (accessed August 28, 2012).
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opportunity to escape international isolation inickhPakistan found itself since the nuclear

tests in 1998 and the Kargil war in the followingpy.

5.3 Issues Regarding the U.S. Assistance

Given the complexity and most importantly the laélclear strategy for use of funds,
the U.S. assistance encountered many obstaclestlyFithere was limited level of
conditionality (e.g. equipment should be used ianterterrorist operations), which increased
the possibility of U.S. assistance misuse. HoweRakistan was quite sensitive to any foreign
conditions regarding use of aid. Secondly, the diBhorities had insufficient information to
verify the proper use of the assistance, sincesRakiwas under no obligation to do so. It
appears that the Bush Administration did not pagrdibn to assistance oversight and
conditionality until mutual cooperation deteriomte

In 2007, the DOD launched a review of the U.S.-Btaki assistance in response to
raising doubts about the use of assistance as agelthe growing frustration from the
perceived lack of Pakistan’s cooperation in the \&arTerror. When militants seized large
areas in Pakistan’'s border regions, many analysised a question whether the U.S.
assistance was used to achieve the agreed gdhks GWOT.

Beside the DOD review, upon Congressional requbstUnited States Government
Accountability Office (GAO) focused on an assessnwérthe U.S.-Pakistan assistance. The
GAO reports were accompanied by hearings in Se@Gatmmittee on Foreign Relations,

which investigated a lack of oversight and potémisuse of the U.S. assistance.

A) Low Accountability and Misspent Means

Since the majority of the U.S. assistance was #gawlated, inquiries aimed at CSF
that amounted to almost 75 percent of overall arjitaid. The GAO report found that the
Defense did not consistently apply its existing @Bklance until 2006. As a result, Congress
continued to provide funding without requiring siiecaccountability controls until the end
of Bush Administration.

The report mentioned several cases of failurevefrsight. For example, the Defense

paid:
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» more than $200 million for Pakistan’s air defensgar before the Office of Defense
Representative to Pakistan (ODRP) questioned whéitis was an incremental cost,
as stipulated in CSF guidance;

« approximately $30 million for army road constiootand $15 million for
bunker construction without evidence that the raaus bunkers had
been buil°

Naturally, the Pakistani army insisted that evanghwas spent correctly. In reaction
to the report, Major General Athar Abbas claimedis far as the military is concerned, | can
assure you we have full account of these thifigs.”

Along with the worsening security situation in Palin and rising criticism of the
assistance, ODRP stepped up its effort to vali®atdstani claims. Between 2004 and 2006,
the average percent of Pakistani disallowed claims 3 percent. From March 2007 to June
2007, it was approximately 22 percéht.

There is clear evidence that the U.S. aid was unbjested to great oversight until
2007. On the other hand, we might argue that it md really matter, since the Bush
Administration’s priority was to get Pakistan coogg@®n and thus the aid could be perceived
as a bonus for the ally. It seems the Bush Admatisin followed “the ends justify the
means” logic. Therefore, we might argue that theRPOdid not want to spoil the politically

sensitive cooperation by disallowing too many Pakisclaims.

B) U.S. Aid and Demaocratization of Pakistan

Given the structure of the U.S. assistance, som@ysts suggest that another
shortcoming was a disproportion between militarg alevelopmental aid, as was already
discussed in previous chapters. As a result, tge lavel of U.S. security-related assistance
helped to bolster the military regime. S. Akbardargues that the nature of U.S. support
strengthened the praetorian state further — thngoreing the very weaknesses of Pakistan’s
democracy that the Americans detty.

8U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Combatingrforism,”page 4.

8 Declan Walsh, “Up to 70% of US aid to Pakistanspent,” The Guardian, February 27,
2008.http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/feb/2 Kistan.usa (accessed September 18, 2012).

82U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Combatingfforism,”5.

