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Abstract 

 

Pakistan’s relations with the United States of America have 

never been consistent and smooth. The alliance between the two 
was perhaps never based on a true urge and wish for a real and 

genuine friendship. The US assistance to Pakistan remained 

conditional with strings attached to it in the shape of the laws 

formulated by the US Congress in as amendments to the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. 

The laws made by the US Congress affecting American Aid to 

Pakistan can be conveniently divided into two phases. The laws 
passed in the first phase were directed against Pakistan’s 

nuclear program, aiming at restraining and even rolling back 

Pakistan’s nuclear program in return for U.S. aid to Pakistan. 

The laws passed by the US Congress in the second phase 
focused on conditions like continuation of democratic rule and 

steps taken against the Al-Qaeda linked religious extremist and 

fundamentalist groups. 
Have these laws served their purpose? Why the Executive 

branch of the United States Government had to look for 

backdoors and waivers of these laws to continue American 
economic and military assistance to Pakistan? How effective 

these laws were and how much they contributed to the rise of 
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anti America sentiments in Pakistan? These are the questions 
that this paper would attempt to find answers to. 

 

Introduction 

 
Pakistan and the United States of America have a unique partnership and 

relationship as allies of the Cold War era and newly wedded partners in 

the global War on Terror. Historically the people in Pakistan have 
always remained skeptical and suspicious about the United States as a 

friend and its intentions regarding the future of Pakistan and the Islamic 

world. These doubts and suspicions were not totally groundless. The 
Pakistanis felt duped and betrayed by their ‘trusted friend’ on several 

occasions. They felt the United States could do more to save Pakistan 

from dismemberment in 1971. They also did not like the abandonment 

of Pakistan and Afghanistan after the Soviet withdrawal from 
Afghanistan, ditching both the countries once the United States had 

achieved its objective of ‘bleeding’ the former Soviet Union to death in 

Afghanistan. 
United States’ relations with Pakistan were perhaps never based on a 

true urge and wish for a real and genuine friendship. For both countries, 

maintaining close relations was a compulsion and a ‘forced marriage’ 
necessitated by the situation prevailing in South Asia, Southwest Asia 

and Southeast Asia during the Cold War era. The perceptions of both 

United States and Pakistan were different and both viewed their relations 

from two totally different angles. The United States viewed it in the 
context of its global policy of the containment of communism and for 

Pakistan the security concerns against India was the major compulsion 

to seek safety under the cloak of one of the two super powers that had 
emerged in the bi-polar world of the post World War II era. 

No doubt, the United States has assisted Pakistan both financially and 

militarily but as the relations between the two countries always had a 

trust deficit, the assistance to Pakistan remained conditional with strings 
attached to it. Sometimes the strings were bigger than the aid itself like 

elephant’s chain tied around the neck of a mouse. 

The conditions attached to U.S. assistance to Pakistan were formulated 
in legislation made by the U.S. Congress. The Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961 is a generalized law regulating all aspects of US foreign assistance 

but several amendments to this act from 1970s onward were either 
Pakistan specific or applied more vigorously to Pakistan though Pakistan 

was not mentioned by name in some of them. Most of them initially 

were directed against Pakistan’s nuclear program (the Symington, 
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Pressler, Cranston, Glenn, and Solarz Amendments) aiming at 
restraining and even rolling back Pakistan’s nuclear program in return 

for U.S. aid to this country with a begging bowl in its hand since the 

very beginning. All these U.S. laws made sure that Pakistan survives but 

not flex its muscles beyond control. 
The nuclear tests conducted by both India and Pakistan in 1998 shifted 

the focus from nuclear capability to non-proliferation. Particularly 

Pakistan’s alleged transfer of nuclear technology to Iran, Libya and 
North Korea hardened the attitude of the West and the United States 

toward Pakistan and its ‘dangerous’ nuclear weapons. 

The recent laws of the U.S. Congress like the Enhanced Partnership with 
Pakistan Act of 2009 (more widely known in Pakistan as the Kerry-

Lugar Bill) are focused on conditions like continuation of democratic 

rule and steps taken against the Al-Qaeda linked religious extremist and 

fundamentalist groups allegedly operating from the soil of Pakistan 
against the U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan and the Indian 

authorities in the Indian occupied Jammu and Kashmir. 

The legislation of US Congress could cause serious problems to Pakistan 
and result in the discontinuation of all kind of US assistance to Pakistan 

but geography and circumstances had placed some important cards into 

the hands of Pakistan with the help of which it could apply a reverse 
pressure on the U.S. administration to waive off some of the Congress 

laws hindering U.S. aid to Pakistan. 

The paper focuses on some of the laws of the U.S. Congress that directly 

or indirectly affected United States assistance to Pakistan. An attempt 
will also be made to determine the objectives behind these laws and to 

evaluate the success or failure of these laws in achieving their 

objectives. 
 

The beginning of the Uneasy Relationship 

 

Pakistan immediately after its birth as an independent state faced an 
atmosphere of fear and distrust from its bigger and hostile neighbor 

India. The biggest and most important determinant of its foreign policy 

was, therefore, its feeling of external insecurity. It desperately needed 
foreign assistance to strengthen its defence and secure its geographical 

borders against India. For this purpose, Pakistan needed arms and 

military equipment much beyond its size and resources could afford. The 
procurement of these arms was possible only by aligning itself with 

either of the two Super Powers of the world, United States of America 

and the former Soviet Union. As the former Soviet Union was friendly 
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towards India from the day first, Pakistan’s only available option for 
alliance was the United States of America. Thus the circumstances 

pushed Pakistan firmly under the fold of the Capitalist block led by the 

United States of America by the year 1954.1 “The crux of the problem 

from the very beginning was the Indian attitude of hostility towards us: 
we had to look for allies to secure our position”, writes General 

Mohammad Ayub Khan in his book Friends Not Masters.2 On the other 

hand, the U.S. interest in Pakistan was due to the strategic location of 

Pakistan and its potential to become a Cold War ally and a spy base for 
the U.S. against the Communist powers, China and the former Soviet 

Union.3 The then Pakistan divided into two wings – East and West 

Pakistan - occupied an important strategic location and could serve U.S. 

regional security interests in South Asia, South West Asia and South 
East Asia as well as in the Middle East. West Pakistan was important 

because it shared borders with Iran and Afghanistan, had ports in the 

Arabian Sea near the Persian Gulf and the Wakhan Strip connected it 
with the former Soviet Union. It also had important geographic location 

as regards communication with the oil bearing areas of the Middle East 

and the American military and air bases in West Pakistan could provide 
the U.S. with take-off points within striking distance of Soviet atomic 

plants and other war installations behind the Urals. The then East 

Pakistan was nearer to Burma and hence had significance in South East 

Asia.4 
Due to the Indian concentration of troops along the Pakistani border in 

1951, a military alliance with the United States had become a necessity 

rather than a choice for Pakistan. After signing the Mutual Defence 

Agreement Pact with the United States in 1954, under which the United 
States pledged to provide military equipment and training to Pakistan’s 

armed forces5, Pakistan joined South East Asia Treaty Organization 

(SEATO) in the same year and the Baghdad Pact or CENTO the next 

year.6 Since then, Pakistan never came out of the shadow of the West 

                                                
1 Leela Yadava, “Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Analysis of Pakistan’s Relations with the United 

States of America”, in Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: Indian Perspectives, ed. K. Arif (Lahore: 

Vanguard Books Ltd., 1984), 208. 

