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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the political dimensions of Pakistan’s engagement as a frontline state in the US-

led ‘War on Terror.’ The study argues that the ‘War on Terror’ overwhelmingly impacted Pakistan’s 

political milieu. Internally, the ‘War on Terror’ undermined civilian institutions, contributed to political 

fragmentation and increased military and violence. Moreover, the US-backed prolonged Musharraf 

rule, US structural presence in the country and deepening civil-military imbalance squeezed the 

political space of Pakistan Peoples Party-led government, thereby further complicating Pakistan’s 

political landscape. Externally, the War had profound impact on Islamabad’s genuine political interests 

vis-à-vis Kashmir and Afghanistan. The distrust between Kabul and Islamabad grew due to the ‘War 

on Terror’ and relations with Afghanistan were increasingly strained. With India, the tensions over 

Kashmir dispute remained the principal stumbling block in normalization of relations. The study 

concludes that the US-led ‘War on Terror’ remained an important factor to shape Pakistan’s political 

landscape by influencing its security and foreign policy.  

Keywords:  Civil-military relations, Jammu & Kashmir dispute, Musharraf regime, Afghan conflict, 

Terrorism. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In the post 9/11 period, Pakistan was at the frontline of the US-led coalition ‘War on Terror’ to combat 

Al-Qaeda and affiliated militant groups in erstwhile Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and 

mainland Pakistan to stabilize Afghanistan and the region. This study argues that the political impact 

of the war on Pakistan was detrimental. On the internal political front, Pakistan’s engagement in the 

‘War on Terror’ brought “metamorphosis” of General Musharraf from a “villain in the eyes of 

international community,” who took power in a military coup, to a ‘natural ally’ of the US-led coalition 

(Meher, 2004, p. 240). Undoubtedly, Washington provided economic assistance, waived economic 

sanctions and strengthened diplomatic ties with General Musharraf because it needed the military 

regime to fight the ‘War on Terror.’ Musharraf, in turn, used this substantial US assistance to strengthen 

his own position domestically and expanded the influence and power of the army at the cost of 

democratic process in Pakistan.  Moreover, American “structural presence” and penetration in 

Pakistan’s polity became deep and pervasive in order to ensure the continuity of Islamabad’s efforts in 

the ‘War on Terror.’ Between 2001 and 2013, Pakistan’s political landscape had been shaped by 

increasing interference of the US in country’s security issues and its counterterrorism strategies which 

further alienated Pakistani public from America (Shafqat, 2008). Externally, Pakistan’s strained 

relations with Northern Alliance were a bone of contention in establishing normal ties with Afghanistan. 

The Northern Alliance dominated Afghan government antagonized Pakistan by cosying up to India. 

Moreover, taking advantage of the US-led ‘War on Terror’, India adopted an aggressive posture towards 

Pakistan vis-à-vis Kashmir dispute. This study examines political implications of the ‘War on Terror’ 

for Pakistan between 2001 and 2013.  

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Several strands of research focus on political dynamics of Pakistan in the context of US-led ‘War on 

Terror.’ Some of the research sheds light on the ‘War on Terror’ and its implications for political 

stability and civil-military relations in Pakistan. Shah (2004) argues that Pakistani military’s strategic 

importance to the US-led ‘War on Terror’ limited the international pressure on General Musharraf to 

“mild diplomatic rebukes” thereby restraining the prospects for restoration of democracy. Hussain 

(2007) indicates that a major reason for Musharraf’s failure to counter extremism and terrorism was his 
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inconsistent policies as he took major decisions under pressure from the US-led coalition. He contends 

that the restoration of democratic government in Pakistan was not the main concern for the US because 

Musharraf regime was an ally in the ‘War on Terror.’ Qadir (2011, Chapter 9, p. 171) notes that General 

Ashfaq Kayani offered Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP)-led coalition government a ‘golden opportunity’ 

to consolidate democracy, but the government lost the opportunity and the army remained main actor 

in domestic politics as well as in foreign affairs. Rizvi (2011, Chapter 11, p. 193) argues that growing 

militancy, terrorism and rifts in society increased Pakistan army’s importance in political process as 

government alone could not tackle terrorism. Rizvi notes that strained ties with New Delhi further gave 

boost to military’s predominance in security and foreign policy related matters. Hussain and Malik 

(2014, Chapter 4) find that when PPP-led coalition government was formed following the 2008 General 

Election, a lack of coordination between the civil and the military leaders on countering terrorism was 

witnessed. The study notes that the absence of a consensus as well as joint system of counterterrorism 

policy and action led the military to sideline the civilian government in the realm of national security 

policy. 