833, Akbar Zaidi,”Who benefits from U.S. Aid to Patas,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
September 21, 2011, 13.http://carnegieendowmetfilesgpakistan_aid2011.pdf (accessed October 1220
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Without doubt, a stable Pakistan with democratieegoment would have been in the
interest of the United States. But after the 9th#&, prospect of democratization of Pakistan
became even more distant. Democratization of Rakigtas not the focus as the U.S. was
looking for a stable and reliable partner in Palstit was the Pakistani army which had been
the major power broker in the country. Historicalllge army had opposed democratization
because it would have minimized its independena# iafluence. At the same time, the
Pakistani army shares a common enemy with militants Islamic fundamentalists - the civil
society, which may weaken its position. For Amani, it would not have been quite useful
to question the legitimacy of the Musharraf regimberefore, Bush assured Musharraf that
the economic and military assistance would notibketl to democratizatio. Since the
Pakistani army was a crucial player, for the UtSvas convenient to deal with Musharraf.
Therefore, Bush refrained from pointing out underatic methods of the military regime
because it would ultimately undermine the positieid by U.S. crucial partner - Musharraf.

Another argument, chiefly advocated by realistthm Bush Administration, was that
Pakistan was not been ready for democratizationddaelopmental studies, there is a
consensus, saying that socio-economic developme&na iprerequisite for democracy.
According to Paul Collier, professor of economitshe University of Oxford, the threshold
is around $2,700 GDP per capita per y@dreaching this barrier does not necessarily mean
that a country will be democratic. It will only Ineore likely to adopt civilian rule.

Chart 5 - GDP per capita (in 2008
dollars)
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#Rashid,Descent into Chag460.
8 paul CollierWars, Guns, and Votes: Democracy in Dangerous Blééew York: Harper, 2009), 21.
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Given the fact that Pakistan was socially and ecocally undeveloped, the process
of democratization could hardly start. From the €Ba it is evident that Pakistan remained
under the threshold during the examined perio®0@1, GDP per capita reached only 1,731
USD. The GDP per capita grew by 153.5 percent batv@901 and 2008. However, in 2008,
GDP per capita got closer to the threshold wheadathed $2657. It is interesting that in the
same year Asif Ali Zardari got elected PresidenPakistan which can be seen as another step
toward a civil government.

In fact, after the 9/11, the democratic deficit waerceived by the Bush
Administration rather as an obstacle than a comditor renewal of the U.S. aid to Pakistan.
Therefore, the U.S. Congress voted to allow Presidgush to waive the Democracy
Sanctions imposed on Pakistan through Septemb&083. These democracy sanctions have

since been waived by the president annully.

%Hussain, "U.S.-Pakistan Engagement,” 5.
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6. Pakistan’s Independent Policy

Both Pakistan and the U.S. approached cooperatith eifferent motives and
different sets of priorities. After the 9/11, thesere misplaced hopes inside the Pakistani
civil society that Musharraf would use the new tetgéc partnership to reform and advance
the country, curb Islamists, and eventually restivdian government. This turned out to be a
flawed assumption, since the Musharraf regime whtdeake advantage of the cooperation
in order to enhance its own position. While agsigsthe Americans in the GWOT, Pakistan
pursued its own independent policies regarding KashAfghanistan and its nuclear
program.

This is not to say that Pakistan did not help Wagdoin at all. There is an impressive
list of high-ranking terrorists who were capturegthe Pakistanis, such as Sheikh Ahmed
Saleem who was involved in attacks on American esiba in Kenya and Tanzania, Abu
Zubaydah who was one of the masterminds behindth&, Walid bin Attash who was
involved in the attack on the USS Cole, and Mushdianed al-Hawsawi who was financial
officer of Al Qaeda.

Pakistan also suffered many casualties in domestiflicts related to their support for
American policy. Table 7 examines fatalities inrdeist violence in Pakistan between 2003
and 2008. Fatalities were rather low until 2005e Triext year, security forces’ fatalities
reached 325 due to clashes with militants and tistrattacks in the FATA and NWFP. As of
2007, Pakistan faced militant insurgency (e.g. $weat Valley came under the control of
Islamists) and growing Islamic fundamentalism riydimited to the border regions (e.g. the
siege of Lal Masjid in Islamab&{. In response to the growing influence of the ®ekre-
Taliban and other militants, the Pakistani armyntzhed an offensive, called Earthquake, in

South Waziristan. This development explains thédrigasualties on the both sides.