2 Mohammad Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters: A Political Autobiography (London: Oxford 

University Press, 1967), 116 

3 Leela Yadava, 210 

4 Rajvir Singh, U.S. Pakistan and India: Strategic Relations (Allahabad: Chugh Publications, 

1985), 13. 

5 “Text of the Mutual Defense Assistance Pact between the United States of America and Pakistan 

May 19, 1954”, in Documents on American Foreign Relations (New York: U.S. State Department, 

1954), 371-383, cited in Rajvir Singh, U.S. Pakistan and India: Strategic Relations, 33. 

6 Rajvir Singh, 208. 
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and the United States of America despite of complications in its relations 
with the U.S. after 1976.  

 

The beginning, however, was very disappointing. The very first 

Governor General of Pakistan and the founder of the country, 
Mohammad Ali Jinnah had sent a secret mission to Washington DC in 

October 1947 to ask the U.S. government for a loan to Pakistan for the 

purchase of military equipment.7 However, before the signing of the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Pact, the U.S. Under Secretary of State 

George C. McGhee and the Secretary of State Dean Acheson had 

politely refused Pakistan’s request for military supplies during Truman’s 

Presidency on the pretext that U.S. was already heavily burdened by 
supply of military equipments to several parts of the world and that it 

was difficult to consider supply of arms to countries which did not have 

a problem of internal security or was not in need of protection against an 

outside aggression.8 But then the coming into power of the Republican 
Party in January 1953 and the appointment of John Foster Dulles as 

Secretary of State was a development highly favorable to the 

contemplated military alliance between Pakistan and the United States. 
Apart from being a supporter of such an alliance, Dulles was also a 

personal friend of Sir Zafrullah Khan, the then Foreign Minister of 

Pakistan. After a visit to Pakistan in May 1953, he spoke favorably in 

the House of Representatives9 and the Senate 10 about Pakistan’s role in 
the containment of Communism in an extremely important region. 

By the end of Eisenhower Presidency, Pakistan had signed not less than 

four different bilateral and multilateral military agreements with the 
United States. But the United States Foreign Aid Program is not entirely 

devised and managed by the executive branch of the government. The 

Legislature, i.e., the Congress must appropriate the funds11 through 

different committees and sub committees of both its chambers. The 
appropriation, however, is made after a lot of discussions and 

                                                
7 Hafeez Malik, US Relations with Afghanistan and Pakistan: The Imperial Dimension (New York: 

Oxford University Press, 2008), 93. 

8 Ibid., 23. 

9 U.S. House, 83 Congress, Session, Committee on Agricultural Hearings, Wheat Aid to Pakistan 

(Washington, 1953), 6, cited in Rajvir Singh, U.S. Pakistan and India: Strategic Relations, 29. 

10 U.S. Senate, 83 Congress, 2nd Session, Committee on Foreign Relations Hearings, Statement by 

Secretary of States John Foster Dulles and Admiral Arthur W. Radford, Chairman Joint Chiefs of 

Staff (Washington, 1954), 3-49, cited in Rajvir Singh, U.S. Pakistan and India: Strategic Relations 

29. 

11 E. I. Brodkin, “United States Aid to India and Pakistan”, in Pakistan’s Foreign Policy, Vol. II, 

ed., Hameed A. K. Rai (Lahore: Aziz Publishers, N.D.), 401, 413. 
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considerations, making it conditional on the observance of several laws 
of the Congress regarding foreign aid. 

 

The process of the forming of alliance between the United States and 

Pakistan was accelerated by the visits to the United States of General 
Mohammad Ayub Khan, Commander in Chief of the Pakistan Army, in 

October 1953 and Governor General Ghulam Mohammad in November 

1953. The subsequent visit of the U.S. Vice President Richard M. Nixon 
to Pakistan further improved the relations. On the advice of Nixon, 

Eisenhower promptly accepted Pakistan’s request for military aid.12 

The law under which the Mutual Defense Assistance Pact was signed 

between the United States and Pakistan was the Mutual Defense 
Agreement Act formulated by the U.S. Congress in 1949, the Mutual 

Security Act of 1951 and the Charter of the United Nations 

Organization.13 Pakistan benefited a lot from the Mutual Defense 

Assistance Pact and other treaties like SEATO and CENTO. Apart from 
the material assistance that Pakistan received under these pacts, they 

gave Pakistan a lot of confidence regarding its defense against India.14 

However, this Agreement was not unconditional. Article 1 (2) of the 
Agreement stipulated that Pakistan will use the U.S. assistance 

exclusively for its internal security and legitimate self defense and will 

not undertake any act of aggression with this assistance against any other 

nation.15 
There was a downward trend in Pakistan-United States relations during 

the last days of the Eisnhower Presidency and early days of Kennedy 

Administration due to the US tilt towards India, preferring a non aligned 

country over an ally. Although the Americans viewed their relations 
with India in a totally different perspective yet Pakistan felt offended 

and both the Prime Minister Malik Feroz Khan Noon and the 

Commander in Chief General Ayub Khan warned the United States 
about the swinging public opinion in Pakistan, certainly shifting to an 

anti America posture.16 

The downward trend in Pak-US relations was arrested when General 

Mohammad Ayub Khan, after taking over as President of Pakistan, 

                                                
12 Rajvir Singh, 30-31. 

13 Ibid., 33. 

14 Hassan Askari Rizvi, “Pakistan’s Defense Policy”, in Readings in Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 

1971-1998, ed. , Mehrunnisa Ali (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2001), 207. 

15 S. M. Burke, Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis (Lahore: Oxford University 

Press, 1973), 165. 

16 Abdul Sattar, Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 1947-2009: A Concise History (Karachi: Oxford 

University Press, 2006), 69-70. 
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visited the United States on the invitation of President Kennedy. During 
this visit while addressing both the houses of the U.S. Congress he said: 

“The only people that would stand by the United States are the people of 

Pakistan provided that the United States also stands by them. … So I 

would like you to remember that, whatever may be the dictates of your 
commitments you will not take any step that might aggravate our 

problems or in any fashion jeopardize our security.”17 

The U.S. Congress did exactly the opposite of it in the days to come by 
putting constraints and restrictions on American aid to Pakistan. The 

Congress passed resolutions or bills supported by both the Republican 

and Democrats that hampered the provision of U.S. aid to Pakistan, 

particularly the military assistance, during the crucial moments of the 
Pak-India wars in 1965 and 1971.18 This kind of attitude at both those 

crucial moments was neither expected nor appropriate in the eyes of the 

Pakistanis from a country that claimed Pakistan was an ally. United 

States had affixed an affirmative stamp on the apprehensions lurking on 
the minds of Pakistanis regarding the unreliability of the Americans as 

an ally and a friend. 

Actually the US embargo on the sale of arms to India and Pakistan was 
applied to both the warring nations but it did not affect India much and 

did exactly the opposite to Pakistan because India was never fully 

dependent on USA for its defense while it seriously undermined 
Pakistan’s defense abilities because the arms and military equipments in 

use by the Pakistani armed forces were all purchased from United States 

and their maintenance and repair needed spare parts and accessories that 

only United States could provide.19 
 

The First Phase: Legislation concerned with Pakistan’s Nuclear 

Program 

 
A series of amendments to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 

beginning with the Symington Amendment and continuing till the 1985 

Pressler and Solarz amendments, restricted U.S. assistance to Pakistan 
by imposing several conditions on it.  

