
 
 

Pakistan Security Research Unit (PSRU) 
 

Brief Number 31 
 
 
 

 
Fraught with Uncertainty: Pakistan’s 

Third Democratic Transition 
 

Ahmad Faruqui 
 

7th May 2008 
 



About the Pakistan Security Research Unit (PSRU) 
  
The Pakistan Security Research Unit (PSRU) was established in the Department of Peace 
Studies at the University of Bradford, UK, in March 2007. It serves as an independent 
portal and neutral platform for interdisciplinary research on all aspects of Pakistani 
security, dealing with Pakistan's impact on regional and global security, internal security 
issues within Pakistan, and the interplay of the two. PSRU provides information about, 
and critical analysis of, Pakistani security with particular emphasis on 
extremism/terrorism, nuclear weapons issues, and the internal stability and cohesion of 
the state. PSRU is intended as a resource for anyone interested in the security of Pakistan 
and provides:  
 

• Briefing papers;  
• Reports;  
• Datasets;  
• Consultancy;  
• Academic, institutional and media links;  
• An open space for those working for positive change in Pakistan and for those 

currently without a voice.  
 
PSRU welcomes collaboration from individuals, groups and organisations, which share 
our broad objectives. Please contact us at psru@bradford.ac.uk We welcome you to look 
at the website available through: http://spaces.brad.ac.uk:8080/display/ssispsru/Home  

 
Other PSRU Publications  

 
The following papers are freely available through the Pakistan Security Research Unit 
(PSRU)  
 

• Report Number 1. The Jihadi Terrain in Pakistan: An Introduction to the Sunni 
Jihadi Groups in Pakistan and Kashmir 

 
• Brief number 20. The India-Pakistan Peace Process: Overcoming the 'Trust 

Deficit'  
• Brief number 21. Pakistan's Political Process  
• Brief number 22. The Security of Nuclear Weapons in Pakistan  
• Brief number 23. Militancy in the FATA and the NWFP  
• Brief number 24. The Gathering Strength of Taliban and Tribal Militants in 

Pakistan  
• Brief number 25. Swat: A Dangerous Flashpoint in the Making  
• Brief number 26. Nuclearization and the External Dimensions of South Asian 

Strategic Stability  
• Brief number 27. Are Pakistan’s Nuclear Warheads Safe?  
• Brief number 28. The ISI and the War on Terrorism  
• Brief number 29. Insurrection in Pakistan’s Tribal Areas 
• Brief number 30. The Cohesion and Stability of Pakistan 

 
All these papers are freely available from: 
http://spaces.brad.ac.uk:8080/display/ssispsru/Home 
 

 2

http://spaces.brad.ac.uk:8080/display/ssispsru/Home


Fraught with Uncertainty: Pakistan’s Third Democratic 
Transition 

 
Ahmad Faruqui1 

 
 
Pakistan was established as an independent state in August 1947.  Its founder, 
Mohammad Ali Jinnah, was one of British India’s top ranked barristers.  He expected 
the nation would be governed according to the parliamentary precepts of the English 
system which he much admired.  Jinnah passed away within a year of the nation’s 
founding and for that reason and a host of others, it took the fledgling country nine 
years to establish a constitution.2   Within two years of that milestone in Pakistani 
history, the army seized the reins of power and turned the clock back.  For the next 
thirteen years, the people who had gained a much hard fought independence from The 
British Raj would remain under the spell of a Khaki Raj3. 
 
The first democratic transition took place in December 1971.  General Yahya Khan, 
the second military ruler, precipitated a civil war in East Pakistan that ultimately drew 
in the Indian army.  The hopelessly tired, outnumbered and outgunned garrison under 
Lt.-Gen. A. A. K. Niazi surrendered in less than a fortnight to the Indians, reversing 
centuries of Muslim military tradition in the sub-continent.  Senior army officers 
deposed the feckless Yahya, who caved in only after his house was buzzed by fighter 
aircraft.   
 
A majority of Pakistanis lived in East Pakistan and they were incensed by Yahya’s 
decision to not hand over power to the Awami League which had secured an absolute 
majority in the general elections of 1970.  With East Pakistan out of the equation, the 
army handed over power to Zulfikar Ali Bhutto.  His Pakistan People’s Party (PPP) 
had secured a majority of National Assembly seats in West Pakistan.  Bhutto, a feudal 
lord from the southern Sindh province, had been educated abroad in the US and the 
UK.  He was the youngest member of General (later Field Marshal) Ayub’s cabinet 
and rose to become the silver tongued foreign minister.   
 