87 Disciples of the mosque advocated a new socititigad, and judicial system. They wanted Sharidéo
adopted and to stop Pakistan from supporting tie tampaign. The Pakistani forces carried out ekd@avn
on the mosque. 93 people were killed in the process
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Table 7 - Fatalities in Terrorist Violence in Pakistan 2003 — 2008
Security Forces Terrorists / Insurgents

2003 24 25
2004 184 244
2005 81 137
2006 325 538
2007 597 1479
2008 654 3906

Total 1865 6329

However, the numbers in the table are not strilithited to security incidents that
could be linked to Islamist militancy or Pakistgirticipation in the GWOT. For instance, in
the winters of 2005 and 2006, the Pakistani armactd a massive offensive in Baluchistan,
where a secular insurgency against the Pakistar@rgment had broken out. The insurgency
was probably not related to the American policyhe region, since the separatist movement
in Baluchistan had begun in the late 1940s.

Anytime Musharraf was criticized by the Americans ot doing enough to eliminate
terrorist groups, he denied it using the above-meatl arguments about captured terrorist
suspects and Pakistan’s casualties in clasheswiitants. When Pakistan became even more
unstable in 2007, Musharraf used another argumenivhich he emphasized his role as
protector against the rising Islamic fundamentsli$herefore, the role of military regime was

not to be questioned.

6.1 Double-dealing with Militants

Musharraf's double-dealing with militants stemenf different understanding of
terrorism and Jihad. In 2000, Musharraf commentedhas issue: “There is no question that
terrorism and Jihad are absolutely different. Yiothie West are allergic to the term Jihad, but
Jihad is a tolerant concept”’Even though his statement predated 9/11 and thagehit
brought to the U.S.-Pakistan relations, it stillrfpetly illustrates Pakistani’s ambiguous

attitude towards Islamists.

8 South Asia Terrorism Portal, "Fatalities in Teisbliolence in Pakistan 2003-2012."
http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/pakistatddase/casualties.htm# (accessed December 2,.2012)
8Jeffrey Goldberg, "The Education of a Holy Warfidfhe New York Times Magazine,
http://partners.nytimes.com/library/magazine/hor@e0625mag-taliban.html (accessed December 2, 2012)
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Later on, the Musharraf government categorizetbiists into two groups: good —
those fighting in Kashmir (the freedom fighterspdrad - Arabs fighting in Afghanistan (Al
Qaeda) and Pashtuns with anti-Pakistani opinioe&r@ek-e-Taliban).

Militancy in Pakistan is not a homogenous phenamemhere exist various groups
with sometimes very different goals. Although imdary 2002, Musharraf banned some
terrorist groups (e.g. Lashkar-e-Taiba, Jaish-e-Admmed, and Harkat-ul-Mujahideen),
others were left alone. Additionally, in the sanmealy Musharraf assured Washington that
“Pakistan rejects and condemns terrorism in afiatsrs and manifestations. Pakistan will not
allow its territory to be used for any terroristiaity”. *°

When the insurgency broke in Afghanistan in 2003asWngton became more
concerned about the ISI ties with the Taliban. Afiteir defeat in 2001, the Taliban withdrew
to Pakistan, where it was allowed to regroup. BP£&0he U.S. and NATO intelligence
confirmed reports of the ISI running training canfps Taliban recruits north of Quetta.
Intelligence also confirmed that the Taliban wegeeiving funds and arms shipments from
the Gulf countries and from Pakistan.

The Taliban and the Haggani network were suppdriethe ISI because Pakistanis
were convinced that the Americans were not fullynootted to the region and that they
would leave soon. Therefore, Pakistan needed aypmmch would provide strategic depth
after American departure.

Taliban-1SI ties were based on mutual benefit. Théban needed means and a safe
haven in the tribal regions in order to maintaisurgency and eventually increase their
influence in Afghanistan. From the Pakistani pahtview, there was no reason why they
should clamp down on the Taliban, since they welldgtan’s allies and a prolonged arm of
the Pakistani army since 1994. One Taliban comnracommented on the source of their
support in an interview: “We get 10,000 Pakistampees ($120) per month for each Talib.
This money comes from Pakistan, first to the shagooavincial governor, then to the district
commander, then to the group commandar.”

As for the Hagganis, they maintain close ties wité Taliban and with the ISI. The
group was founded by Jalaluddin Haggani, formerb&al minister. They operate in FATA

% Rashid Descent into Chagd.17.

Mpidem, 222.

