
  [image: Cover Page of History of the Pakistan Army]


  [image: Title Page of History of the Pakistan Army]


  Copyright © 2016 by Brian Cloughley

  All Rights Reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in any manner without the express written consent of the publisher, except in the case of brief excerpts in critical reviews or articles. All inquiries should be addressed to Carrel Books, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018.

  Carrel Books may be purchased in bulk at special discounts for sales promotion, corporate gifts, fund-raising, or educational purposes. Special editions can also be created to specifications. For details, contact the Special Sales Department, Carrel Books, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018, or carrelbooks@skyhorsepublishing.com.

  Carrel Books® is a registered trademark of Skyhorse Publishing, Inc., a Delaware corporation.

  Visit our website at www.carrelbooks.com.

  10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

  Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available on file.

  Cover design by Rain Saukas

  Cover photo credit Associated Press

  Interior photographs provided by the Directorate of Inter Services Public Relations, the Pakistan Army, and the author. Those of the 1965 and 1971 wars were selected by Major General Syed Ali Hamid.

  ISBN: 978-1-63144-038-0

  Ebook ISBN: 978-1-63144-039-7

  Printed in the United States of America


  To the memory of

  Lieutenant Colonel Nawabzada Azmat Khan


  LIST OF MAPS

  1.   Pakistan

  2.   Northern Pakistan

  3.   Northern Areas, Kashmir, and Aksai Chin

  4.   Chhamb and Akhnur

  5.   Sialkot and Lahore

  6.   The Lahore Front

  7.   The Axes to Lahore from Khalra and Atari

  8.   Khem Karan and Kasur

  9.   Asal Uttar

  10. The Sialkot Front

  11. East Pakistan (Bangladesh)

  12. North West Sector

  13. Defeat in the North

  14. The Jessore Sector

  15. North and East of Dacca

  16. Indian and Pakistani Forces in the West

  17. Kashmir and Northern Punjab

  18. The Southern Sector

  19. Pakistan Corps Headquarters


  LIST OF TABLES

  1.   Defence Expenditure 1947–59

  2.   Indian Formations Sent to the Border with Pakistan

  3.   Defence Expenditure 1959/60–1969/70

  4.   Military Equipment of India and Pakistan 1970–71

  5.   Allocation of Units and Operational Tasks in East Pakistan

  6.   Indian Ground Forces at Eastern Command HQ

  7.   Allocation of Pakistani Forces

  8.   Pakistani Corps and Infantry Divisions

  9.   Pakistani Prisoners of War Held by India

  10. Military Equipment in 1972 and 1976

  11. Military Expenditure 1969–1975

  12. Military Holdings

  13. Rates of Pay and Pensions for the rank from Sepoy (private soldier) to Sergeant Major (with maximum amount of service and highest qualifications)

  14. Rates of Pay and Pensions for Officers (at maximum length of service)

  15. Suicide Bombings in Pakistan 2004–2008

  16. The Government-ISI-Army Nexus

  17. Pakistan’s Missiles (August 2014)

  18. Overall Defence Expenditure Figures

  19. US Aid Figures

  20. Pakistan’s UN Contributions—mid-2014

  21. Estimated Numbers of Deaths Caused by Drone Strikes 2004–2015 (to 20 March)

  22. Drone Strikes


  LIST OF GRAPHS

  1.   Influence of Groups and Institutions

  2.   Views of Pakistani Leaders

  3.   Decline in Unfavorable Opinions of US

  4.   High Rating for the Military


  PREFACE TO THE FIFTH EDITION

  THE ARMY OF PAKISTAN 1947–2015

  
    The Pakistan Army was formed from the British Indian Army that ceased to exist at midnight on 14 August 1947 when the nations of Pakistan and India were created. Partition of the subcontinent and the dawn of freedom for five hundred million people involved many problems, not the least of which was division of the army on religious lines between the new countries. The Muslims went to Pakistan; the Hindus and Sikhs, and most of the religious minorities, to India.

    The splitting up of the regiments was poignant beyond words. All over India Sikhs and Hindus were giving farewell parties to their departing Muslim comrades, seeing them off at the station with garlands round their necks and tears pouring down their faces; and in Pakistan, vice versa. Throughout, the emphasis was on the splitting perforce of a family, but the preservation of the Regiment.

    The Indian Army and the King’s Enemies

    Charles Chenevix-Trench

  

  The armies of India and Pakistan maintain the tradition of the regiment, to which loyalty is an essential part of their creed; indeed it is the cornerstone of discipline; the building block of military professionalism. Soldiers who may have only the shakiest notion of the cause for which their country commits them to action will perform heroic deeds for the sake of the honour of their units. The combination of good leadership and proud units (which usually, but not always, go together) can be an important factor in winning battles.

  The splitting of regiments in 1947 was a serious business, as was apportionment of units to one country or the other. The outward signs of regimental tradition—the battle honours, the badges, the ceremonial minutiae—are important to soldiers. To many, these things might seem petty, trivial, inconsequential and even irrelevant to modern life. However, this feeling among soldiers of pride for their units continues as strong is it was in 1947, and after partition both armies have continued to build on their regimental traditions.

  This book describes development of the army of Pakistan in the years since formation as a separate entity in 1947. Down the years there have been many political changes in the country, from democracy through various types of military rule, and back to democracy. The army has played many roles and, contrary to the wishes of many of its members, on occasions became involved in the imposition and enforcement of martial law. These distasteful periods have been relegated to history by the army, which does not care to be reminded of the part it was required to play in suppression of democracy; there are no battle honours to be won by tapping politicians’ telephones, and no regimental pride is ever enhanced by a soldier sitting in judgement on fellow countrymen. The fact remains that the army was involved in political manoeuvring and in restricting the rights of the citizens of Pakistan. It also conducted operations involving considerable brutality in suppressing separatists in the Eastern Wing of the country in the period before the 1971 war between India and Pakistan that resulted in the creation of Bangladesh. These excesses cannot be glossed over, nor are they in this book; but there is confidence that the army is unlikely ever again to be so committed.

  * * *

  My involvement with the Pakistan Army dates back to 1980. I spent two years as deputy head of the UN Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) and conceived the highest regard for the professionalism of both the Indian and Pakistani armies. President Zia invited me to visit Pakistan in 1985, when I renewed my acquaintance with many senior officers. Thereafter I served as Australian defence attaché from 1988 to 1994. During the latter period and in later years I was encouraged by successive army chiefs to broaden my knowledge by attending many military exercises; travelling extensively to improve my understanding of the country and to visit headquarters and units. I am most grateful to them, and to other officers, serving and retired, for the advice and co-operation that enabled me to write this book. Others whose assistance is much valued are noted in the text.