Compounding these internal dynamics, the ‘War on Terror’ allowed New Delhi and Kabul to 

collude against Pakistan. Analysing India’s growing influence in Afghanistan and its implications for 

Pakistan, Siddiqi (2008) notes that Islamabad believes that New Delhi foments Baloch insurgency in 

Pakistan from its consulates in southern Afghanistan. He points out that growing US-India partnership 

and US intentions to give New Delhi a leading role in the region further worsened US‐Pakistan ties. 

Grare (2006) in his study traces Pakistan-Afghanistan ties in the post-9/11 period and claims that the 

relations between the two countries were the casualty of the insurgency in Pak-Afghan border areas. He 

argues that from Pakistan’s perspective, post 9/11 Afghanistan poses threat to its territorial integrity 

and sovereignty. He emphasizes that normalisation of Pak-Afghan relations is a regional and a global 

imperative as Islamabad feels increasingly encircled by New Delhi and its regional allies. Yusuf (2014, 

Chapter 1) notes that Pakistan’s dysfunctional relationship with India allowed the militants to 

undermine peace between the two countries and pose threat to regional security. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This research is explanatory as it explains the impact of the ‘War on Terror’ on Pakistan’s political 

landscape. The study is a qualitative analysis which primarily reviewed books, research reports, 

magazines, journals and public statements of government officials. Information and insights derived 

from discussions with strategic community and policy makers in Pakistan also provided deep and 

valuable insights to explore the political dimensions of the ‘War on Terror.’   

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

US-Led War on Terror and its Implications for Pakistan’s Internal Political Dynamics  

Below are given the internal political dynamics of Pakistan’s engagement in the US-led ‘War on Terror’ 

which have been shaped by the increasing role of Pakistan army and United States, and hence, resulting 

in the growing political instability.  

a) Musharraf Political Manoeuvring 

General Musharraf’s decision to rally Pakistan behind the US-led coalition against terrorism benefited 

him the most. Musharraf used the ‘War on Terror’ to legitimize his military rule and to guard the 

institutional and corporate interests of Pakistan military (Schaffe, 2002-2003). According to a 

commentator, in the wake of September 11 attacks, General Musharraf, grabbed the opportunity to 

secure international acceptance for his military coup of October 1999, hastily joined the US-led ‘War 

on Terror.’ US support and assistance provided Musharraf the opportunity to prolong his military rule. 

No wonder that on October 6, 2001, the day of the commencement of US Operation Enduring Freedom 

in Afghanistan, Musharraf extended his tenure as the Chief of Army Staff (COAS) indefinitely (Shah, 

2004). On April 30, 2002, General Musharraf “held a referendum to extend his self-assumed presidency 

for another five years” (International Crisis Group, 2002). In August of the same year, he introduced 

amendments in the 1973 Constitution of Pakistan by means of Legal Framework Order (LFO) 2002 

which established the National Security Council (NSC) and restored Article 58(2-B) to dismiss the 

government. General Musharraf defended NSC by arguing: “If you want to keep the military out, you 

have to get them in.” General Musharraf assumed the “military takeovers will not be a possibility 

because we have taken [on the NSC] those who can make rash decisions” (Hussain, 2002). Major 
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political parties, however, expressed their apprehensions regarding Musharraf regime’s designs to 

institutionalise military’s role in governance and policy formulation by contesting the amendments. A 

prominent political leader described NSC as “a permanent hanging [military] sword over the head of 

an elected government and parliament” (Shahid, 2002).  The NSC played the same role later.  Musharraf 

also expanded the influence and power of the army into the realms of bureaucracy and economy. Retired 

and serving army officers occupied positions within the civil service, resulting in the militarisation of 

civilian institutions. The military thus, became the ‘largest serving bureaucracy group’ in the country 

with around 1200 serving or retired military men into key positions in ministries, state-run enterprises 

and educational institutions resulting in “revisionist curriculum and controlled access to information” 

(Gregory & Revill, 2008). 