92Matt Waldman, "The Sun in the Sky: the Relationdiépiveen Pakistan’s ISI and Afghan Insurgents,”
Kennedy School of Fovernment - Harvard Universigne 2010, 14. http://www.longwarjournal.org/threat
matrix/multimedia/20106138531279734Ise-isi-talilpati.(accessed December 3, 2012).
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and Afghanistan, where they target Afghan, Westang Indian institutions. For instance,
they claimed responsibility for the assassinatit@napt on Hamid Karzai.

In 2008, U.S. intelligence blamed the Haggani nétwor a July attack on the Indian
Embassy in Kabul, in which 50 people were kilfédive can assume that the attack was
ordered by someone in the Pakistani security appam@ho wanted to hit India’s interests in
Afghanistan. After this attack, the CIA cut off tl& from the intelligence sharing program.

In 2011, Musharraf, then former President of Rakistried to explain why
Pakistan's interests were helped by supportingidmgani network. He stated: “Certainly if
Afghanistan is being used by India to create anRaitistan Afghanistan, we would like to

prevent that. The United States must understandst@akhas its own national interegt.”

6.2 Nuclear Proliferation

After 9/11, the proliferation weapons of mass degion (WMD) became one of the
issues addressed in the National Security Stratdg®002 (see Chapter 2.2). Pakistan’s
nuclear program has always been a source of cofmeAmerican policy makers. According
to experts on nuclear weapons, after 2001, themre wWeee threats: 1) terrorist theft of a
nuclear weapon, which would be used against Indithe U.S.; 2) the transfer of nuclear
technology to other states; 3) the takeover of earciveapons by a militant group during a
period of instability in Pakistaff.

Non-state actors armed with WMD were seen as at gneeat, given the fact that
Pakistan was and still is a home to terrorist gepiguch as Al Qaeda and Lashkar-e-Taiba.
The U.S. Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, anmted on this issue during a hearing of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 2005: R&kee noted this problem, and we are

%ShaigHussain, "U.S. Missiles Said To Kill 20 in &n Near Afghan Border," Washington Post, Sepemb
9, 2008.http://mww.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/colfanticle/2008/09/08/AR2008090800263.html (accessed
December 1, 2012).

% On September 13, 2011, the group staged a daglssaylt on the United States Embassy in Kabul aftaek
was aided by the ISI. Cell phones used by thelegtaanade calls to suspected ISI operatives b#ferattack,
although top Pakistani officials deny their goveamhplayed any role. Mark Mazzetti, Scott Shane Aligsa J.
Rubin, "Brutal Haqqgani Crime Clan Bedevils U.SAffyhanistan,” New York Times, September 24,
2011.http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/25/world/asiatal-haggani-clan-bedevils-united-states-in-
afghanistan.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0 (accessedi@ctt0, 2011).

%Duncan Gardham, "Musharraf: Why Haqgani terronisug can help Pakistan,” The Telegraph, Septenter 2
2011. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnewslgmkistan/8794677/Musharraf-Why-Haqggani-terrorist-
group-can-help-Pakistan.html# (accessed Novenfe2®2).

%Jeffrey Goldberg and Marc Ambinder, "The Ally Fréell," The Atlantic, December 2011,
2.http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2Q21Ithe-ally-from-hell/308730/(accessed December 10,
2011).
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prepared to try to deal with it* It shows that the Bush Administration contemplatedry
option.

It was very unlikely that Islamist militants wousgize nuclear weapons. The risk of
this happening was low, since every state guarsisstitategic assets very carefully. In
Pakistan, it is the responsibility of a 10,000- nbemsecurity force, commanded by a two-star
generaf®

However, selling nuclear technology to rogue states a more urgent issue. The
Bush administration had to deal with the prolifematof nuclear technologies by the A. Q.
Khan network. In order to understand the activioéshe network, we have to realize that
Pakistan’s nuclear program always used black madkatquire nuclear technology and key
components.

Abdul Qadeer Khan, former director of the Pakistaiclear program and the head of
Khan Research Labs, was forced into retirement (012 Musharraf stated that Khan's
suspected proliferation activity was a criticalttaan his removal from Khan Research Labs.