 

                                                
17 Ayub Khan, 137. 

18 Khurshid Haider, “United States and the Indo-Pakistan War of 1971”, in Readings in Pakistan’s 

Foreign Policy 1971-1998, ed. , Mehrunnisa Ali (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2001), 13-14. 

19 Hassan Askari Rizvi, 209. 
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The Symington Amendment 

 

The process of amendments started with the Symington Amendment in 

1976, which amended Section 669 of the Foreign Assistance Act 

providing for a ban on U.S. economic, and military assistance, and 
export credits to countries that deliver or receive, acquire or transfer 

nuclear enrichment technology when they do not comply with IAEA 

regulations and inspections. This provision, as amended, is now 
contained in Section 101 of the Arms Export Control Act (AECA). 

The Symington Amendment was legislation introduced by Stuart 

Symington, a Democratic senator from Missouri, to strengthen the U.S. 
position on nuclear non-proliferation. The Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961 was amended by the Symington Amendment (Section 669 of the 

FAA) in 1976. It banned U.S. economic, and military assistance, and 

export credits to countries that deliver or receive, acquire or transfer 
nuclear enrichment technology when they do not comply with IAEA 

regulations and inspections. This provision, as amended, is now 

contained in Section 101 of the Arms Export Control Act (AECA). The 

Glenn Amendment20 to Section 670 was adopted the next year and it 
provided for the same sanctions against countries that acquire or transfer 

nuclear reprocessing technology or explode or transfer a nuclear device. 

It now forms part of Section 102 of the AECA. The President of the 
United States, however, could waive off the sanction by certifying in 

writing to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the 

Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate that the termination of 
such assistance would have a serious adverse effect on vital United 

States interests and that he has received reliable assurances that the 

country in question will not acquire or develop nuclear weapons or assist 

other nations in doing so. But the Congress could disapprove the 
certification and suspend the deliveries of assistance under that 

certification.21 

Senator John Glenn of Ohio was among those U.S. Congressmen who 
had been most astute and most critical of the policy of continued 

ceaseless appeasement of Pakistan. Apart from sponsoring the Glenn 

Amendment that hardened the conditions attached to U.S. aid for 

                                                
20 For details see “H.R. 6884, popularly known as the "Glenn Amendment", The Institute for 

Research: Middle Eastern Policy, The Israel Lobby Archive , 

http://www.irmep.org/ila/nukes/glenn/default.asp 

21 Context of 'June 1976: Symington Amendment Passed Restricting Aid to Nuclear Proliferators', 

Historycommons.org, 

http://www.historycommons.org/context.jsp?item=a0676symingtonamendment#a0676symingtonam

endment 
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Pakistan, Glenn remained critical of Pakistan’s nuclear program and 
adopted an anti-Pakistan stand on almost every issue discussed in the 

U.S. Congress regarding Pakistan. He delivered speeches in the 

Congress criticizing the non observation of Pressler Amendment by the 

U.S. Executive branch of the government, Pakistan’s steeling of nuclear 
weapons from the west and Pakistan’s role in the promotion of Islamic 

fundamentalism, calling Pakistan “the spoiled child of American foreign 

policy” and declaring the Pakistanis “primitive masses” and extremists. 
He even branded Benazir Bhutto, the most enlightened and truly liberal 

Pakistani leader, “superficially westernized”.22 

The Symington Amendment came after Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, the Prime 

Minister of Pakistan, initiated a nuclear program in response to the 
Indian nuclear testing in 1974. His statements in which he resolved that 

the Pakistanis will, if necessary, “eat grass but produce the bomb”23 

increased the worries of United States about Pakistan’s nuclear 

ambitions. He had also rejected the advice of Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger in 1976 that he should cancel the deal of nuclear reprocessing 

plant with France in return for a U.S. offer of selling A-7 jet fighters.24 

Kissinger threatened Bhutto to negotiate on this matter with “an 
understanding Republican administration” otherwise if the Democrat 

Jimmy Carter was elected as president he would make a horrible 

example of him.25 

Here we must point out the fact that the Pakistan nuclear program had 
been initiated as far back as 1955 when Pakistan established its Atomic 

Energy Institute and significantly benefited from Eisenhower’s ‘atom for 

peace’ program when the United States itself provided Pakistan about 

70,000 items of information about atomic energy.26 However, Zulfiqar 
Ali Bhutto openly declared that its aim was to produce a nuclear bomb. 

General Mohammad Zia ul Haq’s take over as the Chief Martial Law 

Administrator after a military coup in July 1977 and the subsequent 
hanging of Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto proved that Kissinger’s threat of making 

Bhutto a horrible example was not just empty words. Zia ul Haq’s 

                                                
22 Glenn’s speech in the Congress quoted in Hugh Fitzgerald, “Robert Gates, Pakistan and the 

Pressler Amendment”, New English Review, 

http://www.newenglishreview.org/custpage.cfm/frm/46658/sec_id/46658 

23 Shirin Tahirkheli, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Option and U.S. Policy”, in Pakistan’s Foreign Policy, 

Vol. II, ed. , Hameed A. K. Rai (Lahore: Aziz Publishers, N. D.), 522. 

24 Noman Sattar, “The Nuclear Issue”, in Pakistan American Relations: The Recent Past, ed. M. 

Raziullah Azmi (Karachi: Royal Book Company, 1994), 28. 

25 “Case Studies in Sanctions and Terrorism: US v. Pakistan (1979– : Nuclear Missile 

Proliferation)”, Peterson Institute for International Economics (Online) 

http://www.iie.com/research/topics/sanctions/pakistan.cfm 

26 Hafeez Malik, 93. 
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limitations as a military dictator and his limited popular support 
weakened Pakistan’s position Vis-a-Vis the U.S. pressure regarding the 

nuclear program was concerned. The short democratic rule of Zulfiqar 

Ali Bhutto during which he showed signs of adopting an independent 

foreign policy was over.27 
Zia ul Haq, nevertheless, continued with the old stand regarding 

Pakistan’s nuclear program. He assured the world that it was for 

peaceful purposes, mainly to fulfill Pakistan’s energy requirements and 

to reduce its dependence on costly oil.28 On April 6, 1979, United States 
for the first time discontinued military and economic aid to Pakistan 

worth 80 to 85 million U.S. dollars under the Symington Amendment 

when the European intelligence agencies reported, later on confirmed 
also by the Central Intelligence Agency, that Pakistan had constructed a 

uranium enrichment plant to produce material for a nuclear bomb.29 U.S. 

suggested International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards as 

alternative to sanctions under Symington amendment, but Pakistan 
denied the existence of any such plant. The United States not only 

suspended aid to Pakistan but also prevailed upon France not to ship 

reprocessing plant to Pakistan. Other countries were also persuaded by 
the United States against providing components of a reprocessing or 

enrichment plants to Pakistan.30 The reaction in Pakistan was severe. 

Although it looked like the expression of pure popular sentiments but the 

burning down of the U.S Embassy in Islamabad in November 197931 

was perhaps a little more than that. 
 

The Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan and After 

 
The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 placed another crucial card 

into the hands of Pakistan and thus the circumstances once again came 

to the rescue of Pakistan. The differences on the nuclear issue, the 
stoppage of the U.S. Aid in April 1979 and the bitterness created by the 

burning down of the U.S. Embassy in Islamabad were all put behind and 

a new era of cooperation and mutual assistance dawned in the Pak-US 

relations. Building up resistance to Soviet military presence in 

                                                
27 Maleeha Lodhi, “The Recent Past”, in Pakistan American Relations: The Recent Past, ed. M. 

Raziullah Azmi (Karachi: Royal Book Company, 1994), 133. 