On the political front, General Musharraf manipulated 2002 election by sidelining the 

leadership of the two mainstream political parties―PPP led by Benazir Bhutto, and Pakistan Muslim 

League, Nawaz faction (PML-N) led by Nawaz Sharif―to create the political space for a six-party 

religio-political alliance, Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (The United Council of Action, MMA). The 

October 2002 General Election led to unprecedented victory by this alliance; the MMA emerged as the 

second largest party in Balochistan; it gained a decisive majority in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP) province 

and became the third largest party in the National Assembly of Pakistan. The MMA formed provincial 

government in KP and shared power with pro-Musharraf Pakistan Muslim League, Quaid-e-Azam 

faction (PML-Q) in Balochistan (White, 2008). Several factors contributed to the MMA ascendancy to 

power. Pashtun were enraged by the ill-treatment and massacre of fellow Pashtun in Afghanistan by 

Americans with Pakistani collusion, as Islamabad extended unstinting cooperation to the US-led 

campaign in Afghanistan (Cohen, 2004). Moreover, the Islamic parties themselves put aside their 

political and ideological differences to one side to campaign on a joint agenda of pro-Taliban, pro-

Pashtun and Anti-American sentiments, and to tell people to pool their votes against the mainstream 

parties that appeared to welcome a US role in Pakistan and the region. (Ali, 2007; Cohen 2004). In 

addition, Musharraf strategy of sidelining the leadership of two mainstream political parties from 

electoral process, the requirement of a university bachelor’s degree from electoral candidates while 

accepting madaris’ degree for MMA candidates (Shah, 2004) also contributed to MMA victory in 

election. 

These factors indicated that the Musharraf regime was relying on its “ideological proxies” 

(Haque, 2011) to stoke pro-Taliban sentiment in Pak-Afghan border region: the tribal areas, Balochistan 

and the KP province. It also fostered the perception to Bush administration that ‘Islamists’ were 

strengthening their positions in the border region, and that only a military regime in Islamabad could 

withhold this growing threat (White, 2008). MMA, being sympathetic to the Taliban, helped create an 

environment politically congenial for militant groups thereby helping facilitate an increase influx of 

arms, recruits and money from Pakistan to Afghanistan. According to some reports, Jamiat Ulema-e-

Islam, Fazlur Rehman faction (JUI-F) strengthened Afghan Taliban position with ISI financial support 

and strategic guidance in Quetta, Balochistan (Norell, 2007). The JUI-F also helped the centre to tone 

down the political power of Baloch nationalist parties, which advocated separatism among Baloch 

youth. Consequently, this “enduring complex set of relationships” between militant groups, military 

and Islamic political parties resulted in ‘Islamization’ of many institutions in the country during 

Musharraf regime (Perdesi, 2008, pp. 94-95.).  In fact, Musharraf’s dependence upon the JUI-F, in turn, 

encouraged the latter to extend its support to Taliban in Balochistan. Interestingly, by supporting the 

LFO― which made General Musharraf a powerful President till 2007― MMA reciprocated the favour 

that had been shown to them by General Musharraf (Norell, 2007). In brief, the military supported the 

‘alliance of expediency’ with the MMA to sustain support for the military’s policy objectives vis-à-vis 

Afghanistan and India (Perdesi, 2008). Turning to Musharraf political manoeuvring to hold onto power, 

many Analysts argue that a substantial presence of MMA in the parliament provided a pretext to General 

Musharraf to gain international legitimacy for his presidency, as a hedge against civilian government if 

the latter attempted to increase “political power by reactionary Islamic forces.” Indeed, General 

Musharraf played up the militant Islamists’ takeover of nuclear armed Pakistan to prolong his military 

rule and ensure American continued support to his regime. Qadir (2011, Chapter 9, p. 167) notes that 

in the aftermath of Red Mosque operation in July 2007 in Islamabad, Musharraf succeeded in creating 

that impression internationally that he was “the sole bulwark that stood” against the militants but did 
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(almost) irreparable damage to the army. Military personnel lost confidence in his leadership and even 

in the ‘War on Terror.’  

On November 3, 2007, General Musharraf proclaimed an emergency and imposed a Provisional 

Constitutional Order (PCO), described by many analysts as ‘effectively martial law.’ General 

Musharraf, however, insisted the PCO was imposed to counter growing threats of terrorism and 

militancy. But most critics believed it was a “pre-emptive assault on the judiciary” as the Supreme Court 

of Pakistan was about to nullify Musharraf’s October 2007 re-election.  President Musharraf’s 

December 15, 2007, order repealed the PCO and revived the constitution, yet he declined to restore 

those judges who turned down his demand to take an oath under PCO; hence his PCO laid the “seeds 

for the disintegration of 2008 post-election political order” (Schneider, 2007).  Undoubtedly, during the 

election in February 2008, the political landscape seemed ‘fragmented’ and popular opposition to 