  Brian Cloughley

  France

  September 2015


  1 THE BEGINNINGS

  Pakistan and India have fought on three occasions since partition in 1947. The first, undeclared, war began almost at once, when the Hindu maharaja of the predominately Muslim region of Jammu and Kashmir decided his state should accede to India rather than Pakistan. The rights and wrongs of the Kashmir dispute are relevant to the development of the army of Pakistan, and will be mentioned in context. An excellent description of the disagreement is contained in Alistair Lamb’s Kashmir: A Disputed Legacy. Other references of great value are Manoj Joshi’s The Lost Rebellion, and Victoria Schofield’s Kashmir in the Crossfire.1

  Division of the British Indian army between Pakistan and India had been planned before independence, but could only begin a few weeks before sectarian killings increased and partition gave rise to the problem of Kashmir. The War Department had been split on 19 July, and many units had begun the task of moving components to one or the other side of the border. Numbers involved were large: the British Indian Army was about 400,000 strong.2 It was agreed that the new Indian army should be allocated 260,000, with the balance going to Pakistan. Command at all levels of the new armies was a difficult matter as, in spite of a programme of ‘Indianization’ begun twenty-five years before, there were still 13,500 British officers in an officer corps of 22,000.3

  In spite of the capabilities of Indian (i.e. Indian and Pakistani) officers, they lacked expertise in logistics and the skills associated with managing (as distinct from leading) an army. These had in the main been provided by their British colleagues, although a major force on the civil side was Sir Chandulal Madhavlal Trivedi, Secretary of the War Department in the government of India from 1942–6. Mountbatten described him as the only Indian who had any idea of high level defence organisation. Trivedi was to apply his energy to ensuring India retained large quantities of military materiel after partition.

  Pakistan received a fair share of officers, but not enough to fill all the vacancies in the establishment. The requirement was for about 4,000, of whom half were already serving. The shortfall was made up by retention of five hundred British officers who elected to remain (including the commander-in-chief and his deputy), and the commissioning of the balance from the ranks and, in some instances, in the technical corps, direct from civilian life. There were only fifty-six senior Pakistani officers, ranked from colonel to major general. Although there were cases of over-rapid promotions and unsuitability, Pakistani and British officers worked hard to establish a basis for expansion, but problems came later when some officers, unwilling to accept the fact that promotion had to depend on competence rather than seniority—or even connections and influence—indulged in intrigue.

  The British Indian army had twenty-nine infantry regiments, each having several battalions of up to a thousand men. Pakistan received eight regiments. A similar ratio of apportionment took place in the other fighting arms, with Pakistan being given six of the twenty armoured units and eight of the forty-eight artillery regiments. (Armoured and artillery units are called ‘regiments,’ but do not have a multiplicity of units within the regiment, unlike the infantry with its battalions.) Division on the basis of religion meant that Pakistan received some 30 per cent of soldiers, but the mechanics of the split were complicated.

  Many units were mixed in religions, ethnicity, and castes. In a battalion, for example, companies of about 140 men might be Muslim or Hindu or Sikh. A battalion ordered to join the army of Pakistan would retain only its Muslim company or companies, and those headquarters officers and men of the same religion. Naturally the ‘Indian’ regiments, such as the ethnically defined Jat, Rajput, Sikh, and Dogra Regiments, went to India, and the Baluch (now Baloch) and Frontier Force Regiments were allocated to Pakistan. The five regiments wearing the Punjab badge were divided between the countries, as was Punjab itself, with 1st, 8th, 14th, and 15th Punjabis, a total of about twenty-six battalions, going to Pakistan.4 The transfer was difficult and messy; it ended in sorrow and, in some cases, slaughter—although not of soldier by soldier.

  In spite of regimental spirit and genuine emotion, the initial goodwill did not last long. Sikh soldiers leaving their regimental ‘family’ with tears in their eyes on the way to India from Pakistan were murdered by Pathan tribesmen. Groups of grieving Muslim soldiers were similarly treated by bands of Sikhs and Hindus. It is impossible to calculate the number of deaths at the time of partition. There may have been half a million people killed, including thousands of disarmed soldiers who had expected—and been promised—safe passage to their homelands from either side of the new border. Creation of the new nations did not have an auspicious beginning. It is not surprising that the distrust engendered by mass slaughter has not entirely disappeared in spite of the passage of time. One example of appalling brutality will suffice to indicate the depth of hatred felt by each side for the other:

  
    In the flickering light from the bonfire, children, babies, lay on the ground like so many rag dolls, their heads smashed against the wall of a small culvert. For them the night of terror was over, but not for the remaining others . . . Knocked to the ground while others tore off their flimsy clothing, one after another the women were viciously assaulted.5

  

  In the middle of chaos and terror, the new armies had to grapple with the problems of creating balanced fighting forces. India received a high proportion of base installations (stores depots and the like), because most of these were located within India itself. Wrangles took place concerning apportionment of equipment, and Pakistani officers complain to this day about the failure of the former Viceroy (then Governor General of India), Lord Mountbatten, to ensure the fair division that had been agreed. 170,000 tons of equipment and stores for Pakistan were intended to be despatched in three hundred trainloads from India; only three railway wagons arrived, and these contained either obsolete items or rubbish. General Gul Hassan recollects in his Memoirs, ‘Some crates even contained prophylactics left over from Early Treatment Centres set up during the Second World War in Burma. A benign gesture on the part of India.’

  Allocation of equipment and stores to Pakistan was not the highest priority of the Indian government nor of the Governor General, and there is evidence that obstacles were placed in the way of those attempting resolution of the problem. It was not until 10 October 1947 that the Defence Committee in Delhi agreed that a standing committee should be set up to represent the government of India (emphasis added) in the matter of allocating military assets. Following the meeting, the private secretary to the Governor General, Lt. Col. (later Lt. Gen.) Erskine-Crum, drafted a letter ‘from yourself to the Supreme Commander [i.e. from Mountbatten to Auchinleck] on the division of moveable assets.’ In his covering letter Erskine-Crum wrote, ‘I don’t think it would be appropriate, at the present stage, to inform the Supreme Commander of the full terms of reference of this Committee. I have therefore confined information as to its functions to “liaison purposes.”’ The letter was sent to Auchinleck without demur by Mountbatten, who, therefore, concurred that the supreme commander, the officer tasked to ensure that the new dominions were given as good as possible a start in construction of their defence forces, should be told a lie concerning the function of a most important committee.

  Negotiations about movement of stores westwards from India continued, but only a tiny fraction of the amount intended for Pakistan was received. Sir George Cunningham Governor of the North-West Frontier Province, recorded in his diary on 6 October 1947 that ‘[Messervy, the Commander-in-Chief, Pakistan] told me that the Sikhs (the Sikh irregulars in East Punjab) are getting consignments of Belgian rifles by air and that the Pakistan army is so short of stores (all of them having been snaffled by India) that he is going home in ten days to try to get more from HMG.’ Messervy did fly to London, and was successful in obtaining some war-surplus items, but in nothing like the quantities intended to be allocated to Pakistan from the holdings in India.

  Field Marshal Auchinleck’s protests fell on deaf ears in New Delhi.6 When he complained directly to Whitehall, his approach was also ignored. The denial of equipment to Pakistan contributed to the rapid souring of relations.

  Pakistan was fortunate in having the army’s staff college in its territory, but there were no defence factories, major communications installations nor officer training establishments. The only technical school in Pakistan was in the West Wing, in Nowshera: the Army Service Corps School, responsible for instruction in the management of supplies and transport. The defence infrastructure in the west of the Indian Raj, in what became West Pakistan, had been based on a requirement to fight the ‘little wars’ of the British against the warlike tribes of the North-West Frontier (who also enthusiastically contributed soldiers to the army of the Raj), while that in the east and south had been constructed to support the war against the Japanese.