28 Zubeida Mustafa, “An Overview of Pakistan’s Foreign Policy in Recent Years”, in Readings in 

Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 1971-1998, ed. , Mehrunnisa Ali (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 

2001), 128. 

29 Sattar, 28. 

30 New York Times, 7 April 1979,  A1. 

31 Hasan Askari Rizvi, 215-16. 
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Afghanistan and checking further Russian advance towards the warm 
waters was unthinkable without Pakistan accepting the role of a training 

ground for Jihadists and a conduit to supply arms and ammunition to 

them to fight against the powerful Russian military machine in 

Afghanistan.32 Besides, United States had to face several other setbacks 
in the Gulf and the Middle East, while South and Central Asia were also 

mostly unfriendly. The pro-Moscow coups in Aden and Kabul, the 

Islamic Revolution in Iran, the assassination of U.S. ambassador in 
Kabul and the burning of U.S. Embassy in Islamabad had made U.S. 

position vulnerable and weak in the region. Despite of the fact that 

public feelings were anti-America in Pakistan, it could be the only place 

available for a foothold at that crucial time.33 
In the changing environment, the Carter administration offered to 

resume the suspended aid at the level of $400 million, divided evenly 

between aid for economic and military purposes. Pakistan’s then 

President General Zia rejected the offer as inadequate, describing it as 
“peanuts”. 

President Carter’s successor Ronald Reagan offered a more attractive 

package of some three billion U.S. dollars aid spread over a period of 5 
years and the sale of 15 to 40 F-16 fighter aircrafts to Pakistan. This time 

the offer was accepted by Pakistan after some adjustments in the 

allocation of the aid amount for economic and military purposes.34 

In December 1981, the U.S. Congress approved foreign assistance 
authorization for the year 1982 which includes aid to Pakistan, along 

with six-year waiver of Symington amendment sanctions. At the same 

time, however, the Congress strengthened the nuclear nonproliferation 
law by banning economic and military assistance to countries that would 

explode nuclear devices.35 

On the nuclear issue, both United States and Pakistan maintained their 

formal positions; Pakistan reiterating its stand that it has the right to 
continue research and use nuclear technology for peaceful purposes and 

the United States sticking to its non-proliferation concerns.36 Despite of 

the news that that Pakistan is building or has completed building of 

another nuclear plant outside the safeguards of IAEA and the arrest of 

                                                
32 Maleeha Lodhi, 132. 

33 Dieter Braun, “Some Aspects of Pakistan’s Foreign Policy after the Soviet Occupation of 

Afghanistan”, in Pakistan in 80s: Ideology, Regionalism, Economy, Foreign Policy, eds. , Wolfgang 

Peter  Zingel and Stephanie Zingel Ave  Lallemant (Lahore: Vanguard Books Ltd., 1985), 567-69. 

34 Abdul Sattar, 176-77. 

35 “Case Studies in Sanctions and Terrorism: US v. Pakistan (1979– : Nuclear Missile 

Proliferation) 

36 Abdul Sattar, 177. 
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three Pakistani nationals, later indicted by Federal Judiciary, for trying 
to ship parts of nuclear weapons to Pakistan, Islamabad denied their 

linkage with the Pakistan Government and reiterated its commitment to 

the peaceful use of nuclear energy. 

In October 1982, the Congress refusal to pass the budget created the fear 
of a major cut in the U.S. assistance to Pakistan for the fiscal year 1983 

but a friendly Reagan Administration initiated emergency measures to 

avoid that situation. This is another example of how the ‘Executive’ 
branch ‘arranged’ a rescue for Pakistan. But a friendly and more 

pragmatic ‘Executive’ may not always be there to rescue Pakistan out of 

a situation like this because at times when Pakistan’s help is not needed, 
an administration may prove unwilling or unable to influence the 

Congress favorably for Pakistan. In both cases, the legislation or 

budgetary allocations of the U.S. Congress can seriously injure 

Pakistan’s interests and even undermine its security at crucial times. An 
aid package to Pakistan can be adversely affected by the change in the 

composition of the House Foreign Affairs Committee like it happened in 

1982 when the number of Democrats increased in this 

Committee,37creating serious problems for Pakistan and the Reagan 
Administration.  

 

The Pressler and the Solarz Amendments 

 

On matters like nuclear issue, even a friendly President like Ronald 

Reagan had to adopt a rigid stand at some points. Under pressure from 
members of the Congress, he warned the then President of Pakistan 

General Mohammad Zia ul Haq that enrichment of uranium beyond the 

acceptable limit may result in the discontinuance of U.S aid to Pakistan. 

The constraints that the Congress may impose on the Executive in its 
dealing with Pakistan is evident from the fact that twice within a few 

months Pakistan’s aid faced threats of reduction and suspension due to 

the machination of the Jewish lobby. Senator Cranston proposed 
deduction of 75 million dollars from the 175 million dollars aid 

promised to Pakistan for the fiscal year 1983 to make for the 125 million 

dollar increase in the economic aid to Israel. Senator John Glenn 
proposed an amendment to rescind the waiver from Symington 

Amendment on aid to Pakistan for its continuing activity of reprocessing 

of spent nuclear fuel.38 It was a stringent proposal than a previous one 

                                                
37 M. Raziullah Azmi, “Pakistan-United States Relations: An Appraisal”, in Readings in Pakistan 

Foreign Policy, ed. Mehrunnisa Ali, 234-35. 

38 Ibid. , 234. 
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calling for the imposition of embargo if Pakistan actually exploded a 
nuclear device. 

Despite the heat generated by the nuclear issue, the Congress approved 

another installment of six-year Pakistani aid package in July 1985 due to 

the critical Afghanistan situation. However, in August 1985, the 
Congress added another amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act called 

the "Pressler Amendment", named after the Republican Senator Larry 

Pressler from South Dakota, requiring the president to certify each year 
that Pakistan does not "possess a nuclear explosive device" as a 

condition for the disbursement of additional aid and that the proposed 

United States military assistance program will reduce significantly the 

risk that Pakistan will possess a nuclear explosive device.39 
The Pressler Amendment came along with another one, the Solarz40 

Amendment that provided for cutting off all military and economic aid 

to purportedly non-nuclear nations that “illegally export or attempt to 

export nuclear-related materials from the United States.” There are 
subsequently several examples of Pakistan exporting nuclear weapons 

technology from the U.S., but Pakistan remained unpunished until the 

end of the Soviet-Afghan War.41 
In 1986, President Reagan certified to the Congress that Pakistan "does 

not possess a nuclear explosive device," thus enabling passage of 

another 4 billion U.S. dollars six-year aid package, despite of 

intelligence reports that Pakistan was only “two screwdriver turns’ from 
having a fully assembled bomb”.42 In December 1987, the Congress 

approved another 480 million dollars aid package for Pakistan, 

extending waiver of Symington amendment for another two and a half 

years.43 
After the plan crash that killed Zia ul Haq in August 1988, the Pakistan 

Peoples’ Party came to power through elections and Benazir Bhutto 

became the Prime Minister for the first time. During her visit to the 
United States in June 1989, Benazir Bhutto addressed a joint session of 

the Congress. In her speech, Bhutto said that her country does not have 

nuclear weapons, will not build them and will not "provoke a nuclear 

arms race" with rival India. She also urged the United States to continue 

                                                
39 Committee on Foreign Relations, Legislation on Foreign Relations Through 2002, Vol. 1A 

current legislation and related executive orders (Washington: US Government Printing Office, 
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military and economic aid to Pakistan.44 As Benazir was trusted and her 

credibility stood high in the eyes of the West and the United States, after 
this speech, President George Bush also did not demand the assurance 

that Pakistan was not enriching uranium beyond five percent.  