Musharraf’s rule remained high due to his political manoeuvring. The manifestoes and focus of the 

political parties on important issues like restoration of the judges, strengthening of institutions, National 

Reconciliation Order (NRO), the ‘War on Terror’ and managing economy reinforced the trend of 

political fragmentation across the country (Behuria, 2008). It was not surprising that the political 

fragmentation has been continued even after General Musharraf’s resignation in August 2008. His 

actions weakened institutions in the long term. That is why, Musharraf failed to tackle militancy 

effectively and “radical extremists of all types raised their ugly heads in Pakistan during his rule” 

(Behuria, 2008) due to his mismanagement of the “tribal assertion and Machiavellian handling of the 

war” (Aziz, 2008a). 

b) The ‘War on Terror’ and the Subsequent Civil-Military Imbalance in Pakistan  

Pakistan’s engagement in the US-led ‘War on Terror’ increased the covert role of the military into civil 

affairs which rendered the elected civilian government powerless in important policy decisions and 

increased civil-military imbalance. In February 2008, when PPP-led coalition government was formed 

at the national level, it had a great opportunity to balance the civil-military equation. The PPP rode to 

power on a wave of sympathy after the tragic death of its life Chairperson, Benazir Bhutto on December 

27, 2007. Meanwhile, the army was engaged in the ‘War on Terror’ and was fairly discredited after 

General Musharraf’s prolonged military rule. For that reason, the new COAS, General Ashfaq Pervez 

Kayani decided to take Pakistan Army ‘back into the barracks’ (Niazi, 2010). However, with his 

successful military operations in Swat and South Waziristan in 2009 against Taliban, General Kayani 

gained much popular support and so, he became the “ultimate arbiter” in foreign policy and national 

security affairs. On the other hand, the credibility and legitimacy of PPP-led coalition government 

tarnished due to its ineptitude in restoring the law and order, combating corruption and managing the 

economy in the wake of the ‘War on Terror.’ Hence, gradually, the military usurped the political space 

again and increased its clout in civil affairs. The civilian government did not show a sufficient capacity 

to undertake administrative, security, rehabilitation and reconstruction responsibilities in the tribal areas 

and Malakand Division, compelling the army to govern these areas cleared of the Taliban and other 

militants (Rizvi, 2011, Chapter 11, p. 195).  

In fact, the civilian leadership of PPP-led coalition government seemed at ease “to cede its 

authority over all matters remotely related to ‘security’ to General Head Quarter (GHQ).” What more, 

in many ways, General Kayani became “indispensable” like once was his predecessor General 

Musharraf (Qadir, 2011, p. 159). The then Prime Minister, Yousaf Raza Gilani reappointed him for a 

period of three years (from 2010 till 2013), citing his “spectacular successes” during military operations 

in Malakand, Swat, and South Waziristan, his robust ties with US and NATO military officials and his 

support to democratic process. Nonetheless, many observers, who believe in civilian supremacy, 

cautioned that such reappointment “beyond legally delimited terms,” strengthened “individual power 

over institutional independence” which would take years for the civilian government to cut the size of 

army in matters of security and foreign policy (Niazi, 2010). In short, the result of February 2008 

Election and the unpopularity of Musharraf military rule caused the army to pull back to barracks, but 

the incompetence of the political leadership and the ongoing ‘War on Terror’ re-endowed the army, 

with authority to call the shots on most policy issues, particularly, those relating to United States, India, 

and Afghanistan (Qadir, 2011, Chapter 9, p. 170). The discord between Nawaz government ―which 

came to power after May 2013 Election― and military bore witness to this fact. In other words, the 

‘War on Terror’ shaped the developments of civil-military relations for years to come.  
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c) Structural Presence of the US in Pakistan’s Political Landscape  

A major consequence of Pakistan’s engagement in the US-led ‘War on Terror’ was the growing 

influence and interference of United States in the country’s political arena. American penetration in 

Pakistan’s polity grew deep and pervasive to ensure the continuity of Islamabad’s efforts in the ‘War 

on Terror’ at the cost of Pakistan’s civil and democratic institutions. A case in point was Pakistan’s 

‘own Arab Spring’ and US interference in it to safeguard its interests. In 2007, a series of widespread 

mass protests led by the lawyers, human rights activists, print and electronic media, civil society and 

the political parties mobilized public opinion to restore the judiciary, sacked by General Musharraf 

(Kaicker, 2007). United States, in order to save the General, scripted Musharraf-Bhutto political deal 

by which Musharraf’s continued presidency would ensure Islamabad’s continued engagement in the 