For the army and probably for ISI, it was no sedhett Khan was exporting and
importing nuclear technologies. He had close taedran, Syria, North Korea and Libya.
However, it is not clear whether the security appes knew about all of his activities. On the
other hand, it is inconceivable that the ISI wontit know about technology transfers when
the nuclear program is perceived as such a stcassget.

Another reason why we can assume that the armyawasge of Khan’s activities was
its cooperation with North Korea. During the 199Bakistan developed the Ghauri missile, a
medium-range ballistic missile based on the No Ddegign, with North Korean assistance.
The network reportedly provided North Korea withclaar technology components in return
for its cooperation on the missile program. It lieved that these transfers continued
throughout 2003, and that North Korea may haveivedeold and discarded centrifuge and
enrichment machines together with sets of drawisgeiches, technical data, and depleted
uranium hexafluorid®

Although A.Q. Khan was fired from Khan Research4.ab2001, the network was in

business until the beginning of 2004, when its apens were uncovered with the

9Paul K. Kerr and Mary B. Nikitin, "Pakistan’s NualeWeapons: Proliferation and Security Issues,"
Congressional Research Service Report for Congtass, 26, 2012, 15.
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34248.pdf (aceds®ctober 17, 2012).

Bbidem, 16.

“Michael Laufer, "A.Q. Khan Nuclear Chronology," @agie Endowment for International Peace, Vol. 8,8\No
September 7 (2005), 5-6. http://www.carnegieendomirogg/static/npp/Khan_Chronology.pdf (accessed
November 29, 2012).
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contribution of Libya. Muammar Qaddafi began coagien with the Khan network in the
1990s. In 2000, Libya received two P-2 centrifugad placed an order for components for
10,000 more to build a cascad®.

In 2003, the U.S. forces seized cargo ship BBC &Hhile it was en route to Libya
with another delivery of centrifuge components.efthat, the U.S. stepped up pressure on
Qaddafi to stop Libya’s nuclear program and diselal relevant information. Negotiations
resulted in two visits, in October and Decembe2@d3, to Libya by CIA and MI6 officials,
who were granted access to Libya's nuclear scisnti$he intelligence officers were
reportedly struck by the openness of the Libyanslired in cooperation with the Khan
network:%*

In February 2004, A. Q. Khan appeared on Pakigtational TV and confessed to
illegal nuclear dealings. Musharraf pardoned Khad put him under house arrest. Pakistan
insisted that ISI and the army were not involvegbialiferation. On February 11, 2004 Bush
delivered a speech on the spread of nuclear weaptendescribed in detail Khan’s criminal
activities and why the network was revealed. Despt the gravity of situation, Bush
refrained from an excessive criticism of Pakistad gtated that “President Musharraf has
promised to share all the information he learnsualtloe Khan network, and has assured us
that his country will never again be a source ofifgration.”

It was interesting that A. Q. Khan’s scandal did have much great impact on U.S.-
Pakistani relations, even though proliferation cannter to U.S. national security priorities.
Bush supported Musharraf's position, due to otheorpies like his cooperation in the
GWOT. Around the same time, Bush asked Congreabaw the sale of F-16s to Pakistan. In
March of 2004, America rewarded Musharraf for le®meration, and Pakistan received the
label of non-NATO ally.

1%\ichael Laufer, "A.Q. Khan Nuclear Chronology," 8.

1930hn Hart and Shannon N. Kile, "Libya’s renunciatid nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and
ballistic missiles," Stockholm International Pe&esearch Institute, Yearbook 2005,
631.http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2005/files/SIPRBY¥514.pdf (accessed December 5, 2012).

192George W. Bush, "Speech on the Spread of Nucleapdfes," New York Times, February 11, 2004.
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/02/11/politics/LOWEB-X.html?pagewanted=2(accessed December 2, 2012).
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Conclusion

The 9/11, the second fault line, changed the nakisecurity environment and the
U.S. had to adapt. Thé'%fault line brought increased tensions on multifpnts and new
conflicts where non-state actors played an imporale.