The certification required under the Pressler and Glenn amendments was 
made by the U.S. Presidents from 1985 to 1989. 

President George Bush did not certify in October 1990 that Pakistan did 

not possess nuclear weapons after which the United States froze ongoing 
military sales projects with Pakistan, including a 1989 deal for 28 F-16 

fighters for which Pakistan has already paid and also stopped the 

delivery of economic and military aid worth 700 million dollars.45 

 

The Post Cold War Era 

 

The end of the Cold War deprived Pakistan of the immunity it enjoyed 

so far from the U.S. laws regarding foreign aid and its nuclear program. 
After Pakistan lost some of its geo-strategic value, it was anticipated that 

there would be deterioration in Pakistan’s ties with the United States. 

The decade of 90s once again saw the resurfacing of the nuclear issue 
and it became the focal point of the delicacies in the Pak-U.S. relations. 

The United States decided to cut its aid to Pakistan and the $564 million 

aid remained frozen from October 1990 to September 1991 as the U.S. 
President refused to certify that Pakistan did not possess a nuclear 

explosive device, required under the Pressler Amendment. The fact that 

similar certification had been made on several previous occasions but 

not in 1990 indicates that Pakistan had become a strategically devalued 
ally at the end of the Cold War and the Congress in the United States – 

unfavorable to Pakistan most of the time – availed this opportunity to get 

rid of the alliance with Pakistan. There were even threats of declaring 
Pakistan a terrorist state due to Pakistan’s support to the freedom 

fighters in Kashmir. 

Pakistan tried to insulate the rest of its relations with the United States 
from the nuclear issue but for the Americans everything else was linked 

with it. To dodge the Pressler Amendment or at least to complicate the 

problem, Pakistan attempted to link non-proliferation conditional upon 

India’s acceptance of the Non Proliferation Treaty. Pakistan also 
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disputed the definition of the “possession of a nuclear device” by 
arguing that the possession of unassembled components of a nuclear 

device did not invoke the Pressler Amendment. For this, the American 

under Secretary of State Reginald Bortholomeu during his visit to 

Pakistan in November 1991 rebuked the Pakistanis by saying that the 
American laws should be left to the Americans to interpret.46 

Here is one example of how the U.S. administration tried to dodge the 

laws of the Congress to continue sale of military equipments to Pakistan 
during the period when the President did not certify non possession of 

nuclear weapons by Pakistan. In 1992, the Senators bashed the Bush 

administration for continuing to grant licenses for arms sales to Pakistan 

and thus killing the very spirit of the Pressler Amendment. The 
administration argued that the Pressler Amendment did not cover 

commercial sales and that it targets only direct contracts with the U.S. 

Government and the special financial arrangements under the Foreign 

Military Sales Program.47 
And here is a perfect example of how Pakistan put reverse pressure on 

the United States not to suspend its economic and military aid despite 

reports of Pakistan’s progress in nuclear field. In July 1995, the 
Pakistani Senate's Foreign Affairs Committee in its report urged upon 

the government to accelerate progress on its nuclear weapons program to 

cover the damage done to Pakistan's conventional military strength by 

the U.S. sanctions.48 The tactic seemingly worked because in the month 
of September the same year, the Senate passed by a narrow margin the 

Brown Amendment. This amendment granted a waiver from the 1985 

Pressler Amendment, permitting the delivery of weapons and 
components worth millions of dollars to Pakistan, which had been 

suspended since 1990. However, the delivery of F-16 fighter aircrafts 

that Pakistan had already paid for still remained suspended.49 

President Bill Clinton also did not furnish the certificate from 1993 to 
1997. However, the Clinton Administration tried to compensate Pakistan 

somewhat for the Pressler Amendment with the passage of the Brown 

Amendment which enabled the United States to resume limited 
cooperation with Pakistan in some areas. Under the Brown Amendment, 

the Clinton Administration also tried to find ways and means to 

compensate Pakistan for the non-delivery of the F-16 aircrafts.50 
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But the softness shown by the Clinton Administration soon vanished 
when Pakistan recognized the Taliban Government in Afghanistan in 

May 1997. The financial crisis in Pakistan and the corruption levels 

projected throughout the world by reports of international agencies 

helped the United States in branding Pakistan as a corrupt state assisting 
the fundamentalists (Taliban) in Afghanistan. Washington believed that 

the Taliban were supporting and protecting Osama Bin Laden who was 

engaged in planning and perpetrating terrorist attacks against the United 
States.51 

In 1998, when Pakistan conducted the nuclear tests in response to Indian 

nuclear tests, despite President Clinton’s four telephone calls to the then 

Prime Minister Mian Nawaz Sharif urging him not to follow suit, the 
Clinton Administration resorted to sanctions against both India and 

Pakistan through the Brownback I Amendment. However, when the 

Brownback II Amendment (waiver of some sanctions) was passed in 
1999, the U.S. President waived off almost all sanctions against India 

but lifted only two insignificant sanctions against Pakistan52, leaving the 

more stringent sanctions in place. The sanctions lifted under the 

Brownback II Amendment included the democracy related sanctions. 
However, it was followed by the Ackerman Amendment in 2004 that 

waived off the nuclear sanctions for five years. The certification by the 

US President, however, was the requirement for the resumption of 
economic and military aid and sales of military hardware and weapons 

to Pakistan. After the certification, Pakistan got both the aid and the 

permission to purchase military assistance. The United States also 

agreed to write off a part of Pakistan’s debt. Subsequently, from 2001-
2007, the United States provided a total amount of $7,135 million. It 

included $2,335 million in military assistance, budgetary support, 

developmental aid, relief amount for the earthquake affected areas and 
the remaining $4,800 million in reimbursement of expenditure on 

logistic support to US forces in Afghanistan.53 

Here again we see a clear failure of the more idealistic approach of the 

US Congress in dealing with matters of international aid and the 
pragmatism of the Executive branch in realizing the expediency and 

importance of dealing with a situation that could jeopardize the entire 

strategic planning and policy of the United States in South and Central 
Asia. The Congress had to eat its own words and make the Brownback II 

amendment to open a back door for military and economic assistance to 

                                                
51 Abdul Sattar, 252-53. 

52 Hafeez Malik, 96. 

53 Abdul Sattar, 273. 



89 

 

Pakistan. This new amendment practically made the Brownback I 
amendment useless and counterproductive. The only purpose that the 

Brownback I amendment served was increase in the financial crisis of a 

country where unemployment and poverty was already helping the 

extremists to enlist the youth in their armies. As a follow up, the 
Brownback II and the Ackerman Amendments, though favorable to 

Pakistan, gave another wrong message; that when pressed hard the 

United States would always compromise on its own declared principles. 
The Waivers granted to Pakistan by the more pragmatic Executive 

branch of the US Government saved the situation to an extent but the 

damage that had already been done could not be reversed. The trust 
deficit increased and the image of the United States in the eyes of the 

masses in Pakistan received another setback. 