‘War on Terror’, and Washington would show its support to democratic process by “bringing in the 

civilian face of Benazir Bhutto as the de-facto Prime Minister” (Kapila, 2007).  This deal strengthened 

the widely held view that Washington manipulates Pakistani politicians as well as policies to continue 

the ‘War on Terror’ to the detriment of Islamabad’s political interests. Many political pundits believed 

that the political setup led by PPP was set up by Washington to do its bidding. According to an analyst, 

soon after the February 2008 Election, United States urged PML-Q to support the PPP-led coalition 

government from opposition to continue its policies in the ‘War on Terror’ while simultaneously 

informing Pakistan Muslim League (PML-N) leader Nawaz Sharif that Washington did not back his 

demand for restoring the judiciary, as a basic condition for forming a coalition government (Shahzad, 

2008). Despite the fact, that for many of the voters who cast their votes in February, a ballot cast against 

Musharraf’s PML-Q was a vote against the US policies in Pakistan, Bush administration remained eager 

to install a political setup to ensure continuity in the ‘War on Terror.’ Hence, by the end of 2008, the 

United States penetration into Pakistan’s political affairs greatly widened. In fact, most Pakistanis began 

to feel that the most significant aspect of Pakistan’s political landscape was no longer Musharraf but 

rather the enduring influence of United States (Nelson, 2009).  

As far as Obama administration was concerned, its policies further increased the US influence 

in Pakistan’s political affairs. Pakistan army considered the Kerry-Lugar Bill as a calculated attempt by 

Washington to interfere in its service and internal organizational matters. The future military assistance 

in Kerry-Lugar Bill was tied to an annual certification by the US Secretary of State that Pakistani 

security forces would not interfere in politics and was “subject to civilian control over budgetary 

allocations, officer promotions and strategic planning” (Shah, 2011). The bill also entailed that Pakistan 

army should act against militant networks on its soil, specifying ‘Quetta Shura’ Taliban, and Lashkar-

e-Tayyaba in Punjab province. The angry backlash to Kerry-Lugar Bill in the country was fuelled by a 

widely held perception among the public that America wanted to reverse Pakistan’s political and 

security paradigm without taking into consideration Islamabad’s national interests. Besides, Pakistani 

public perception was pervasive that in utter contrast to its commitment to democracy, United States 

supported President Asif Ali Zardari and his PPP-led coalition government in advancing its own agenda. 

For example, in 2009, the political strife between PPP-led coalition government and PML-N in Pakistan 

over the issue of restoration of judiciary raised concerns in Washington. Recognizing the potentially 

crippling political weakness of Zardari government, Washington quietly urged former Prime Minister 

Nawaz Sharif, to join Zardari in a unity government to lead war against terrorism (Waraich, 2009). The 

extent of American involvement in Pakistan’s political affairs was revealed by the fact that COAS, 

General Kayani in March 2009, discussed with the then US Ambassador, the possibility of reluctantly 

pressure Asif Zardari to resign and substituting him with Asfandyar Wali Khan, President of Awami 

National Party (Perlez, Sanger & Schmitt, 2010). In another meeting with the US Ambassador, Nawaz 

Sharif thanked the US for arranging to have Kayani reappointed as Army Chief. The US Ambassador 

herself noted: “The fact that a former Prime Minister believes the US could control the appointment of 

Pakistan’s Chief of Army Staff speaks volumes about the myth of American influence in Pakistan, here” 

(Walsh, 2010a). 

It could be argued that Pakistan’s security issues, its counterterrorism strategies and its 

economic policies were no longer internal, as US assistance and support became essential in governing 

the country. Pakistan’s political landscape significantly transformed since 9/11 because of the structural 

presence of the US in Pakistan’s political arena owing to collusion and collaboration of Pakistani army, 

bureaucracy, political and religious leaders. Consequently, the lines between the interests of Pakistani 
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army and civilian government, and those of the US policy makers have become blurred (Shafqat, 2008). 

In short, the US structural presence in Pakistan polity alienated Pakistani public from America. 