  Political and military leadership in Pakistan devolved upon Mohammad Ali Jinnah (the Quaid-i-Azam, or Leader of the Nation), who became Governor General; Liaquat Ali Khan, the prime minister (and defence minister); and the British commander-in-chief, General Sir Frank Messervy. Mountbatten had let it be known that he wished to serve as Governor General of both countries, an ambition indicating his insensitivity to Muslim aspirations and his misunderstanding of how Jinnah saw the future. Mountbatten’s lack of sympathy for the Muslim religion and personal dislike of Jinnah are well-documented in his own words. In spite of his charm and reputation as a man of the world, Mountbatten could be naïve when describing matters affecting his dignity. The Indians had insisted that independence be declared on an astrologically auspicious day, and he was vulnerable on the subject:

  
    I sat between Miss Jinnah and Begum Liaquat Ali Khan. They both pulled my leg about the midnight ceremonial in Delhi, saying that it was astounding that a responsible government should be guided in such matters by astrologers. I refrained from retorting that the whole Karachi programme had had to change because Jinnah had forgotten that it was Ramazan [the Muslim month of fasting during the day] and he had to change the lunch party he had himself suggested to a dinner party.

  

  This record (in the Viceroy’s Personal Report No. 17, dated 17 August 1947) is revealing for its equation of superstition with the religion of Islam. But the overall tone had been set in Personal Report No. 11 of the previous month, in which Mountbatten recounted his failure to convince Jinnah that the British white ensign should be flown by ships of the Pakistan Navy:

  
    and he (Jinnah) regretted he could not allow his ships to fly the white ensign . . . He was only saved from being struck [by Mountbatten] by the arrival of the other members of the Partition Council at the moment . . . the only adviser Jinnah listens to is Jinnah . . . He is suffering from megalomania in its worst form.

  

  It is doubtful if even Mountbatten, a robust man, would have physically attacked the frail Jinnah, but the passage is remarkable for demonstrating his antipathy. His appointment as Governor General of India made him even less popular in Pakistan than he had hitherto been. Pakistanis were suspicious of Mountbatten, not least because they believed that his activities resulted in the Kashmir problem. He had certainly made it clear that he wished India to be one country after Independence, and as late as 19 April 1947 wrote, ‘I have the impression that Mr Liaquat Ali Khan intends to help me find a more reasonable solution than this mad Pakistan.’

  Mr Liaquat Ali Khan had no such intention, in spite of being apprehensive about the possible results of partition, but in any event was not the prime representative in negotiations. Jinnah was president of the Muslim League; Liaquat was general secretary; neither was prepared to permit a Congress party government to rule an undivided India. They were convinced this would spell disaster for Muslims. Partition was going to take place whether Mountbatten liked it or not, and eventually he had to accept the fact. His involvement with the commission appointed to determine the countries’ borders, however, is somewhat mysterious. His actions following independence were perceived in Pakistan as blatantly pro-Indian.

  On 3 June 1947, following his meeting with Indian and Pakistani leaders to present the plan for transfer of power, Mountbatten spoke on All-India Radio giving news of the decision for partition. He explained that it had not been possible to obtain ‘agreement . . . on any plan that would preserve the unity of India.’ Had he left it at that there would not have been recriminations later, and he went on to say, ‘there can be no question of coercing any large areas in which one community has a majority to live against their will under a government in which another community has a majority.’ But this is exactly what happened.

  THE DISPUTED TERRITORIES

  Mountbatten’s plan included the formation of two boundary commissions to determine the accession of areas of Punjab and Bengal to India and Pakistan. Both commissions were chaired by Sir Cyril Radcliffe, an eminent jurist with no previous experience of the subcontinent. His name had been proposed by Jinnah and was accepted by the Congress party in spite of Nehru’s misgivings.

  Radcliffe arrived in New Delhi on 8 July and had five weeks to decide the new national borders. No man could have expected complete success. Being unable to attend meetings of both commissions, many of which were concurrent, he decided to rely on daily examination of their deliberations in order to reach his conclusions. It was agreed by the Muslim League and the Congress that the decisions were to be final. There was to be no appeal.

  Mountbatten used all his charm and eloquence to persuade the rulers of the some five hundred independent Indian states (the ‘princely states’) that after partition were to lie within the borders of the new India, to accede to India, rather than attempting to remain independent or acceding to Pakistan. He succeeded, with three exceptions: Hyderabad, Junagadh, and Kashmir. The first two had Muslim rulers but a Hindu majority population; in the latter the situation was the reverse.

  The nawab of Junagadh, near Bombay, declared accession to Pakistan immediately after partition. The population of his state was some 670,000, of whom only 20 per cent were Muslim, and although the principality was close to Pakistan’s border, it was separated from it by Indian territory. Clearly, accession to Pakistan was neither practicable nor logical. The dewan, or prime minister, was Sir Shah Nawaz Bhutto (father of Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, later a leader of Pakistan), who, in consultation with Jinnah, ‘had agreed that it was worth trying to wrest wealthy Junagadh from Indian control, especially because it was so close to Mahatma Gandhi’s birthplace.’7 On 8 November, after much negotiation clouded by Pakistan’s machinations, the nawab fled to Pakistan, and Sir Shah Nawaz requested the Indian government to take over the administration of Junagadh ‘to save the state from complete administrative breakdown.’

  In February 1948 a plebiscite was held in the state and, of over 200,000 votes cast, only 99 favoured accession to Pakistan. The affair was minor in itself, but is significant for the declaration by Pandit Nehru, India’s prime minister, that:

  
    We want an amicable settlement of this issue and we propose, therefore, that whenever there is a dispute in regard to any territory, the matter should be decided by a referendum or plebiscite of the people concerned. We shall accept the result of this referendum whatever it may be as it is our desire that a decision should be made in accordance with the wishes of the people concerned. We invite the Pakistan Government, therefore, to submit the Junagadh issue to a referendum of the people of Junagadh under impartial auspices.8

  

  Nehru’s tune was to change concerning plebiscites.

  Mountbatten’s account of the negotiations about the accession of Hyderabad was lengthy, but in essence the problem was that the state lay in the heart of India and, although ruled by a Muslim of ancient lineage, 86 per cent of its population of sixteen million was Hindu. At the time of partition the Nizam, Osman Ali, decided to opt for neither India nor Pakistan, and it was agreed there should be a ‘standstill’ to last for a year from 29 November 1947. He was playing for time, but there was no real hope that Pakistan would, or could, come to his aid. Negotiations foundered, and Indian troops took over the state on 13 September 1948, two days after the death of Jinnah.

  In two of the disputed territories there had been solutions; one involving a plebiscite, the other force of arms. India had succeeded in establishing governance over two areas which it considered, with good reason, to be vital to the integrity of the union. The problem of Kashmir, although in many ways similar to those of Junagadh and Hyderabad, was not to be solved. It was to lead to war and to tension between the countries that continues to this day.

  KASHMIR

  
    I have reason to believe that when Patel had tried to reason with Nehru (about Nehru’s proposed visit to Kashmir) the night before our meeting, Nehru had broken down and wept, explaining that Kashmir meant more to him at the moment than anything else.

    Viceroy’s Personal Report No. 15, 1 August 1947

    Who has not heard of the Vale of Cashmere,

    With its roses the brightest that earth ever gave,

    Its temples, and grottos, and fountains as clear

    As the love-lighted eyes that hang over their wave.

    Lallah Rookh by Thomas Moore

  

  Following the separatist uprising that began in the Kashmir Valley in 1989, most cultivation has not been of roses but of hatred. Such temples as were not destroyed were rarely used for worship. Grottos became weapons’ stores for militants, and no fountains played. There was no love-light in the eyes of either the inhabitants or the Indian security forces; only distrust and even revulsion. The lush valley, with its gardens, canals, rivers, and lakes, became a battleground.