 

Major Concerns about Pakistan’s Nuclear Program 

 

United States of America wanted to restrain Pakistan from becoming a 

nuclear state as a part of her worldwide policy of nuclear non-
proliferation but one always wonder why the Americans had greater 

concerns about the comparatively less developed nuclear program of 

Pakistan than other countries having similar or more advanced nuclear 
programs? Actually the United States and the West both viewed 

Pakistan’s nuclear program in the context of some alarming realities: 

 

 First of all, Pakistan’s rivalry with India, already having nuclear 

weapons, the three wars fought between the two hostile and rival 
neighbors was the first factor that made Pakistan’s nuclear program 

more threatening to regional and global peace54 in the eyes of the 

West. 

 Secondly, the notions of an “Islamic Bomb” due to the alleged 

Libyan and Saudi Arabian financial assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear 
program made it more threatening to the Christian World and Jewish 

lobby in America.55 The Zionist circles magnified the image of 

Pakistan as a leader of the Islamic World56 with nuclear weapons to 

scare the Americans and the West. 
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Second Phase: Legislation concerned with Anti-Terrorism and 

Promotion of Democracy 

 

The September 11, 2001 terrorist attack not only shook the entire world 

but it also gave a jolt to the Pak-US relations. It initially put Pakistan in 
a very awkward situation (either you are with us or you are with the 

terrorists) but it also opened new opportunities for Pakistan to build up 

its image as the ‘frontline state’ in the War on Terror. Pakistan once 
again became indispensible for the execution of the US plans of War on 

Terror in Afghanistan. It is another example of how circumstances came 

to the rescue of Pakistan at a time when it was ditched by its allies. 
Though Pakistan was sort of forced to join the international alliance 

against terrorism by the “you are either with us or against us” call by 

Collin Powell to President Pervez Musharraf of Pakistan and Richard 

Armitage telling the Director General of Inter Services Intelligence of 
Pakistan that if Pakistan chose to side with the terrorists then it should be 

prepared to be “bombed back to the Stone Age”,57 once Pakistan was 

aboard the US authorities had to reassure the doubtful ally of the 

durability of their new policy, emphasizing in particular upon the 
continuity of its cooperation with Pakistan. The need of this reassurance 

was felt because in the past the United States had abandoned Pakistan 

several times after achieving its immediate objectives. Resultantly, 
Richard Armitage, the US Under Secretary of State, and Condoleezza 

Rice, the Secretary of State, both had to tell the Pakistanis during their 

visits to Islamabad that they had committed mistakes in the past of not 
continuing and maintaining deep relations with Pakistan after the Cold 

War era and that now “the US will be a friend for life”58, something very 

difficult for the Pakistanis to believe. Yet, Islamabad not only permitted 

Washington to use bases in Pakistan but also assured of cooperation in 
rooting out Taliban and Al Qaeda from Pakistani Soil. Circumstances 

once again made Pakistan an “indispensible ally” in the War against 

terrorism and thus qualified for large scale economic and military 

assistance.59 
Since then, about 12 billion dollars were provided by the United States 

till the end of the financial year 2008 in the form of coalition support 

reimbursements. Besides this, 3.1 billion dollars were provided as 
economic assistance and 2.2 billion dollars for strengthening of security 

forces and other security-related programs. The U.S. assistance to 
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Pakistan since September 11, 2001 is conditional upon Pakistan’s active 
support and role in the U.S. led War on Terror. However, it also seeks 

to: 

 

“…encourage Pakistan’s participation in international efforts to prevent 
the spread of weapons of mass destruction and support in the 

development of a moderate, democratic, and civilian government which 

promotes respect for human rights and participation of its citizens in 
government and society.”60 It seems that this time too, like on so many 

previous occasions, its not the beginning of a sustainable friendship but 

another marriage of convenience between the two unwilling allies who 

do not trust each other but whose interests accidentally converge from 
time to time. 

 

The Economic Support Funds and the Coalition Support Funds 

 

Most of the U.S. assistance to Pakistan after 9/11 came through the 

Economic Support Funds (ESF) and the Coalition Support Funds (CSF). 

The Foreign Assistance Act authorizes the President to provide 
assistance to foreign countries in order to promote peace and stability. A 

significant proportion of post 2001 U.S. assistance to Pakistan, including 

600 million dollars in cash transfers for the next three years as budgetary 
support came under this authorization. The purpose of cash transfers was 

to enable Pakistan to spend more on education and healthcare.61 

At the behest of Bush Administration, the Congress approved billions of 

dollars of reimbursement to Pakistan and other nations for the military 
expenditure incurred by them on operations against the terrorists and 

logistical support to U.S. led War on Terror. The disbursements to 

Islamabad till January 2009 were roughly four-fifths of the total amount, 
supporting Pakistani army operations, mainly in northwest Pakistan, and 

paying for food, clothing, and housing of about 100,000 Pakistani 

soldiers conducting these operations. Besides, Pakistan received 

additional payments for the use of its airfields and seaports.62 
Conditions, however, were soon placed on the CSF also. On receiving 

reports that Pakistan was using much of these funds for strengthening its 

military against India63, the National Defense Authorization Act for 
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fiscal year 2008 required the Secretary of Defense to submit full details 
and descriptions of the coalition support reimbursements to Pakistan. 

The Government Accountability Office was authorized and asked to 

watch over the coalition support funds to Pakistan.64 

One of the U.S. considerations and concerns about Pakistan is the 
continuation of democratic rule in the country. The issue, however, was 

pushed to the back seat of United States vehicle of Foreign Assistance 

policy as the steering and the front seat was occupied by 
counterterrorism after 2001 and the United States did not bother about 

undemocratic regime of General Musharraf in Pakistan as long as he 

remained supportive of U.S. efforts in the War on Terror.65 The 

opposition leaders and political parties in Pakistan warned that the 
unconditional U.S. support to the dictatorial regime of Pervez Musharraf 

was escalating anti-American sentiments among the moderate political 

forces in Pakistan. But another group of experts were of the view that 

the policy of conditionality would be more damaging and may even 
generate more anti U.S. resentments in Pakistan. 

The U.S. Congress waived the sanctions imposed against Pakistan after 

the October 1999 coup for 200266 and granted the President the authority 
to waive them in future by certifying that doing so “would facilitate the 

transition to democratic rule in Pakistan” and “is important to United 

States efforts to respond to, deter, or prevent acts of international 

terrorism.” President Bush exercised this waiver authority six times. The 
elections of 2008 and the coming into power of a democratically elected 

government facilitated Bush Administration to lift the military coup 

related sanctions in April 2008 on the grounds that a democratically 
elected government had been restored in Islamabad. 

 

US Response to the November 26, 2008 Mumbai attacks 

 
After the deadly Mumbai attacks, the U.S. Congress passed a resolution 

that condemned the attacks and expressed the desire to work together 

with India to curb terrorism and strengthen international security. The 
resolution also called upon Pakistan to cooperate with India in 
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investigations and not to allow Pakistan’s territory “serving as a safe-

haven and training ground for terrorists.”67 
In September 2009, the Enhanced Partnership With Pakistan Act of 

2009, more widely known as The Kerry-Luger Bill, was introduced in 

the U.S. Congress that sought to “affirm and build a sustained, long-
term, multifaceted relationship with Pakistan,” by increasing the annual 

U.S. assistance to Pakistan threefold for the next five years and 

expressing commitment that the same aid levels should continue till 
2018. Although the Act declares Pakistan as major non-NATO ally, 

appreciates her role as a valuable partner in the War on Terror by 

praising the efforts of Pakistan’s Government and the sacrifices made by 

the Security forces and the people of Pakistan in combating terrorism, it 
also says that much more is needed to be done.68 

The Bill was highly criticized in Pakistan for laying down new 

conditions on future military assistance and supply of arms to Pakistan. 