  

US-Led ‘War on Terror’ and its Implications for Pakistan’s External Political Dynamics  

On external front, the rise of anti-Taliban Northern Alliance in Kabul and growing Indian influence in 

Afghanistan has disturbed Pakistan’s regional geopolitical scenario. Moreover, Pakistan’s support for 

Kashmir cause faced serious setback. 

i. Political Implications in Afghanistan  

A grave implication of the ‘War on Terror’ was the complete isolation of Pakistan from the political 

process in post-Taliban Afghanistan. The December 2001 Bonn conference on Afghanistan in many 

ways engraved Pakistan’s political and diplomatic defeat. The conference established an interim 

government in Kabul under President Hamid Karzai that rested on a power base of anti-Taliban, non-

Pashtun Northern Alliance. Pashtun are the predominant ethnic group in Afghanistan, and traditionally, 

Afghan government was dominated by Pashtun. For Pakistan, there were serious political concerns 

hidden in the Northern Alliance’s seizure of power. First, New Delhi’s backing of the Northern 

Alliance against the Taliban regime in the 1990s boosted its position in the post-Taliban Afghanistan. 

Many members of the Northern Alliance were influential members of the new Afghan government 

(Pant, 2010). From Islamabad’s perspective, New Delhi’s collusion with Northern Alliance dominated 

regime in Kabul, posed a profound threat to Pakistan’s political interests in Afghanistan. Pakistan 

feared that the new government in Kabul will maximise India’s influence in Afghanistan. Indeed, 

President Hamid Karzai helped New Delhi to maximise political gains by accepting $1.3 billion of 

socio-economic aid and military training of Afghan forces recognizing that Islamabad with its $300 

million programme could hardly compete with New Delhi (India: Afghanistan’s influential ally, 2009). 

India was involved in a wide array of development projects in Afghanistan, including the building of 

the 218-kilometer Zaranj-Delaram Highway that connects the Iranian port of Chahbahar with 

Afghanistan’s Garland Highway onward to Tajikistan, Turkmenistan; and Uzbekistan in Central Asia 

(Pande, 2011, p. 82). New Delhi’s construction of the Highway in Afghanistan created anxiety in 

Islamabad which at that point was uncertain of the success of its own Gwadar deep seaport, envisioned 

to emerge as a trade and energy corridor from Central Asia to Indian Ocean via Afghanistan.  

Second and more worrisome, Islamabad suspected that India sought “to consolidate an alliance 

with Iran in western Afghanistan to counter Pakistan’s influence in eastern Afghanistan” (Fair, 2008). 

Ahmed Rashid also notes that India’s reconstruction strategy was designed to mimimise Pakistan’s 

sway in Afghanistan (India: Afghanistan’s influential ally, 2009).  

Third, Pakistan believed that Northern Alliance dominated government, being hostile to 

Pakistan, would revive the vacuous claim that the Durand Line is not the de jure border separating 

Pakistan and Afghanistan. Pakistan feared that such vacuous claims and the subsequent policies 

adopted by Afghan government to support such claims could ally Pakistani Pashtun to their Afghan 

counterparts to form a separate homeland for Pashtun— ‘Pushtunistan’—that could dismember 

Pakistan. By 2005, Pakistan’s worst fears come true when Afghanistan embarked on to commemorate 

‘Pashtunistan Day’ on 31 August each year. During a press conference on February 17, 2006, President 

Hamid Karzai refused to accept “the Durand line as an international border” and referred to it as “a 

line of hatred that raised a wall between the two brothers [Pashtuns on either side of Durand line]” 

(Siddiqi, 2008). Afghan officials also raised eyebrows over a statement issued on October 21, 2012, by 

Mark Grossman, the US Special Envoy for ‘AfPak’ region, in which he clearly stated: “our policy is 

that [Pak-Afghan] border is the international border.” In a response to Ambassador Grossman’s 

statement, Afghan Foreign Ministry declared, it “rejects and considers irrelevant any statement by 

anyone about the legal status of [Durand] line” (“Line a ‘Settled Issue’”, 2012). Such statements by 

Afghan government produced uproar in Pakistan which declares that Durand line is a closed and settled 

issue. Nevertheless, Afghanistan exhibited an ambiguous attitude towards Pak-Afghan border. Kabul 

repeatedly demanded for military action against militant sanctuaries in erstwhile FATA and President 

Karzai even threatened to send Afghan security forces across the border in tribal areas to combat 

militants who launch attacks on NATO and Afghan security forces in Afghanistan (Grare, 2006). In 

fact, as early as 2003, clashes between Pakistani and Afghan security forces were reported over the 

border. The Afghan government alleged that Pakistan army set up its bases 600 meters inside Afghan 
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border, while Pakistan denied those charges, and declared that its counterterrorism operations are being 

conducted on its territory in Mohmand Agency (“Afghanistan-Pakistan,” 2003).  