  India voiced much criticism of Pakistan for supporting the separatist guerrillas, which it undoubtedly did; Pakistan was equally censorious concerning human rights violations against Muslims by Indian soldiers and para-military troops. But the importance of Kashmir goes beyond the misery of its inhabitants: it is the greatest cause of discord and dissension between the two nations. The acrimony between them seems insoluble, in spite of genuine efforts on both sides to reach an understanding, and they maintain enormous military forces equipped with nuclear weapons, to counter what they perceive as threats to their sovereignty by the other. In the subcontinent there is a total of two million men prepared to wage war, and the burning issue is Kashmir.9

  There are two Kashmirs: in the east, the Indian-controlled area which was declared a State of the Union in 1950, and, to its west and north, Azad or ‘Free’ Kashmir, controlled by Pakistan but not treated as an integral province. Maps 1, 2, and 3 show the region divided by the Line of Control adopted following the 1971 war between India and Pakistan. This boundary was mutually agreed upon, replacing the Cease-fire Line established in 1949.

  Outwardly, the dispute appears simple. Unlike Hyderabad, at the time of partition Kashmir was ruled by a Hindu maharajah, whereas three-quarters of its subjects were Muslim.10 The region is not in the Indian heartland but is contiguous with both India and Pakistan. The state could have been divided between the countries (as was Punjab) and without ethnic or religious difficulties arising, had the Hindu area (Jammu) gone to India and the rest to Pakistan. There is a mountain divide between the regions, with the northern (Muslim) area being more easily accessible from Pakistan and the southern from India. The only means of land access from India to Indian-administered Kashmir, even fifty years later, is a single-lane tunnel through the mountain range.

  [image: images]

  But Maharaja Sir Hari Singh was a vacillator. He could not make up his mind whether to declare accession to India or Pakistan, and simply wished to retain as much personal power as possible. He would have preferred his state to be independent (just as unrealistically some present-day separatists seek this option), but considered that power and a degree of independence might be more readily forthcoming from India than from Pakistan. In the words of Alastair Lamb, ‘The Kashmir dispute . . . started life as a contest over rights to a territory, not the struggle to establish the wishes of a people.’

  * * *

  In August 1947 the situation in the subcontinent was as confused militarily as it was politically. Pakistan would have liked nothing more than to have immediately occupied the area of Kashmir under the (loose) control of the maharaja, but was incapable of such action. It had no means of conveying forces to the region, and in any event the military reorganisation then taking place made command and control difficult. Matters were complicated by the Commander-in-Chief of the Pakistan Army, General Sir Frank Messervy, being in London at the time. The acting C-in-C was also a British officer, Lt. Gen. Sir Douglas Gracey. Gracey was an honourable man and a fine soldier, but, however much he empathized with Pakistan, his loyalties were perforce divided.

  Within Kashmir, several uprisings took place in the days following partition. The Poonch district (Map 3) became ungovernable and there were raids across the ‘border’—not yet a formal border, courtesy of the maharajah’s tactics of evasion. There were claims and counter-claims about ‘invasions’ of the region from the Pakistani side. What is certain is that there were numbers of tribesmen from Pakistan (and Afghanistan) motivated by religion, relaxation of the rule of law by the Raj, and intrinsic disposition for mayhem, who descended on the Valley of Kashmir intent on destruction, pillage, and rape.
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  In 1980 the author had a firsthand account from Sister Priscilla, a nun in Baramulla, of the tribesmens’ hideous behaviour thirty-three years earlier. In a matter-of-fact manner she told me of the ordeal she and the other seven nuns in St Joseph’s Hospital suffered at the hands of the assailants. Some of the nuns were killed at once, or died later because of the appalling indecencies that were visited upon them. Sister Priscilla still prayed for them—and also for the tribesmen who committed such atrocities throughout the Vale:

  
    It is now like a dream, of course. I can’t remember everything in detail. They were young and old; bearded, some of them, but others just boys. They destroyed all of the medicines, that was the worst part. The rape? I can’t remember. I feel sorry for the men. I pray every day for them.

  

  The tribesmen began to move towards Kashmir immediately after news of the maharaja’s indecision about accession became known. Forays were succeeded by invasion. Sir George Cunningham, newly appointed Governor of the North-West Frontier Province, recorded in his diary11 on 17 October 1947 that:

  
    [A member of his staff] told me . . . that there is a real movement in Hazara [a region in north central Pakistan] for a jehad against Kashmir. They have been collecting rifles and making a definite plan of campaign, apparently for seizing the part of the main Jhelum valley above Domel [in western Kashmir]. I have warned everyone I could, including the Afridis and Mohmands, of the danger of taking part in anything like this, in case it leads to war between India and Pakistan. I am not quite sure whether it could be made a casus belli at present, as Kashmir has acceded to neither Dominion yet.

  

  Cunningham’s warnings were ignored by the tribes, whose blood was up. On 24 October, he noted in a somewhat partisan diary entry (for he was, after all, the servant of Pakistan and disapproved of the maharajah’s action in declaring for India):

  
    The invasion of Kashmir seems to progress. Some of our tribesmen were reported at Garhi yesterday, and seem to be moving up in the Srinagar direction. I think we have about 2,000 trans-border tribesmen, a mixed lot (who have gone through surreptitiously by night in small parties) and probably 2,000 Hazrawals. There are many thousand more from West Punjab, but probably not so well armed.

  

  Major incursions were reported to Mountbatten by Nehru on the evening of 24 October in New Delhi, causing the former Viceroy, now Governor General of India, to call a meeting of the Defence Committee the next day. Concurrently, in Pakistan, the Governor General, Mohammad Ali Jinnah, ordered Sir Douglas Gracey to send troops to restore order in Kashmir. As head of state it was his right to do so, but Gracey demurred. He was acting C-in-C of Pakistan’s forces and thus de jure owed loyalty to his Governor General, but was also subordinate to the supreme commander of both countries’ forces (Auchinleck, in New Delhi, who in turn was answerable to Mountbatten), and most reluctant to take any action that would range his soldiers against their erstwhile comrades.

  There was a story circulating in Kashmir and, naturally, New Delhi, that three battalions of Pakistan’s Frontier Force Regiment (the ‘Piffers,’ regular troops) were operating within Kashmir in early October. This unfounded rumour, combined with the activities of the tribes and the Muslim soldiers of the maharaja of Kashmir’s army, who had joined them in killing Hindus and Sikhs, convinced Nehru and Mountbatten that as much of the Indian army as could be transported by air should be sent to the Valley. The decision was taken during a three-day meeting of the Defence Committee that began on 25 October, and was enforceable (and legal) on the 26th, when the maharaja declared accession of his state to India. One development was that Mr. V.P. Menon, the Secretary of the Ministry of States, was then ordered to visit Kashmir immediately. He went on 26 October. He found the maharaja in ‘a state of panic’ and returned to Delhi the following day to report that the tribesmen were within three days of arriving in Srinagar—and he carried the maharaja’s offer of accession in his hands. In the words of Mountbatten to the King in his Personal Report of 7 November: ‘It was unquestionable that, if Srinagar was to be saved from pillage by the invading tribesmen, and if the couple of hundred British residents in Kashmir were not to be massacred, Indian troops would have to do the job.’ Mountbatten was saying, in effect, that he did not trust Pakistani troops ‘to do the job.’ Had there been battalions of ‘Piffers’ in Kashmir, as was apparently believed in India, these could easily have been ordered, by either Pakistan or by the supreme commander of both forces, to occupy Srinagar. Had they existed and done so, there is little doubt Kashmir would have become de facto Pakistani territory in spite of accession by the maharaja. But Mountbatten had no intention of permitting Pakistani troops to move into the Valley.