                                                 
1 The author is an independent analyst based in San Francisco, California and a frequent contributor to 
Pakistani newspapers.  He has recently co-edited a book of essays on “Pakistan: Unresolved Issues of 
State and Society,” with Syed Farooq Hasnat, Vanguard Books, Pakistan, 2008.  He is also the author 
of “Rethinking the National Security of Pakistan,” Ashgate Publishing, 2003. He holds B.A. and M.A. 
degrees in economics from the University of Karachi and a Ph. D. in economics from the University of 
California at Davis. The views expressed in this article are solely those of the author, and do not in any 
way represent the views of the PSRU, the Department of Peace Studies, or the University of Bradford. 
Comments on this article can be directed to him at Faruqui@pacbell.net.   
2 On this issue, consult for example Khalid bin Sayeed, “Pakistan: The Formative Phase, 1857-1948,” 
Oxford University Press, 1968; Ian Talbott, “Pakistan: A Modern History,” C. Hurst & Company, 
London, 1999’ and Stephen Philip Cohen, “The Idea of Pakistan,” Brookings Institution Press, 2004. 
3 General K. M. Arif, “Khaki Shadows: Pakistan 1947-1997,” Oxford University Press, Karachi, 2001 
and Husain Haqqani, “Pakistan: Between Mosque and Military,” Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace, 2005. 
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He convinced Ayub that the best way to wrest Kashmir from India was to send in 
guerrillas and spark an uprising.4  They were sent into Kashmir in August 1965 and 
failed miserably.  A few were captured and spilled the beans on All India Radio.  
India upped the ante by launching a three-pronged attacking Lahore on the 6th of 
September.  Faced with a precarious military situation, Ayub concluded a cease-fire 
with the Indians in just over a fortnight.  The Soviets mediated a peace agreement 
between the two warring nations in Tashkent in January.  This did not go over well 
with Bhutto who threatened to reveal how Ayub had betrayed the nation.  Ayub fired 
Bhutto who formed the PPP a few years later to take on Ayub’s formidable political 
machine.   
 
The first democratic transition ended in 1977, when General Zia, Bhutto’s hand-
picked army chief, overthrew him.  Zia’s Operation Fairplay was ostensibly carried 
out to hold free and fair elections during the next 90 days.  
 
The second democratic transition took place in December 1988.  After Gen. Zia died 
in a still-mysterious plane crash in August, the army decided to hold the party-based 
general elections that Zia had found so difficult to conduct during his eleven-year 
rule.  The new army chief was Zia’s deputy, General Baig.  He committed himself to 
handing over power to whoever emerged as the victor.  Once again, the PPP was 
victorious and this time power was transferred to Bhutto’s daughter, Benazir.   This 
transition, too, was abrupt and chaotic and saw Benazir Bhutto alternating as prime 
minister with Nawaz Sharif, a Zia protégé and an industrialist with a strong power 
base in Punjab, the most populous province.  The democratic interlude came to an end 
in October 1999 when General Musharraf, the army chief, overthrew Sharif, alleging, 
inter alia that the latter had prevented his plane from landing at the Karachi airport.   
 
The third democratic transition was triggered by Musharraf’s ill-advised decision to 
suspend the Chief Justice on the 9th of March, 2007.  It set in motion a political 
dynamic which resulted in general elections being held on the 18th of February, 2008.  
In the elections, the PPP emerged as the largest party and has formed the government.  
There are, however, three notable differences between this transition and the first two:   
 

• The prime minister is not a member of the Bhutto family.  Benazir’s widower, 
Asif Zardari, is clearly the power behind the scene but at least for now he is 
content to not serve as the prime minister.   

 
• For the first time, the PPP has had to form a coalition government.  This 

includes its former arch rival, the Pakistan Muslim League headed by former 
Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif.   

 
• The previous military ruler, General Pervez Musharraf, is still in power and 

continues to reside in the army house which has been renamed the president 
house.  He is still the president by virtue of a controversial re-election by the 
previous assemblies and this decision may well be reversed in the months to 
come.  It is widely expected that his powers will be curtailed substantially by 

                                                 
4 A similar attempt had failed in 1947-48 but this did not apparently weigh heavily in Bhutto’s 
calculations.  See Stanley Wolpert, “Zulfi Bhutto of Pakistan: His Life and Times,” Oxford University 
Press, 1993. 
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parliament in the months to come but whether that will come to pass remains 
to be seen.  Musharraf clearly enjoys the support of the Bush administration 
and the Pakistan army, both of which regard him as an important symbol of 
continuity in the war on terror.   