Soon, after these allegations, anti-Pakistan protests were held in Kabul, Kandahar, Mazar-i-

Sharif, Urozgan, Lagman and other areas. A crowd of protestors in Kabul attacked Pakistani Embassy 

on July 8, 2003; this tragic incident resulted in deterioration of relations between the two countries 

(Siddiqi, 2008). Since then, regular skirmishes broke out across the border often resulting in higher 

casualties on both sides. The relations further worsened over suggestions from Islamabad that it will 

fence its 1510-mile border to better control cross-border infiltrations. Afghanistan opposed fencing of 

the border because “if the border is fenced, the [Durand] Line will become a permanent legal reality” 

which is “unacceptable to Kabul” (“Mr. Karzai,” 2006). It is important to note that Kabul’s continuous 

refusal to recognize the Durand Line has led the tribes on both sides to increasingly interfere in Pak-

Afghan border areas (Aziz, 2008b).  

Finally, Pakistan relations with Kabul deteriorated over Afghanistan’s support to Baloch rebels. 

Surprisingly, while Kabul repeatedly blamed Islamabad for providing Afghan Taliban sanctuaries on 

its soil, it did not pay heed to Pakistan’s worries over the Bugti rebels’ ‘safe havens’ in Afghanistan. 

Islamabad had been raising concerns over the sheltering of more than 200 Bugti rebels by Kabul; 

including Brahamdagh Bugti, a leader of the insurgency and terrorist acts in Pakistan’s Balochistan 

province. In 2007, General Musharraf alleged that Brahamdagh Bugti was “enjoying freedom of 

movement to commute between Kabul and Kandahar, raising money and planning operations against 

Pakistani security forces.” Karzai refused to hand over Brahamdagh Bugti to Pakistan by saying 

“Fomenting uprising does not make one a terrorist” (Walsh, 2010b). In August 2012, Interior Minister, 

Rehman Malik accused Afghanistan of “officially providing arms and ammunition to the Baloch 

separatists.” He stated that Brahamdagh and other Bugti insurgents travelled to Switzerland and India, 

while using Afghan passport (Mukhtar, 2012). Afghan assistance to Baloch separatists remained a 

strong irritant in Pak-Afghan relations.  

ii. Kashmir Dispute and Pakistan-India Tensions  

The ‘War on Terror’ compounded problems for Pakistan’s Kashmir cause. In the post 9/11 scenario, 

there remained two keys sticking points with political repercussions not only for Pakistan’s Kashmir 

policy, but also Pakistan-India relations at large. First, resolution of Jammu and Kashmir (J&K) dispute 

faced staunch political roadblocks despite the fact that General Musharraf and Indian Prime Minister, 

Manmohan Singh acknowledged a mutually agreeable basis for a settlement. They had agreed through 

protracted backchannel diplomacy, to allow free movement of people of J&K across Line of Control 

(LOC), to provide self-governance in the two parts of Kashmir, undertake demilitarization in phases 

and, ultimately, establish a joint supervision mechanism to administer J&K. But 2008 Mumbai attacks 

and the subsequent public sentiment in India remained hostile towards Pakistan and resulted in the 

suspension of Composite Dialogue. Pakistani political community also disowned the progress made 

during the Composite Dialogue, contending that frameworks agreed upon were authorized by a military 

dictator, seen to lack the mandate for such unilateral decisions, particularly, vis-à-vis the resolution of 

Kashmir dispute (Flamenbaum & Neville, 2011). Secondly, India succeeded in shifting the focus from 

its unlawful occupation of J&K to the objective of advancing the peace process and curbing Pakistan’s 

sponsored ‘cross border terrorism’ in the State of Jammu and Kashmir (Siddiqui, 2010). India 

repeatedly accused Islamabad of its inability to curb militancy and prosecute terrorists involved in 

Mumbai attacks in a sincere manner. Commenting on India’s offer for a narrow dialogue on terrorism, 

the then Prime Minister of Pakistan, Yousaf Raza Gilani stated that Indians “have agreed to talk to 

Pakistan, but they don’t want to talk on Kashmir.” He went on to say that “dialogue was the only way 

to resolve problems between civilized nations” (“India doesn’t Want,” 2010). New Delhi declared to 

make attempts to normalize its relations with Pakistan only if, Islamabad “demonstrates its 

commitment” to combat Kashmir focused militant groups. For well-grounded political and strategic 

reasons, Pakistan did not comply with Indian demands unconditionally (Flamenbaum & Neville, 2011). 

Consequently, the dialogue reached an impasse.  