  Cunningham wrote in his diary on 7 November that ‘Messervy came up from [Rawal]pindi for a talk; just back from England. He was in Delhi two days ago and was surprised to find Mountbatten directing the military operations in Kashmir.’ The arrival of the Indian Army ended Pakistan’s hope that the mainly Muslim territory would become part of Pakistan—unless, of course, a plebiscite was held.

  Nehru’s acknowledgement of the accession by the maharaja of his state to India appears ambiguous. While he welcomed it, the wording of his reply to the maharaja created problems for the future. He wrote that:

  
    . . . my Government have decided to accept the accession of Kashmir State to the Dominion of India. Consistently with their policy that in the case of any State where the issue of accession has been the subject of dispute, the question of accession should be decided in accordance with the wishes of the people of the State, [emphasis added] it is my Government’s wish that as soon as law and order have been restored in Kashmir and her soil cleared of the invader, the question of the State’s accession should be settled by a reference to the people.

  

  First, Nehru said he accepted accession by the maharaja, but then stated that the wishes of the people should decide the question. No matter what he wrote or said about accession, however, Indian troops began to arrive in Srinagar on 27 October. The first conflict between India and Pakistan was about to begin.

  THE WAR OF 1947–8

  The 1st Battalion of the Sikh Regiment flew from Delhi to Srinagar throughout Monday 27 October. The move was conducted efficiently using as many civilian and Indian air force aircraft as could be obtained. Three companies of the battalion were deployed up the Valley, but the commanding officer, Lt. Col. Ranjit Rai, was killed. The commander of 161 Brigade, which was to follow-up 1 Sikh, was wounded, and the deputy director military intelligence, Colonel L.P. Sen,12 was promoted to brigadier and took command. One Sikh established a blocking position north of Srinagar that prevented further advance by the tribesmen.

  In Pakistan, there was resentment and a feeling of betrayal. Auchinleck flew from New Delhi on 28 October to tell Jinnah that if Pakistani troops were deployed to Kashmir there would be no question of British officers being involved. If there were any attempt to do so, he would order their withdrawal from Pakistan’s service. There was nothing for Jinnah to do but rescind his order that troops should be sent to defend the territory against Indian forces (which were commanded entirely by Indian officers). But there is a certain amount of disingenuousness detectable in Pakistan’s contention that no regular troops were serving in Kashmir. Certainly, the invasion was conducted by tribesmen, but as time went on they were joined and, indeed, directed by Pakistani officers in civilian guise, although referred to by military rank.13 Many former servicemen who had settled in Kashmir joined in the fighting, as did more from West Pakistan itself. The forces were deemed to be those of Azad (‘Free’) Kashmir, the area of Kashmir in the west of the region that had declared independence from the maharaja on 24 October. The territory of Azad Kashmir became an independent region under the tutelage of Pakistan, but with its own president and government. The Azad Kashmir (AK) Regiment is now part of the Pakistan Army.

  According to Joint Planning Staff Paper (47) 2 of 12 November 1947, Indian combat forces in the Kashmir valley amounted to eleven infantry battalions (each of about 1,000 soldiers), a light armoured regiment equipped with armoured cars, an artillery mountain regiment with twenty-four light guns, and an eight-gun field battery. Cunningham and others estimate the tribal lashkars had between 15- and 20,000 fighting men at any one time, although a point made by Sir Francis Mudie Governor of Punjab, was that there were thousands of nomads, powindahs, travelling through the territory in the autumn and spring months, as they had done for uncountable years. These peoples, whose main interests were obtaining grazing for their flocks and avoiding confrontation with authority of any kind, were estimated by Mudie as about 50,000, which figure could account for New Delhi’s assessment of the number of tribespeople in Kashmir.14

  Fighting between the irregulars and the Indian army continued through the winter of 1947–8 with the Indians, reinforced in numbers and equipment, gradually establishing control over the Valley. The fighting was intense and ruthless. In the northern territory of Gilgit, the British commander of the Gilgit Scouts, the twenty-four-year-old Major Brown, saved the Hindu population from slaughter, and on 4 November declared accession to Pakistan. Sovereignty of the area had been in contention for many years and, as it was predominantly (Shia) Muslim and patently could not be controlled by the maharaja or the Indian government, Brown acted to avoid bloodshed and took some personal risk in doing so. The rulers of the enclaves of Hunza and Nagar within the Gilgit agency also declared accession to Pakistan.

  In early 1948 Indian forces pressed west from the Valley. Jinnah’s health was becoming worse and he knew his time was short. Kashmir was in the forefront of his mind, and in May he prevailed upon Gracey (who succeeded Messervy as commander-in-chief) to send regular troops to Kashmir. The army was by then in better shape and had moved into the old Northern Command headquarters in Rawalpindi (where it remains to this day in a jumble of buildings, old and new). Although there had been no success in obtaining a fair share of military matériel from India, Pakistan managed to acquire supplies from Britain which, with a post-war surplus of equipment, was prepared to provide some to the dominion.

  Fighting between Pakistani regular and irregular forces and the Indian army took place in appalling conditions in difficult terrain. Even in spring, when the Indian army reorganized for the summer campaign, the melting snow created torrents impossible to cross. But, in spite of reverses, the Indians were gaining the upper hand. By May they had a division of nine infantry battalions and supporting arms, totalling about 14,000 troops; but the commander, by then Maj. Gen. Thimayya, asked for three more brigades. His request was denied. Lt. Gen. Sen states that adequate justification was put forward for the extra troops, in that the ground was mountainous and favoured defence; that it was necessary to secure lines of communication between the Valley and the south and within the Valley itself; and that the enemy had a numerical superiority of nearly three to one. This would put the strength of Pakistan regular and irregular troops at about 40,000. The Pakistan side places the figure much lower, but many Indian officials, including Nehru, stated that there were over 100,000 tribesmen involved. If Nehru really believed that figure, it is intriguing that he failed to order reinforcement, as he was involved in all important decisions taken by the Defence Committee. It may be of consequence that the Indian army invaded Hyderabad State on 13 September 1948. The requirement to earmark troops for this operation, together with other tasks, would have made it difficult to despatch more soldiers to Kashmir. It is clear, however, that Pakistan had three brigades in Kashmir by May 1948,15 and that irregulars numbered some 10,000.

  An initial approach by Pakistan to India in November 1947 proposing reference of the Kashmir dispute to the United Nations was regarded with suspicion by Nehru,16 but after further deliberation by both sides complaints and counter-charges were laid before the Security Council on 1 January 1948.17 Military developments in that year made it clear that neither India nor Pakistan could force a conclusion in Kashmir, and that there was danger of full-scale conflict between the two newly-independent nations. Britain regarded this possibility with abhorrence and brought as much influence as it could to bear on the Security Council, which on 3 June 1948 directed a Commission of Mediation ‘to proceed without delay to the areas of dispute.’