 
Against this backdrop, the new democratically elected government has begun to lay 
out its agenda, formulate its priorities and tackle the numerous crises that afflict the 
nation.  Some of the crises are near-term in nature and have to be tackled immediately 
if the government is to survive.  Others are medium-term in character and have to be 
dealt with if the government wants to complete its five-year term.  And still others 
have a long-term character and have to be handled if the government is to make its 
mark on history.  This article focuses on the first two.   

Near-term Crises  

The Economic Crisis 
The much vaunted economic miracle that was the talk of the town when Shaukat Aziz 
was prime minister has proven to be a mirage.  No one gives much credence to his 
talk of having doubled the per capita income from $400 to $800 in just four years.  
The discussion has now shifted to discussions about the budget deficit and the trade 
deficit.   
 
The budget deficit is expected to come in higher than six percent during the current 
fiscal year, well in excess of the four percent level deemed safe by international 
lending institutions.  Subsidies for food and energy products account for a good 
portion of the deficit but chronically high spending on defense, some of which is 
published in the budget and some of which is hidden under other categories continues 
to exacerbate the problem. 

The trade deficit during the first nine-month of the current fiscal year has come in it at 
$14.5 billion, up 44 percent over the corresponding period a year ago.  At this pace, 
the deficit will exceed $19 billion when the fiscal year ends in June 2008, setting an 
all-time record.  The deficit is being driven by rising imports of consumer goods, such 
as mobile phones, luxury vehicles including bullet-proof cars, perfumes and 
cosmetics.  None of these purchases are going to enhance the productive capacity of 
the economy.  In fact, by their conspicuous nature, they will heighten the tensions 
between the proverbial “haves and have nots” and further inflame inter-class tensions.  
The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) estimates that the trade deficit will continue to 
be about eight percent of GDP during the next five years, up from six percent in 
2007.5 

Inflation is making serious inroads into consumer pocketbooks.  While some of it is 
undoubtedly due to the rising world price of oil, much of it is due to a lax domestic 
monetary policy.  According to the State Bank of Pakistan, inflation may reach nine 
percent during the fiscal year ending June 30, 2008 almost a third higher than the 
target rate of six and a half percent.  And it is the trend is the inflation rate that is even 
more disconcerting.  In February 2008, inflation crossed over into double-digit 

                                                 
5 http://www.economist.com/countries/Pakistan/profile.cfm?folder=Profile%2DEconomic%20Data.  
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territory, coming in at 11.3 percent.  Shortages of key food items, such as flour, are 
taking their toll on the well-being of the ordinary person.   

It is clear that a strategy of economic growth premised largely on American military 
and economic aid has failed.  Domestic savings rates remain low and insufficient to 
sustain an economic growth in the eight percent range.  The Musharraf government 
had predicted an annual growth rate of seven percent for the current fiscal year but the 
actual number may come in below six percent.  The EIU estimates that economic 
growth through 2012 will average around five percent.  It attributes the slow down in 
growth to low investment rates. 

The international credit rating agency, Standard & Poor’s, downgraded the outlook on 
Pakistan last November when Musharraf suspended the constitution and imposed 
emergency rule.  It has given a B+ foreign-currency rating on Pakistani debt, four 
levels below investment grade.  

The Energy Crisis 
The second major crisis confronting the government is the energy crisis caused 
largely by the shortage of electricity.  Amazing as it sounds, the Musharraf 
government did not expand the country’s generation capacity by a single power plant 
during its eight-year tenure.  Its economic advisor, Salman Shah, conceded that point 
in a recent conference that was held in Lahore.  On the other hand, former Prime 
Minister Shaukat Aziz suggested recently in New York that the power crisis was 
caused by rampant growth in demand which he said had soared 15 percent during the 
last fiscal year.   While that may explain the current problems, it cannot be used to 
explain the failure to expand supply. 
 
It is clear that the energy crisis is caused by both demand and supply factors and the 
new government needs to institutionalize energy efficiency throughout the country 
and simultaneously take steps to boost the power capacity.  In that vein, Prime 
Minister Gillani has announced his intention to increase the country’s power capacity 
by 2,200 megawatts this year.  Should this come to pass, it will bridge the demand-
supply gap, which is currently estimated at 20 percent.  While the new capacity will 
go a long way to mitigating the crisis, more needs to be done. 
 