As a result of the terrorist attacks and change8. Wecurity priorities, American
policy towards Afghanistan and Pakistan changedvel. However, by siding with the
Northern Alliance in Afghanistan, the U.S. got ihxexl into a complex regional conflict that
should be rather called “war in Afghanistan andistak™°

When assessing the evolution of U.S.-Pakistan qatipa, particularly on Global
War on Terrorism, in the period of 2001-2008, ibs/ious that America had some reasons to
be disappointed. At the beginning, the U.S.-Pakist@operation was expected to be win-win
cooperation. The U.S. probably exaggerated the gehawf Pakistan’s national security
priorities after the 9/11. This was influenced e tU.S. perception that Pakistan would
change its priorities in exchange for American tarly and economic assistance — Musharraf
was expected to play along. But reality was somewifferent.

Colin Powell was right when he reportedly said teo@e W. Bush that whatever
action he took, it could not be done without PastThis became more evident in 2004
when insurgency flared up in the South Afghanistawd was partly sponsored by some
elements within the ISI.

Strategic importance of Pakistan was result of th&. hunt for Al-Qaeda and
subsequent War in Afghanistan. The strategic ingpae had impact on the military and
economic assistance that Washington provided. Thexe a stark difference between the
volume of U.S. assistance before and after 9/11.

The assistance was enabled after the U.S. endetigenwhich prohibited military
and economic assistance to Pakistan after its audést in May 1998. Since Musharraf
presided over a military regime, Pakistan also tafhce Democracy sanctions (based on
Section 508 of the Foreign Assistance Act, prompitall U.S. economic and military aid).
However, this also changed after the 9/11. The eawy sanctions were waived every year
after the 9/11 in order to facilitate flow of U.&ssistance.

The U.S. policy towards Pakistan developed oveetidt the beginning, there was

Richard Armitage’s list which involved many shogt+h priorities. However, before too long,

193The term “Afghanistan-Pakistan” is used to demastthat the War in Afghanistan as well as the Aé@a
and Taliban presence in Pakistan must be addresgedne policy.
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the Bush Administration had to address other l@ngitissues that were identified in the
National Security Strategy of 2002, which reactedhie new challenges in national security
environment.

Immediately after the 9/11, Washington used coerdiplomacy to get Pakistan to
cooperate and follow U.S. priorities. Pakistan \@aked to intercept Al-Qaeda operatives at
the border, provide access to Afghanistan, prolodgstical support for American forces,
provide intelligence information, condemn terroastacks, end support for the Taliban, and
stop recruits from entering Afghanistan theaterotimer words, the U.S. was asking Pakistan
to help to destroy the Taliban, its own protégeé.

In order to escape the isolation and to take adgenof U.S. support offered from
Washington, Musharraf agreed to the U.S. conditiespite the fact that many of them went
against Pakistan’s national security prioritiesttR@rmore, the Pakistani army was afraid that
the U.S. proactive policy in the region could ire tand threaten its position. Nevertheless,
Musharraf started cooperation with America. Thiatdbuted to the creeping Islamization of
Pakistan and sparked domestic conflict between gommen militants and the Musharraf
regime. Militants like the Tehreek-e-Taliban wanted establish the Islamic Emirate of
Waziristan. As of 2007, Pakistan faced militantumgency that was not only limited to the
border regions.

The National Security Strategy of 2002 identifiederal goals that impacted the U.S.-
Pakistan relations. The strategy stated that itthvagoal of the United States to:

- Strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorish &ork to prevent attacks against us
and our friends;

- Prevent our enemies from threatening us, ougsalland our friends, with weapons of

mass destruction.

The problem was that some of the above-mention&l goals were incompatible
with certain national security interests of PakistMusharraf was not ready to abandon
Pakistan’s independent policy, which was basedmategic depth and a nuclear program.

Groups inside the Pakistan’s security apparatupatgd militants (e.g. the Taliban
and Haqggani network) hostile to U.S. forces in Afgistan — therefore, they were in fact
propping up parts of terrorist network that the Uh&s trying to defeat. The ISI believed that
the Americans were not fully committed to the regand therefore wanted to make sure that
Pakistan preserves its leverage in the area. leratlords, Pakistan continued to support a

proxy which would provide the strategic depth afteparture of Americans.
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Pakistan also did not prevent nuclear proliferatiotil the exposure of A.Q. Khan

in

2004. On the one hand, Musharraf claimed that tneigyment had no knowledge of Khan's

activities. On the other hand, the argument th&is®en, and particularly the ISI, was not

aware of A. Q. Khan’s activities still sounds imyible, especially when nuclear and missile

technologies were at stake. It is well establistwad North Korea cooperated with Pakistan on

its missile program in exchange for transfers oflear technology. Transfers of nucl
technologies continued even after 2001 when Paksipposedly changed its policy.