It made compulsory the furnishing of an annual certificate by the 
President that the security forces of Pakistan were making “concerted 

efforts” to stop Al Qaeda, Taliban and other militant groups related to 

them from operating on Pakistani territory. The President also has to 
certify that the army in Pakistan was not materially interfering in politics 

or hindering the freedom of judiciary. While introducing the act, Senator 

John Kerry, the co-sponsor of the bill and Chairman and Ranking 
Member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, expressed a desire 

to move towards a long term genuine strategic partnership between the 

two countries rather than engaging in sort of transactional relationship to 

remove the trust deficit between the two countries and make the 
Pakistani believe that the U.S. was a reliable ally.69 

Section 203 (c) of the Act requires that the President certifies that 

Pakistan is “continuing to cooperate with the United States in efforts to 

dismantle supplier networks relating to the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons-related materials, such as providing relevant information from 

or direct access to Pakistani nationals associated with such networks.” It 

also requires a the submission of a Monitoring Report giving detailed 
description of Pakistan’s nuclear non proliferation efforts and an 

assessment of whether the U.S. assistance has “directly or indirectly 

aided the expansion of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program, whether by 
the diversion of United States assistance or the reallocation of Pakistan’s 
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financial resources that would otherwise be spent for programs and 

activities unrelated to its nuclear weapons program.”70 
In response to the concerns in Pakistan over the intent of the bill, 

Senator John Kerry and House Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman 

Howard Berman issued a “Joint Explanatory Statement” for the 
Congressional Record, which emphasizes that “the legislation does not 

seek in any way to compromise Pakistan’s sovereignty, impinge on 

Pakistan’s national security interests, or micromanage any aspect of 
Pakistani military or civilian operations.”  

 

About the submission of Monitoring Report regarding Pakistan’s 

cooperation nuclear nonproliferation, the statement further stated: 
“The many requirements of this report are intended as a way for 

Congress to assess how effectively U.S. funds are being spent, 

shortfalls in U.S. resources that hinder the use of such funds, 
and steps the Government of Pakistan has taken to advance our 

mutual interests in countering extremism and nuclear 

proliferation and strengthening democratic institutions. There is 

no intent to, and nothing in this Act in any way suggests that 
there should be, any U.S. role in micromanaging internal 

Pakistani affairs, including the promotion of Pakistani military 

officers or the internal operations of the Pakistani military.” 
 

There are people and lobbies in the United States who insist that the 

nature and extent of U.S. support to Pakistan should be linked to the 
efforts of Pakistani government for making Pakistan a more “modern, 

progressive, and democratic state.” A task force appointed to review 

U.S. aid to Pakistan in 2003 urged that two-thirds of the total U.S. aid 

should be for civil economic programs and one-third for security 
assistance. It also suggested that increase in the aid amounts should be 

conditional upon Pakistan’s progress in democratic reforms.71 The 

political crises and deteriorating law and order situation in Pakistan in 
2007 caused serious concerns in the United States and some senior 

Congressmen called for making further U.S. assistance to Pakistan 

conditional upon improvements in these areas.72 

 

                                                
70 Paul K. Kerr and Mary Beth Nikitin, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons: Proliferation and Security 

Issues”, Congressional Research Service, December 9, 2009, p. 19, 

http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rl34248.pdf 

71 Ibid., 89. 

72 “Senate Leader Wants Bush to Pressure Pakistan,” Reuters, January 10, 2008, 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2008/01/10/us-pakistan-usa-senator-idUSN1020765920080110 



95 

 

Many analysts, however, believe that conditioning U.S. aid to Pakistan 
is most likely to fail like it did in the past and that it would deepen the 

Pakistani perceptions of the United States as an untrustworthy ally. 

Moreover, it will put the Pakistani Government in a difficult situation as 

accepting these conditions might lead to political changes and instability 
in Pakistan73 and increase the sense of distrust among the people of 

Pakistan against the United States, no matter how noble and people 

friendly the U.S. conditions might be. 
 

Evaluation of the Purpose and effectiveness of Congressional Laws 

regarding US Assistance to Pakistan 

 
Almost all the US Congress legislation concerned with US military and 

economic assistance to Pakistan centered round three objectives: 

 

 To ensure that Pakistan’s nuclear program is only for peaceful 
purposes and the country has no intentions of developing nuclear 

weapons, which changed later after Pakistan’s nuclear tests in May 

1998 to preventing Pakistan from transferring nuclear technology to 

countries that United States view as threat to world peace, namely 
North Korea, Libya and Iran. 

 To prevent Pakistan from lending support to terrorist groups or to 

harbor, aid or abet terrorist organizations in the region. 

 To promote and safeguard democracy and democratic institutions in 

the country and to enhance the level of civilian control over military 
establishment. 

 

The first objective of US legislation regarding Pakistan is now dead and 
buried except its second part that relates to the nuclear non proliferation. 

The focus now is on the last two objectives of cutting of Pakistan’s 

alleged support to terrorist groups and organizations operating from the 

soil of Pakistan and outside its borders in the neighboring Afghanistan 
and India, and promotion of democracy and a greater hold of democratic 

government and civilian institutions on the military establishment and 

leadership. But how far the United States is truly committed to 
strengthening of democracy in Pakistan is uncertain and debatable in the 

light of its past record. Traditionally, US relations with Pakistan have 

been more cordial and supportive during military regimes, which negate 
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US declared aims of supporting democratic institutions in Pakistan. This 
inconsistency in US declared aims and its actual role in the internal 

politics of Pakistan is perhaps due to the fact that they find it easy to go 

along a military dictator who can act irresponsibly in the US interest 

rather than an elected President or Prime Minister who is constrained by 
his responsibilities towards an elected parliament and the wishes and 

aspirations of the people. 

The factors that influenced and determined the US policies towards 
Pakistan were also diversified and often reducing each other’s 

importance and standing as a determinant. They are: 

 

 The global aims and policies of United States (Democracy, nuclear 
non-proliferation, counter terrorism, and human rights) 

 The regional interests and objectives of US foreign policy in South 

Asia 

 The strategic compulsions of United States during the Cold War and 

post Cold War era 

 Circumstances and time perspective 

 

The Final Analysis 

 

The laws of the US Congress related to US assistance to Pakistan 
apparently failed to achieve their objectives because in the first place 

Pakistan’s strategic location and circumstances prevailing in the region 

made these laws practically ineffective. Each time the Congress tried to 
restrict US aid to Pakistan, the changing situation in the region 

compelled the US executive branch to find ways and means to dodge 

these laws and continue their assistance to Pakistan to enlist her support 

against countries and forces directly threatening US interests in the 
region. Circumstances always placed a wild card in the hands of 

Pakistan to retain its importance for the United States and to remain 

indispensable for the protection of US interests in the region. 
Actually most of the laws of the US Congress that affected US aid to 

Pakistan were not Pakistan specific. Pakistan’s name was mentioned in 

their drafts bracketed with a group of other states that received US aid 
for military and economic purposes. 

Throughout Pakistan’s history, except the first few years of its existence, 

the popular sentiments in Pakistan have mostly been anti America due 

partly to United States’ support to Israel and partly due to the image of 
United States as an unreliable ally, not forthcoming whenever Pakistan 

needed her support and assistance particularly on the Kashmir issue. The 
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first factor built the image of United States as the greatest enemy of 
Islam and the second gave rise to an ever growing distrust among the 

Pakistanis against the United States. Another factor fanning anti 

American feelings among the Pakistanis was the writings of idealistic 

Progressive writers and poets, projecting the positive and brighter 
aspects of socialism and turning a blind eye to its repressive and evil 

character in the shape of repression and purges under Joseph Stalin.74To 

cape it all, the legislation of the US Congress regarding Pakistan 
irrespective of intentions behind it has always offended the Pakistanis. 