In order to prevent the power system from becoming instable, the Pakistan Electric 
Power Company has resorted to rationing power by turning off power for several 
hours at a time across various parts of the country.  Such a “load shedding” strategy 
can be very disruptive to economic activity and also carries with it a social and 
cultural stigma.  During the cold winter months, power has been being turned off for 
four hours a day in major urban areas such as Karachi and Lahore.  In the summer, the 
incidence of load shedding will undoubtedly rise.  According to a recent news report, 
the power shortage now exceeds 3,000 megawatts.  As shown by the experience of 
several other developing countries, chronic load shedding can knock-off a few 
percentage points of a country’s GDP. 

Relations with the United States 
During the Musharraf era, Islamabad’s relationship with Washington was confined to 
a single metric that derived from the global war on terror.  Thus, it was centered on 
the maintenance of close ties between the militaries of the two countries, dubbed mil-

 6



to-mil ties in Pentagon parlance.  It is now clear even to those in the Bush 
administration that the war on terror is highly unpopular in Pakistan, with Musharraf’s 
repudiation at the hands of the electorate on the 18th of February being just the most 
recent statement of public sentiment that had been building against the US in Pakistan 
ever since it sent its forces into Afghanistan in the fall of 2001. 
 
US officials are very concerned that the new government in Pakistan wants to modify 
the nature of Islamabad’s relations with Washington by pursuing a more independent 
path.  They opine that this changed strategy may play into the hands of the terrorists 
and hand to them a long awaited victory.  The US is concerned that Pakistan’s 
democratic leaders, in order to enhance their popularity with the electorate, may 
choose to pursue a negotiated settlement in Waziristan with the terrorists.  The CIA 
director, Gen. Michael Hayden, has noted that the Afghanistan-Pakistan border 
“presents clear and present danger to Afghanistan, to Pakistan and to the West in 
general, and to the United States in particular.”  And a former American commander 
in the region, Lt. Gen. David W. Barno, has testified before Congress that it is in the 
US interest to send an envoy to Pakistan who would share American intelligence with 
the new government about the intentions and capabilities of the terrorists so that both 
governments can collectively determine a new strategy.   
 
But is clear that the war on terror has failed and that the US approach to the region 
needs to change.  This was highlighted in a report by the Congressional General 
Accounting Office (GAO) that said six years after the terrorist attacks of September 
the 11th and after an expenditure of some $10.5 billion, terrorists continued to move 
unimpeded in the federally administered tribal areas (FATA).6  It noted that Pakistan 
had deployed about 120,000 military and paramilitary forces to kill and capture 
hundreds of suspected Al-Qaeda operatives.  It also acknowledged that some 1,400 
members of Pakistan’s security forces had perished in the war (but failed to note that 
probably three to five times as many had been injured, suggesting that total wartime 
causalities on the Pakistani side had exceeded 5,000).  The report, calling for the 
development of a comprehensive plan to destroy to the FATA terrorist sanctuary, is 
bound to receive much attention if a new administration takes over in January 2009.  
The new Pakistani government has an opportunity to build on ideas contained in the 
report and to reshape some of the Washington-centric recommendations to better 
reflect the sentiments and views of the Pakistani people. 

The Judicial Crisis 
At the center of the controversy is the restoration of the judges that were deposed by 
Musharraf’s declaration of democracy in November.  In the Bhurban Declaration of 
March 9, 2008 the heads of the PPP and PML jointly agreed to the restoration of the 
judges.7  As this article is being written, there is some uncertainty about when this is 
going to happen.  In addition, it is unclear what powers will be given to the restored 
judges, how they will co-exist with the judges who replaced them and what the act of 
judicial restoration might mean to the Musharraf presidency.   When Musharraf issued 
his emergency declaration, the Supreme Court ruled against it and was dismissed 
immediately.  Will the legitimacy of Musharraf’s presidency be taken up once again 
and where might it lead?  

                                                 
6 Government Accounting Office, “Combating Terror,” US Congress, Washington, DC, April 2008. 
7 http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=2008\03\10\story_10-3-2008_pg1_1.  
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Asif Zardari, who stated in early April that it was time to strengthen the judiciary as a 
“bulwark against dictatorship,” has since softened his tone.  He has noted recently that 
his coalition government does not have a two-thirds majority in parliament to impeach 
Musharraf.  He has also noted that his government has other priorities than besieging 
the president and that no one will be allowed to dictate to the PPP what it needs to do 
in this regard.  This is a clear message to the attorneys and judges who are clamoring 
for action on this front, including Aitzaz Ahsan, a very senior PPP member and head 
of the Supreme Court Bar Association.  It is likely that Ahsan will pursue a 
parliamentary seat and once elected, will seek to rally other members of the coalition 
to his side.  This may cause a splinter group to emerge within the PPP. 