Table 8 - Summary of Bush Policy toward Pakistan

Cost

- U.S. provided $12.2 billion in military and ecang assistance between 2001 and 2008

- U.S. invested political capital into helping Pstkin from isolation
- sanctions wvdropped
- Pakistan bmeaally and in 2004 received status major non-N/All§

Benefits

- Pakistan provided access to Afghanistan, logitBapport for American forces, and intelligenc®imation

- Pakistan captured and handed over to AmericaakiSthhmed Saleem, Abu Zubaydah, Walid bin Attash,
Mustafa Ahmed al-Hawsawi and other four hundreegatl Al Qaeda fighters who became valuable source]
human intelligence

- interstate trade increased as a result of droppadtions and privatization in Pakistan

- a portion of military supplies was paid for bgkstan which increased sales of the arms ind(stgy F-16s)

- Pakistan army deployed up 100.000 soldiers tavétstern border in order to decrease number ofdvosder
attack from Pakistan

Drawbacks

- Some groups inside the Pakistan’s security apgssaipported militants hostile to U.S. forces fghanistan
and India, an American ally

- Pakistan did not prevent nuclear proliferatioillexposure of A.Q. Khan in 2004
- FATA and NWFP became safe havens for numberraodrist groups
- Insurgency in Kashmir was partly supported byistak

- Growing anti-Americanism in the region
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During the Bush Administration, the U.S. providetR® billion in both military and
economic aid. Only $3.2 billion was economy-relatés$ for the security-related aid,
Pakistan received $8.9 billion between 2001 and28@cording to the Bush Administration,
military aid allowed its ally to feel more sure amelped supporting counterterrorism effort of
Pakistan. However, it was clear to the adminisiratthat it was not only supporting
counterterrorism effort. For instance, Washingtartharized the sale of F-16 fighters to
Pakistan that could not be used in counterterroogrations. The sale also increased the
number of delivery vehicles for Pakistan’s nuclkeaapons. Some parts of the U.S. assistance
were clearly meant to award Musharraf for suppgrimericans.

At the same time, the U.S. assistance did notngm programs of development or
democratization of Pakistan. In addition, a gremt pf the economic assistance was in fact
spent on debt relief, balance of payments, andtidmedget support. Without doubt, it helped
to stabilize the Musharraf’'s military regime.

It is interesting that Pakistan’s support of mili and nuclear proliferation did not
have a great impact on volume of U.S. assistandslamabad. Washington continued to
provide cash transfers, military and humanitariappdies, training, and loans (see chart
Direct Overt U.S. Aid and Military ReimbursementsRakistan) despite reports of Pakistan’s
support for the Taliban and the Haggani network2®8, U.S. assistance even reached $2
billion which was the highest annual assistancevéen 2001 and 2008. There was absolutely
no reaction which would have impacted on a volurhéhe U.S. assistance. In fact the
assistance between 2007 and 2008 even increaskdl Hpercent.

There is a wide spread notion that the U.S. assistéo Pakistan was not used wisely
and in line with the original intention. The Goverant Accountability Office (GAQO) report
from February 2008 found that the U.S. Defense Bepnt did not consistently apply its
existing CSF guidance until 2006. The report memtseveral cases of failure of oversight.
It is not clear why the U.S. government did not lgppetter oversight from the very
beginning.

We can conclude that Pakistan’s nuclear proliferatidouble-dealing with militants and
misspent U.S. assistance did not have any majoaétmpn volume of U.S. assistance. Of
course, Washington was deeply frustrated with Rakis independent policy. This situation
partly changed towards the end of Bush’s tenureesnMPakistan, according to the U.S., was
not showing enough effort and the Bush Administrafinally adopted more assertive policy.
At the same time, Musharraf himself was weakenedthmy constitutional crisis and

insurgency along the western border. In 2007, Muwahdried to assert more control over

52



media and justice, as he was trying to get readydelection. However, his second term in
the office would have been against the Constitutldis attempt to bypass the Constitution
sparked protests and Musharraf got into a legaguties with the Supreme Court. As for the
insurgency in Pakistan, it substantially worsenfterahe Siege of Red Mosque in 2007 and
spread into urban areas in form of suicide attacks.