  The British position was interesting, in that the High Commissioner in Pakistan was moved to cable the Commonwealth relations office in London on 18 March 1948, as follows:

  
    It appears that India’s refusal to accept any change in administration of Kashmir, or any participation by Pakistan troops in the maintenance of law and order or any ‘neutral’ control of civil or military affairs, has been accepted as final, with the result that the efforts of [His Majesty’s Government] in the United Kingdom are now directed towards a solution which recognises these resistances as valid.

    Before India’s unwillingness to compromise on these issues crystallizes into British policy, I feel constrained to submit [some] considerations which appear to my advisers and myself to be insistently cogent.18

  

  The High Commissioner then described the situation at some length, and wrote that he would ‘venture to urge that expediency alone should not be our counsellor,’ in which desire he was less than satisfied, because the affair was managed from London purely as a matter of ineffective damage-control. Indeed, his balanced and lucid telegrams resulted in an acerbic ‘Prime Minister’s Personal Minute’ of 30 March, loftily rebuking the man on the ground, to the effect that ‘I am disturbed by the increasing lack of objectivity in the telegrams sent by our High Commissioner in Pakistan,’ in that ‘It is not true than India has refused to accept any change in the administration of Kashmir or any neutral control over civil affairs, notably as regards the taking [sic] of the plebiscite.’19 This was a bizarre observation, but demonstrates that diplomats, if they wish to succeed in their careers, must on occasions temper objectivity with deference to the policies of the home government, no matter how flawed these may be. Not much changes in the world of diplomacy.

  This is not a history of the Kashmir dispute, although, as we shall see, the problem was and is fundamental to development of the army of Pakistan (and that of India). Important as the topic is, it is sufficient to record at this stage that negotiations throughout 1948 resulted in agreement that there be a cease-fire on 1 January 1949. The United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan (UNCIP) then brokered a Cease-fire Line which existed, with minor amendment following the 1965 war, until the 1971 war, after which a ‘Line of Control’ was established. As a result of the cease-fire, the countries were placed in a condition of uneasy peace, but mutual trust was lacking. There was to be no agreement concerning the terms of UN Security Council Resolutions establishing a plebiscite commissioner, or on any aspect of holding a plebiscite in Kashmir. The ill-will generated by bloodshed was compounded by exchanges of insults, as well as accusations of bad faith. Accession to India of the Muslim state of Kashmir by a Hindu maharaja created a festering sore in the subcontinent that affected all aspects of their relations and led to further conflict.

  NOTES

  1   Alastair Lamb, (1992), Kashmir: A Disputed Legacy, 1846–1990. Manoj Joshi, (1999), The Lost Rebellion. Victoria Schofield (2000), Kashmir in Conflict.

  2   In 1945, before demobilisation, the Indian army’s strength was 2.5 million–all volunteers.

  3  ‘Indianization’ had been gradual. In the 1920s, ten Indian cadets were selected to be sent to join each intake at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst. Eight units were selected for Indianization at first, and in 1933 a further eight, plus many non-combat units.

  4  ‘Noor-ul-Haq’s excellent PhD dissertation on the period.

  5  ‘Last Post by EW Robinson-Horley. A memoir of the period by a serving British officer.

  6  ‘Auchinleck was a superb soldier who had commanded a battalion of the Punjab Regiment. When the author visited the unit in Gilgit, he was pleased to see his portrait in the office of the commanding officer.

  7  ‘Zulfi Bhutto of Pakistan, Stanley Wolpert, 1993. In his prime history of Bhutto, Wolpert describes pre-partition India extremely well.

  8  ‘Telegram of the prime minister of India, addressed to the prime minister of Pakistan, 10 November 1947, which included the statement, ‘We have pointed out to you previously that final decision should be made by means of referendum or plebiscite.’

  9  ‘A possibly even more likely cause of war could be another terrorist attack within India. Overt threats have been made by senior Indian figures that such an event would result in India striking Pakistan ‘with the force of a sledgehammer,’ as declared by the Home Minister, Mr Chidambaram, on 30 November 2009, and covered later.

  10 The 1941 Census gave the population as 4,021,616, of which 3,101,247 were Muslims.

  11 Unpublished; in the Oriental and India Collection of the British Library.

  12 A good description of Indian operations in Kashmir in 1947–8 is given in Sen’s book Slender was the Thread (1969). ‘Bogey’ Sen was a gallant officer.

  13 Kashmiris Fight for Freedom by Muhammad Yusuf Saraf (Ferozsons Ltd., Lahore) cannot be regarded as an unbiased version of events. It was described by Mountbatten in a letter to Saraf of 3 November 1978 as ‘an exercise in aspersion and innuendo.’ But Saraf makes it clear that Pakistani officers were in positions of command of the irregular forces when he states that, ‘On 18th November, Major (now Lt. Col.) Khilji MC, also arrived and was posted as deputy to Major Aslam.’

  14 Mudie (unpublished; Oriental and India Collection, British Library, London) contains an intelligence estimate dated 23 January 1948 of ‘numbers of tribesmen known to have passed through North-West Frontier Province en route to Kashmir since October 1947.’ The number given is 31,730 (including ‘3,500 from Afghanistan’).

  15 Statement of the Pakistan Foreign Minister Sir Mohammad Zafrullah Khan, to the UNCIP on 8 July 1948.

  16 Telegram of the prime minister of Pakistan to the prime minister of India of 19 November 1947, and reply of 21 November.

  17 Documentation of UN involvement in the Kashmir dispute up to the time of the 1965 war is extensive. A notable collection is in Documents on the Foreign relations of Pakistan, compiled by the Pakistan Institute of International Affairs.

  18 Public Records Office PREH8/813: Inward telegram to Commonwealth Relations Office Immediate No 265, Kashmir, Top Secret, 18 March 1948.

  19 Public Records Office PREH 8/813, Prime Minister’s Personal Minute Serial No 17.59/48 of 30 March 1948.


  2 AYUB KHAN—ADJUTANT-GENERAL TO PRESIDENT

  
    There was considerable speculation about the prospects of a Pakistani being appointed Commander-in-Chief at the end of Gracey’s term. Gracey would have liked to continue, but the feeling was growing that the army should be commanded by a Pakistani.

    —Friends Not Masters: A Political Biography, Mohammad Ayub Khan

  

  Friends Not Masters was published only eighteen months before Field Marshal Ayub Khan was deposed as president of Pakistan. He served his country well but made many mistakes, not the least of which was to go to war with India in 1965. The book’s title is not directed at the former colonial power, but was a riposte to President Johnson who, as was common with that volatile man, had at first overwhelmed Ayub with the full Texan treatment, and then, when Pakistan appeared less than acquiescent concerning American foreign policy aims, especially regarding Vietnam and relations with China, cooled down to the point of frigidity. When Johnson entered the White House in November 1963, Ayub had been president for five years and was to remain so until March 1969. The story of the Pakistan army in the fifties and sixties is essentially that of Ayub Khan, first as commander-in-chief, then as chief martial law administrator, and later president. His first phase spanned a period of tension with India; expansion of the army and improvement in training and administration; an attempted military coup; the war in Korea; Pakistan’s involvement with SEATO and CENTO; diminution (but by no means eradication) of British influence; expansion of American ties, especially concerning acquisition of defence equipment, and growth of internal corruption and political chicanery.

  * * *

  When the conflict with India over Kashmir died down in late 1948 the Pakistan army had time to take stock of its order of battle and inventories. Much reorganisation had taken place concurrent with the fighting, but there was a lack of balance between the combat arms and the supporting services. There were many anomalies to be resolved.