On another plane, Pakistan military was deeply worried about India’s increasing sway in 

Afghanistan and perceived that by gaining its strategic foothold in Kabul, India was “countering 

Pakistan’s longstanding proxy tactics” in Indian occupied J&K. Pakistan’s “war of a thousand cuts” 

maintained “pressure on India to ultimately come to a settlement on Kashmir.” It also meant to keep a 

“substantial portion of the Indian military tied up in the Himalayan region, thereby reducing its strike 



Bashir 

835 
 

capability against the rest of Pakistan.” Pakistan military strategists believed that this strategy “gives 

Islamabad a force equalizer against the much larger and more advanced Indian military” (Siddiqi, 2008). 

It is in this context, that Pakistan watched, with a wary eye, the growing Indian sway in Kabul as it 

reduced Pakistan’s chances of success in Kashmir. According to Aqil Shah, Pakistan believed that 

India’s political and strategic clout in Afghanistan is a “pincer movement designed to relieve pressure 

in Kashmir” (“What’s the Problem with Pakistan?”, 2009). Most importantly, India’s proposed ‘Cold 

Start strategy’ also heightened Pakistan’s concerns of a confrontation with New Delhi (Sehgal, 2009). 

These security calculations led Pakistan military to push back on the achievements of back-channel 

diplomacy on the settlement of J&K dispute (Sethi, 2010). PML-Q leader Mushahid Hussain, reflecting 

the military’s new thinking, argued:  

“Many problems have accumulated since the time Musharraf left. India now boasts 

of a cold start doctrine, there is also the looming water war, the situation in 

Balochistan and India’s role in Afghanistan. The Pakistan army also feels that India 

left no stone unturned to isolate it internationally” (Babar, 2010).  

The military’s pushback against the peace process became evident in 2008, when infiltration into 

Indian-occupied Kashmir increased. In fact, for the first time since 2004, India-focused militant groups, 

particularly, the Lashkar-e-Tayyaba (LT) and Jaish-e-Mohammad (JM) publicly surfaced in the 

southern Punjab, calling for Jihad against India. Holding a combined large public rally in Kotli, a town 

in Pakistan-administered Azad Jammu and Kashmir (AJK), Lashkar-e-Tayyaba and Hizb-ul-

Mujahadeen (HuM) vowed to wage a Jihad to free Indian-occupied Kashmir. In his address, Syed 

Salahuddin, Hizb-ul-Mujahideen leader and head of the United Jihad Council, an umbrella organization 

of all the militant groups fighting in J&K against Indian occupation, declared that “Jihad is the only 

way” to free Kashmir as “diplomacy, talks and negotiations” in the past failed to yield tangible solution. 

“We reject talks between India and Pakistan as a hoax because dialogue can never lead to the freedom 

of Kashmir” (“LeT, Hizb vow”, 2010). In addition, the LT, JM and HuM increased their ‘recruitment 

drives’ in AJK in 2009 with ISI approval. In other words, Pakistan army was not inclined to abandon 

entirely the ‘proxy war’ strategy in Indian-occupied J&K before a settlement on Kashmir has been 

reached (Usher, 2009). 

 

CONCLUSION 

The strategic shifts in the post-9/11 era have brought onto the regional scene the extra-regional power, 

United States; and the regional power, India, to exert their respective sway for their own goals, thereby 

constraining Pakistan’s ability to act. With the removal of Taliban regime, Pakistan ‘lost its ‘strategic 

depth’ in Afghanistan, which provided Islamabad strategic sway in its dealings with New Delhi 

(Jaffrelot, 2002, p. 267). Against this backdrop, India would like to convert LoC in Indian occupied 

J&K into an international border, which is unacceptable to Pakistan. Hence, the Kashmir peace process 

between New Delhi and Islamabad reached a political stalemate, with neither side being able to make 

any progress. Furthermore, the relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan deteriorated due to hostile 

and pro-Indian government in Kabul. It could be argued that the peace and stability in the ‘AfPak’ 

region required a US response to Pakistan’s security concerns due to Islamabad’s centrality in the 

Afghan conflict.  

On the internal front, the most serious fallout from Pakistan’s engagement in the US-led ‘War 

on Terror’ was the growing political instability manifested in civil military imbalance, the increasing 

radicalization of segments of Pakistani society and deleterious effects upon Pakistan’s internal security 

and political stability. The scenario required a need for a lower American profile in Pakistan’s political 

arena with greater emphasis on transparency and good governance.  
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