One aspect of Pakistan’s dealing with the United States of which the 

Pakistanis should always feel proud is the fact that none of the regimes 

in Pakistan, military or civilian, ever accepted US pressure on the 
country’s nuclear program. It was the only deterrence Pakistan could 

have against the threat of a possible invasion from a powerful and 

hostile neighbor because it was unthinkable for Pakistan to match 
India’s conventional military might. In plain words, it was a matter of 

life and death for the Pakistanis and none of the Pakistan’s leaders could 

dare bargain on this issue. Now that this issue is settled, Pakistan needs 

to adopt the same stand on other vital interests of the country to resist 
foreign pressure and dissuade its allies from imposing conditions on 

their support to Pakistan. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Pakistan, ever since its creation, has never been a preferred state for the 
West including the United States of America, for alliance and friendship. 

Pakistan’s creation perhaps was not a welcomed development in the 

eyes of most Western nations however the timing of its creation saved it 

from open expression of this displeasure. Had the Cold War not begun 
simultaneously with the creation of Pakistan, it would have been 

annihilated or annexed by India within the first decade of its existence. 

But the emergence of the bi-polar world and Pakistan’s alignment with 
the West saved it from total annihilation, though it could not save it from 

dismemberment in 1971. 

Our relations with the United States were necessitated for both countries 
by the international scenario of the time. While the US interest in 

Pakistan fluctuated between the freezing point to the warmest level, the 

level of our attachment and the warmth of our relationship was 

determined by the situation in the region and the postures a big hostile 
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neighbor. In all this, Pakistan’s greatest advantage was its strategic 
location; it was a hub for access to Central Asia, West Asia, Southeast 

Asia, the Persian Gulf and the Middle East, and South Asia itself. 

The main forces in the United States involved with shaping their policies 

regarding Pakistan include the Executive branch headed by the President 
and guided by the State Department and the Congress that formulates 

laws for both internal and external conduct of administration. The latter 

is more idealistic and represents different lobbies and viewpoints, cared 
less for the practical urgencies and dynamics of Pak-US relations. It 

often made laws that the Executive found difficult to implement 

vigorously due to practical compulsions and harsh strategic ground 
realities. Hence the Executive resorted to exemptions and waivers 

granted to Pakistan to prevent it from becoming hostile or non-

cooperative. This is evident from Zbigniew Brzezinski’s 

recommendation to President Carter after the Soviet invasion of Pakistan 
‘Our security policy toward Pakistan cannot be dictated by our non-

proliferation policy’.75 The two strategic partners of the Cold War era 

had to go along though the relations between the two never really meant 

anything more than a marriage of convenience. Pakistan’s position in the 
eyes of the United States, therefore, is like a wife that is hated but still 

jealously guarded against mating with a rival. Hence protected but not 

loved. Till 1998, the wife had to reassure every year that she is still 
faithful and behaving well or the husband would stop the alimony. Since 

then, Pakistan has to tender other assurances. After 9/11, Pakistan needs 

to convince the United States that a certain level of progress has been 
made in the War on Terror and yet there are always demands of “do 

more”.  

Osama is dead but the War on Terror is likely to continue for at least a 

couple of decades more.  The regional and international powers that 
would not have spared a moment to wipe Pakistan off the surface of the 

earth are also compelled to let it live and be stable because its 

destabilization may unleash several non state actors who might threaten 
the peace and security not just of the region but of the entire world. 

However, this strategic importance of Pakistan may not remain at the 

same level all the time depending on the circumstances in the region 
which may change drastically with a shift in priorities and fluctuation in 

the security concerns of the United States because Pakistan and United 

States look at things from two different and divergent perspectives: the 

United States look at it from a global perspective and Pakistan in a 
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regional context. For United States, Russia, China, North Korea and so 
many others are all potential threats. For Pakistan, the sole factor is 

India. There has always been an inconsistency in Pakistan’s relations 

with the United States. During the 1950s and early 1960s, the United 

States fathered Pakistan as its “most allied ally” but by mid 1960s and 
well into the 1970s till the Russian invasion of Afghanistan Pakistan and 

United States were like a couple forcibly married and compelled to live 

together; allies but not friends at all.  
All these things; the impermanence of strategic importance, the 

constraints of the US Executive branch and the divergence in their 

perspectives are making Pakistan-US relations conditional and 
unreliable. The most threatening of all for Pakistan is the possibility of 

more unfavorable legislation and curbs on US aid to Pakistan by the US 

Congress. The U.S. aid to Pakistan is hostage into the hands of Jewish 

lobby and Zionist influenced Congress. Along with serious efforts on the 
part of the US Congress to choke Pakistan militarily and financially, the 

teasers like the recent resolution on Balochistan may also embitter 

relations in future. The US Executive branch can disown this recent 
resolution but it cannot disown proper legislation by the Congress. There 

may not always be a friendly Executive in the United States to rescue 

Pakistan from the effects of these laws through exemptions and waivers. 
Despite of the fact that most of these laws are not Pakistan specific but 

they are always despised by the Pakistanis both the commoners and the 

people at the helm of the state affairs. The US Presidential system may 

have its own peculiarities but for Pakistan a friend is a friend in totality; 
not that the Executive is a friend and the Legislative is not. Even the 

Executive branch of the US Government at times adopted a tone that 

was not just threatening but also insulting like the phone call by Collin 
Powell to Pervez Musharraf and Richard Armitage’s threat to the 

Director General of Inter Services Intelligence of Pakistan. 

Making legislation and attaching conditions to the foreign assistance 

program of United States is the right of the US Congress and if Pakistan 
or any other country receiving US aid is not agreeable to these laws they 

have only one dignified exit – reforming their systems and mending their 

ways to reduce and gradually eliminate their dependence on US aid. But 
if the United States wants permanent allies in the region, their policy 

makers will also have to make a reappraisal of their policies in the light 

of a statement of Dr. Henry Kissinger, “The image of a great nation 



100 

 

conducting itself like a shyster looking for legalistic loopholes was not 

likely to inspire the allies.”76 
After a thorough analysis of the laws of the U.S. legislature and its 

effects on Pak-US relations, it can be safely concluded that these laws 

not only failed to serve their purpose but were in fact counterproductive 
most of the time. One of the adverse and counterproductive results of 

these laws is that today Pakistan and its people are not very optimistic 

about the future of their relations with the United States. They fear that 
whenever United States achieve its objectives in the War against 

terrorism or the US regional priorities changes, Pakistan and the United 

States will once again revert back to their position of the 1990s, 

characterized by a friendly but limited and conditional relationship. The 
United States has already withheld the financial assistance to Pakistan 

after Pakistan suspended the NATO forces supply as a result of the 

Salala incident. If there is a breakdown again, the Pakistanis will be hurt 
but not disappointed at all because they are anticipating a third time 

divorce. The United States, however, may lose Pakistan forever this time 

because the internal political and economic instability, the severe power 

crisis, the rising unemployment and the possibility of Taliban style 
takeover might not give the United States another chance for a 

remarriage. One thing is for sure; this is the last time both are married to 

each other. They may keep it or leave it but there will be no more 
temporary marriages in future. 
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