  Immediately after partition the army’s fighting arms consisted of six cavalry regiments, eight artillery regiments, and eight infantry regiments. In 1948–50 two cavalry units were reactivated from the training role (Sam Browne’s Cavalry and 15th Lancers), and four more multi-battalion infantry regiments were formed: The Bahawalpur Regiment, from that former princely state; The Pathan Regiment (Frontier Force), recruited in the north-west; The East Bengal Regiment (in what is now Bangladesh), and the Azad Kashmir Regiment, recruited in its eponymous area. Gradually, the army achieved a structure more appropriate to the conduct of modern war than one merely required to subdue dissident tribes,—although the paramilitary Frontier Corps, led by officers seconded from the army, continued to keep order along the frontier with Afghanistan. But the main problem was training. There were neither the schools nor the personnel necessary to conduct basic, centralized training of recruits, let alone initial and continuation training in technical skills. Almost all training was conducted within units and brigades, which pooled their resources to achieve the best results they could in the circumstances. The results were fairly good, but the system was wasteful of experienced manpower at the very time when such men were most needed in units facing ‘a powerful, truculent and unscrupulous neighbour.’1 Bit by bit, school by school, the army built classrooms, gun sheds, tank parks, rifle ranges, kitchens, accommodation—all the plethora of the instructional centre.

  The schools of armour and artillery were established at Nowshera on the Grand Trunk Road about thirty miles west of Rawalpindi, where GHQ was being expanded. Nowshera had been the site of the former Sikh Regimental Training Centre, which had reasonable accommodation, and there was a large firing range nearby which was another factor in selecting that area. The Engineer School was at Risalpur, about five miles north, and the Pakistan Military Academy for the training of officers was built at Kakul near Abbottabad, fifty miles from Rawalpindi: ‘Far enough,’ as one commandant said to the author, ‘to make it difficult for them to get here, but close enough for me to get to them if I really want to.’

  Other schools and training establishments followed, year by year, but the one aspect of training in which Pakistan was extremely fortunate from the start, was that of staff officers. The Staff College at Quetta in Balochistan had been instituted in 1905, and many distinguished officers of the old Indian army and from other countries attended the college in what was to later become Pakistan.2

  In spite of the hard work that was being done, it became obvious that training lacked standardization. It was easy enough for gunners or cavalrymen to apply their criteria in a uniform manner in technical skills, but quite another thing to apply consistent standards when armour and infantry (for example) had to work together. What was lacking was cohesion in both individual and collective training. It was essential that the army march to one tune and it was not doing so. What was needed was an overall training programme, but it was not until Ayub Khan became commander-in-chief in 1951 that this was achieved. Ayub can well be called ‘the father of the Pakistan army,’ for it was he who put it on course when it was suffering serious problems.

  Mohammad Ayub Khan was born on 14 May 1907 in the village of Rehana, in North-West Frontier Province, about fifty miles north of Rawalpindi. His father was a risaldar-major3 of Hodson’s Horse4 in the British Indian army, but in spite of this military background he wanted his son to choose a civilian profession. Ayub thought otherwise and opted for Sandhurst, where he went in 1926 with five other cadets from India. (He was selected for an interview with the commissions board by General Skeen, the adjutant-general, who visited Aligarh University, where Ayub was studying, on a talent spotting tour.) He saw active service in Burma in 1945, and at the end of the war became president of the board selecting Indian officers for permanent commissions. During the period of partition he was a member (as a brigadier) of the force intended to stabilize the border between Indian and Pakistani Punjab. The Boundary Force, as it was called, was a failure and had to be disbanded only two weeks after independence, but the effect on Ayub of serving in it was considerable. He had already made it clear that independence would ‘mean freedom from both the British and the Hindus,’ and the atrocities during partition made him less than sympathetic to the new India.

  Ayub demonstrated political awareness early in his tenure as a senior officer. During his period as commander of forces in the East Wing in 1948, he showed willingness to compromise when his authoritarian tendencies conflicted with the rabble-rousing instincts of politicians. Once he had a serious confrontation with Mohammad Ali Bogra (a leading Bengali politician who later became a prime minister), when he ‘tried to work up the boys’ to demonstrate against the government and Ayub asked him, ‘Are you looking for a bullet?’ However, Ayub made his peace with the politician when the chief minister advised him that the government might fall if Mohammad Ali withdrew the five votes he controlled in the assembly.5 This practical approach to politics was to continue until the politicians themselves became incapable of either pragmatism or decision-making, but by that time Ayub was a master of political manoeuvring as well as being a popular and powerful national figure.

  It was not only in politics that Ayub showed that he was calm and collected in thought, as well as direct in action; he spent less than a year in East Pakistan, and thereafter he was appointed adjutant-general, the army’s planner and manager of personnel. He evinced these qualities in this position also. It was in those nascent years of the country (and the army) that he first began to exercise influence on the army’s future. The adjutant-general is an important appointment in any army, and in the newly formed army of Pakistan it was a crucial one. Ayub applied energy and a degree of ruthlessness to control the most precious asset of any armed force: manpower.

  The change from the well-regulated (perhaps over-regulated) British Indian army (BIA) to the army of Pakistan created problems in administration, not least because it was difficult to transform completely such things as the pay code. For one thing, Pakistan did not have the resources of the BIA in either funds or trained administrators. Further, the bureaucratic system created by the British, with its checks, balances, and counterchecks, played into the hands of those given to laziness or manipulation. Civilian bureaucrats quickly mastered the arts of procrastination and obfuscation, and adeptly developed them to new heights that unfortunately are detectable in official procedures even today. Ayub’s ‘arduous battle with the Ministry of Finance’ over the pay codes took him seven years to win. However, he had greater success in overcoming other problems that were purely military.

  Some units, according to Ayub, were ‘still lacking in esprit de corps, thus adding to the general problem of indiscipline,’ although it must be said that in such units as Probyn’s Horse, commanded by the redoubtable Hesky Baig, neither was esprit de corps lacking nor discipline deficient.

  Ayub wanted to target the officer corps, in which he detected many cases of indiscipline, but felt that Gracey, who was still commander-in-chief, would not wish to crack down on this laxity as vigorously as he considered necessary. Ayub thought it would be better to bide his time until a Pakistani officer was appointed C-in-C before taking more direct action and making sweeping changes. He did not have long to wait.

  * * *

  While the army was struggling with its problems, the country as a whole was in similar circumstances. The Prime Minister, Liaquat Ali Khan, was a master politician—and an honest one—but was finding the political climate very inclement. It was difficult coping with the mercenary instincts of feudal landlords, who previously were only powerful in their locality or villages, but now found themselves in positions of national power. Sections of the bureaucracy were behaving irresponsibly and tended to league themselves with the feudal lords and the growing business class, sometimes favouring one, sometimes the other, but primarily siding with whoever seemed to be the rising star. It seemed that the training imparted by the old Indian civil service had been forgotten or ignored by some of the new breed. Of course, there were many who remained apolitical and gave of their best, and although they were not in the minority—far from it—it appeared they did not wield as much influence as those who chose to follow the lures of money and the ephemeral esteem of politicians.