Medium-term issues 

Rethinking defense 
The new government, if it is to be credible, will have to take a serious look at the 
premises of Pakistan’s national security policies, which throughout history have been 
determined by the army.  Neither the army’s strategies, nor its war plans, nor even its 
budgets have ever been submitted for parliamentary review and scrutiny.  In most 
democratic countries, such practice is commonplace.  However, in Pakistan the 
contrary has been true.  All governments, whether civilian or military, have felt that 
placing the military under parliamentary review would inadvertently play into the 
hands of Pakistan’s nemesis, India, which had never accepted the concept of Partition 
and was eager to bring Pakistan back into the fold.    
 
But this conventional wisdom, couched in secrecy, has fallen victim to the law of 
unintended consequences.  It has yielded not one but several military debacles, 
precisely the outcome it was supposed to prevent.  The army has engaged in two 
major and several minor wars in Kashmir that have failed to change the situation on 
the ground but have brought with them much economic cost, social suffering, political 
distress and international opprobrium.  As if that was not enough, the army 
precipitated a civil war in East Pakistan and lost half the country.    
 
And it did not stop there.  After the country was dismembered, when the army should 
have gone into a quite, self-searching mode, it chose instead to reinforce the dread of 
India among the people to try to legitimize its continued primacy in the polity.     
 
It was the best time to rethink national defence but the opportunity was squandered.  
The army chose to pursue even more aggressively a unidimensional approach to 
national security focusing on military strength.  Thus, instead of rescaling its size to 
correspond with the new borders, the army grew by 50 percent.     
 
Moreover, girding itself for Armageddon, it began working on a clandestine nuclear 
program which ultimately yielded a plethora of nuclear bombs and ballistic missiles. 
But this program ultimately backfired as the US cut of all aid when the Soviets 
withdrew from Afghanistan.  When Pakistan, now engaged in an arms race with a 
country that was seven times its size, decided to match India’s five nuclear explosions 
in May 1998 with six of its own, it suffered a battery of crippling economic sanctions.   
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Moreover, the decision to nuclearize the armed forces failed to yield a cut in spending 
on conventional forces.  There was no nuclear dividend and poverty rates and 
illiteracy rates continued to grow.  This deepened the ethnic and sectarian fault lines 
in the nation’s body politic.  Along the way, the population of Pakistan exceeded that 
of Bangladesh, in a dramatic demographic reversal.   

The Challenges Ahead  
So what should be done?  The first priority should be the creation of a parliamentary 
committee to review the country’s defence policies. The committee should include 
members from all leading political parties and preferably individuals with some 
knowledge of national security issues.  Such committees exist in all democratic 
systems.  This committee on national defence should work closely with the three 
service chiefs and the chairman of the joint chiefs to review the country’s grand 
strategy.  This goes beyond military strategy, whose purpose is narrowly focused on 
how to win wars and even more beyond tactics, whose purpose is to how to win 
selected military engagements.  Grand strategy addresses higher level questions such 
as whether or not to go to war, with what means, at what place, against whom and for 
what purpose.  In a democracy these questions more properly fall into the province of 
parliament, not the military. 
 
Grand strategy, to be successful, has to rest on a rational, non-emotive and factual 
foundation. It requires a realistic framing of the threats facing the country.  External 
and internal threats have to be identified and evaluated under a variety of scenarios.  
Only then can a robust grand strategy be derived that is valid against a variety of 
futures.     
 
The truest manifestation of grand strategy recognizes its multi-dimensional nature and 
suggests the deployment of complementary political, diplomatic, economic and social 
policies for its attainment.  Rarely can the objectives of grand strategy be attained by 
military force alone.  The armed forces, trained largely in the successful prosecution 
of military campaigns, have to play a role in the formulation of grand strategy but 
they should never play the dominant role.    
 
Once grand strategy has been formulated, the new role of the armed forces in national 
defence will become apparent.  Recommendations for changing their mission, their 
orientation and organization and their strength will flow from such an assessment.  
For example, it will become clear that given the existence of a substantial, well-
publicized nuclear deterrent, Pakistan does not need armed forces that are about half 
the size of India’s.    
 