In Bush’s War against Terrorism, Pakistan indepangelicy did not really matter,
since the Bush Administration’s priority was to dkistan’s cooperation in defeating Al-
Qaeda and getting access to Afghanistan. Other ftiSrities and goals from the list of
national security priorities were less importantalso appears that the Bush Administration
purposely overlooked flaws in oversight and viaas of conditions regarding use of the U.S.
assistance until mutual cooperation deterioratedtduise of insurgency in Afghanistan.

Both countries were dependent on each other ieréffit ways. Pakistan relied on U.S.
assistance and to great extent on American weapsterss. On the other hand, America
thought it needed Pakistani cooperation in the GWOT

While Pakistan officially made number of promisé®at supporting the U.S. policy
(e.g. Pakistan condemned terrorism in all its foand manifestations), these commitments
were not always followed. This Pakistan’s appro&tperfectly described by expert on
Pakistan, Ahmed Rashid: They “first say yes anerisay but”.

Therefore, we may conclude that U.S. policy of @rafing with Pakistan in the
Global War on Terror was only partially successflihe cooperation was influenced by
divergent national security priorities and henceoiild have never been win-win cooperation

where all U.S. goals would have been fulfilled.
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Resumé

Teroristické atoky z 11. #¥azmenily prostedi narodni bezgaosti. USA se musely
adaptovat, coz ve vysledkdigpelo ke zméné americkych bezgmostnich priorit. Nicméh
Washington se nédomky zapletl do slozitého regionalniho konflikjelikoz se Ameiané
v Afghanistanu spojili se Severni koalici, ktera@kBtan vnima jako sveho riégle.

KdyZz hodnotime vztahy mezi USA a Pakistanem eclet2001-2008, jeigjme, Ze
Americané ngli n¢kolik davodi k nespokojenosti. Na ¢atku se ¢ekavalo, Ze spoluprace
bude vyhodna pro oba staty. OvSem Aremme pravdpodobrt precenili rozsah zgny
pakistanskych bezpeostnich priorit pro 11. ¥a Predpokladalo se, Zze Musharraf &m
nekteré své bezaosti priority vynénou za americkou pomoc. BohuZel realita byla trochu
odlisna.

lhned pro 11. zZz& USA pouzily natlakovou diplomacii k tomu, aby dity
Musharrafa spolupracovat. Musharraf americké pollynigichle gijal, i kdyZ mnohé z nich
Sly proti bezpénostnim prioritdm Pakistanu,reglevSim podpora ¢aterych militantnich
skupin a rozvoj nuklearniho programu.

Mezi lety 2001-2008 USA poskytly Pakistanu vojensko ekonomickou pomoc ve
vySi 12,2 miliardy dolat. Z tétocastky Slo pouze 3,2 miliardy dotana ekonomickou pomoc
a zbytek (8,9 miliardy) byl pouzit na vojenskéely, které byly mnohdy velmi vzdalené
protiteroristickému Usili, jimz USA podiovali podporu vojenského rezimu v Pakistanu.

Bez ohledu na americkou podporu Pakistan dal skdswoji nezavislou politiku,
ktera se tykala podpory pasStunskych povstalcAfghanistanu a rozvoje atomového
programu, jenz vyuzivalerny trh s nuklearnimi technologiemi.

Je zajimavé, Ze nezavisla politika Pakistanudemasadni viiv na spolupraci s USA.
Objem americké pomoci pozvolna stoupal a dokoncecg 2008 zaznamenal mezind
narist o 16 %. Spojené staty byly zavislé na pomocidtdku v oblasti logistiky affstupu
do Afghanistanu, proto Bush upozadilykteré dilezité priority, které vychazely z Narodni
bezpeénostni strategie 2002 a které Musharraf poruSoval.

Vz4jemna spoluprace byla ovligma rozdilnymi bezpaostnimi prioritami, a tedy se
nikdy nemohlo jednat o vzajemrnvyhodnou spolupraci. Ve vysledkué¢la spoluprace

utilitarni charakter, kdy kazda stranaiediovala od té druhé jistou protisluzbu.
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