As discussed earlier, the large size of the armed forces has not helped Pakistan avoid 
military defeats.  In fact, it has tempted the country to engage in adventures for which 
it was seriously underqualified.  Operations such as those carried out in Kargil in the 
winter of 1999, even after the nuclear tests had been carried out by both countries just 
seven months prior, are a manifestation of the army’s strategic myopia for which 
Pakistan has paid dearly. 
 
In addition, the large size of the armed forces has created a political imbalance in the 
polity that has precipitated not one but four coups.  The true measure of militarism 
can be gleaned from the realization that the military, even when it is not explicitly in 
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power, governs the nation’s defense and foreign policies.  In addition, the military 
now intrudes deeply into the civil sphere, including the universities.  Just about every 
senior civil post appears to be held by either a serving or retired general officer.  In 
addition, military officials are awarded land that they can resell at a profit.  Their 
position in society is out of line with that held by their counterparts in all countries 
with the possible exception of Burma.  Even in China, it is the communist party and 
not the army that holds sway in national defence.       
 
Reconfiguring the armed forces will yield three major benefits.  First, the problem of 
terrorism will become more tractable as non-military levers are identified, developed 
and deployed.  The American experience in Afghanistan and Iraq is a testimonial to 
the futility of using overwhelming military superiority against an enemy that operates 
among the people.  Industrial armies are ill-equipped to fight such non-conventional 
wars.  The latest testimonial to this thesis comes from a recently retired British 
General, Sir Rupert Smith.8 
 
The second major benefit from a reconfiguring of the armed forces would be the 
eradication of militarism in Pakistani society.  Professional soldiers will wish to get 
back to the business of building their core competency, which is winning wars, rather 
than running the country.  And the third major benefit would be the freeing up of 
scare economic resources for the promotion of human development.  

Conclusions 
The new government in Pakistan faces unusually complex challenges, both in the 
near-term and in the medium-term.  As it attempts to deal with these challenges, it 
will face all the usual difficulties that attend to a coalition of parties that have little in 
common except their desire to govern.  Moreover, if the past is a guide, it will also 
face the threat of a military coup that would bring its tenure to an unexpected close.  
That fear may cause it to avoid dealing with the issue of restoring civilian control over 
the military which would not allow it to pursue the long-delayed task of developing 
civilian institutions.9   
 
Should the civilian government survive, it will have a unique opportunity to set 
Pakistan on the road to constitutional governance and fulfill the democratic promise 
that underlay the creation of the country.  In this regard, the United States and the 
United Kingdom can play a unique role in strengthening the democratic process.  
Both countries have a long standing relationship with Pakistan.  The US has been 
Pakistan’s military ally during the Cold War, the Soviet-Afghan War and the ongoing 
Global War on Terror.10  The UK of course has many cultural, linguistic, academic 
and historical ties with Pakistan and is home to many generations of Pakistani 
émigrés.    
 
Unfortunately, during the past few years, both Washington and London have 
converged on a single metric for measuring their relationship with Islamabad, which 

                                                 
8 “The Utility of Force: The Art of War in the Modern World,” Alfred A. Knopf, 2007. 
9 Mazhar Aziz, “Military Control in Pakistan: The Parallel State,” Routledge Advances in South Asian 
Studies, London and New York, 2008. 
10 The definitive assessment of US-Pakistan ties (prior to Pervez Musharraf’s arrival) is the book by 
Dennis Kux, “Disenchanted Allies: The United States and Pakistan: 1947-2000,” The Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 2001.  
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has been the strength of military-to-military cooperation.  Much of this relationship 
has been vested in personal ties that have been forged between President Bush and 
former British Prime Minister Blair and General Musharraf.  The war on terror has 
not gone well, despite the $10.5 billion that the US has provided Pakistan.  The 
United States Government Accountability Office recently concluded that the war has 
been fought without a plan.11  Musharraf has increasingly been seen as the poodle of 
the West and has lost whatever public support he had domestically.   
 
It is time for the US and the UK to depersonalize their relationship with Pakistan by 
letting the people of that country decide the political future of Musharraf, to broaden 
their ties beyond the military sphere and to reach out to the people of the country by 
investing in the country’s human development.  This can be accomplished by 
promoting the growth of educational institutions, cultural exchanges and social 
programs.  Poverty and illiteracy are the country’s main problems now, just as they 
were in 1949, and these demand immediate attention, both from within and without.  
Otherwise the country could well become the failed state that some analysts have 
been calling it since the late 1990s.  
 
 

 

 
11 “Combating Terrorism,” GAO-08-622, April 2008. 
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