  Pakistan’s difficulties were not confined to civil servants who had lost their way and politicians who knew only too well the paths they wanted to tread. One crisis the prime minister had to face during his tenure was unrest in the Eastern Wing of incidents of communal violence. This was aggravated by the Indian deputy prime minister, Sardar Patel. In a speech in Calcutta on 14 January 1950, he aggressively urged Bengali Hindus to ‘seek more room for expansion,’6 thus fanning the flames of religious hatred that had not died down since the region was divided into East Pakistan and West Bengal. War hysteria spread throughout India, provoked by the increase in incidents of communal violence, and in March units of the Indian army were deployed along the borders with both East and West Pakistan.7 Pakistan did not want war, and Liaquat Ali, realizing how close hostilities were, suggested to Jawaharlal Nehru that they meet to discuss the situation. In April, Nehru courageously ignored Hindu extremists and a pro-war press and invited Liaquat Ali to New Delhi, where they succeeded in reducing tension by signing an agreement protecting the rights of minorities in each other’s countries. After more meetings in Karachi and Delhi, it seemed that the new nations could act responsibly in concert, avoid over-dramatizing local disturbances in their respective territories, and achieve not only dialogue but understanding and peace. But the goodwill was to last less than a year. In mid-1951, India again moved forces towards the border, at a time when the Pakistan army was facing problems in what became known as the Rawalpindi conspiracy.

  The subcontinent is well-known for conspiracies, genuine and imaginary, large and small, serious and ridiculous. The Rawalpindi conspiracy was genuine, although small inasmuch as it involved a coterie of a limited number of plotters, and serious. The leader of the plotters was Major General Akbar Khan, who had played a major role in the tribal uprising in Kashmir. It is reported that even on that occasion he had acted without proper instructions, and his endeavour did not receive official appreciation, thus probably he felt disillusioned and frustrated. Apparently he was a popular officer, but one who confused his sense of duty with his sense of importance. He enlisted a handful of brigadiers, colonels, and some civilians (eleven officers and three civilians were charged) in a plot to overthrow the government. The conspiracy was well advanced when an informant divulged some details to the police, including giving several names. One of the conspirators was the ‘unstable, emotional and impulsive’ Brigadier Siddique Khan,8 who was commanding a brigade at Bannu, south-west of Peshawar. During an interview with Ayub, Saddique denied involvement in the plot. However, he panicked and immediately afterwards he made the mistake of telephoning another plotter to alert him. The call was intercepted, as might have been expected by all but the most naïve conspirator, and the game was up. The trial was held in Hyderabad prison (as a ‘Special Civil Tribunal,’ not a court martial, because civilians were also involved) and those found guilty were sentenced to lengthy terms of imprisonment. The sentences were commuted by the government five years later, to the indignation of many officers who considered themselves sullied by the actions of a few disgruntled malcontents.

  Ayub took over from Gracey as commander-in-chief on 17 January 1951, and was faced almost immediately by the drama of the plot. Although Gracey handed over a going concern, the army was not a cohesive body. It could hardly have been so, given that a proudly nationalist officer corps had a foreigner as their C-in-C. A good foreigner, certainly, who spoke two regional languages and knew his subordinates well. Moreover, he was loyal to Pakistan—but he was neither a Pakistani nor a Muslim. The latter deficiency was not too much of a problem: most educated and influential Pakistanis at that time were quite westernised and inclined to secularism (although being perfectly good Muslims), but not being a Pakistani as such had obvious drawbacks. Ayub was Pakistani through and through. He knew his countrymen inside out, including the erratic tribespeople, and although he was still learning about politics, he sensed what made men tick. He was the right man to sort out the legacy of the Rawalpindi conspiracy in a way that Gracey and some other Pakistani officers could never have done.

  Ayub was brutal. He examined the military secretary’s records of every senior officer, and if he doubted someone’s competence he sacked him. Well aware that a barrack-bound army could be a breeding ground for malcontents, he increased the number of field training exercises, knowing that not only would all ranks benefit from learning and practising their professional skills, but also they would be too busy to indulge in mischief-making. On the other hand, there was the important matter of the Indian threat which next time might not be defused by high-level diplomacy. If India was intent on war, as seemed apparent, the army would have to be more efficient and better equipped to ensure the defence of Pakistan. The cavalry had six well-disciplined regiments, but only a handful of tanks to field against India’s superiority in armour.9 The Korean War began in June 1950 and Britain, coping with defence commitments there and elsewhere, could not provide much equipment to Pakistan. (It has been stated that Pakistan was prepared to send a brigade of troops to Korea, and that the US had offered to equip it,10 but it is strange that Ayub, then adjutant-general, did not mention this in his autobiography.) Pakistan supported the UN military action in Korea, while India did not (although India sent a field ambulance), and although Korea deflected much international attention from the crisis on the Pakistan/India border, the Manchester Guardian observed on 19 July 1951:

  
    India has made a deplorable impression by its troop movements against Pakistan, all the more so because of its denials. What has caused India’s action? The world has not forgotten Hyderabad.11 India complains of recent frontier incidents. But the principal United Nations observer has said these have not been as serious as others in the past. It complains that Sir Zafrullah Khan, the Pakistan Foreign Minister, made a menacing speech against India. But this speech could not by any conceivable interpretation be read as a threat of imminent action by Pakistan . . . the most plausible explanation is that India is putting itself in an advantageous position before the meeting of the Kashmir constituent assembly.

  

  Two days later Pakistan protested to the Security Council about Indian troop movements, but, apart from the usual exhortations, the Council took no action. There were some 200,000 Indian troops facing about 70,000 Pakistani soldiers along the Punjab border, and two Indian destroyers were in the Gulf of Kutch, south of Karachi. Three brigades were moved from Calcutta and Assam to the frontier with East Pakistan. Indian deployment in the Amritsar area facing Lahore was completed on 11 July, and Pakistani troops began to move towards the border on the 15th. All of these military movements were observed and recorded by foreign correspondents, including those of the Manchester Guardian, the Daily Telegraph, and the Times. These newspapers (and the Observer and the New York Herald Tribune) condemned India’s actions. There was much correspondence between the prime ministers during the period of tension, the most noteworthy of which was Liaquat Ali’s five-point peace plan of 26 July 1951. This was rejected by Nehru, but the London Times commented on 28 July that ‘Mr Liaquat Ali Khan has made a characteristically bold effort to stop the drift towards a collision between India and Pakistan,’ and went on to state that the plan contained ‘practical and constructive proposals for a comprehensive settlement between the two countries.’ A fair endorsement, one might imagine—but not only did Nehru refuse to discuss the plan, he refused to withdraw troops from the border and stated that there were ‘compelling reasons to continue precautions.’ It seemed that India simply did not want to withdraw its troops, did not want a plebiscite in Kashmir (to which she had agreed), and was not prepared to renounce the use of force or declare it would not attack Pakistan. ‘Practical and constructive’ the proposals may have been; acceptable to India, they were not.

  Eventually the confrontation simmered down and the troops drove and paddled away in the September monsoon of 1951,12 but the legacy was yet more distrust of India by Pakistan.

  India gained confidence on the world stage in the fifties and took advantage of its new prestige to snub efforts by international statesmen who proposed their ‘good offices’ to assist in a resolution of differences between the countries, especially over Kashmir. Sir Robert Menzies of Australia, for example, was given short shrift by Nehru, who was drawing closer to the Soviet Union and away from the western democracies whose political systems his country had adopted. Pakistan, too, was a democracy (although more inclined than India to maintain close links with the west), but was about to suffer a harsh blow from which, it can be argued, it never recovered: the assassination of Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan on 16 October 1951.

  * * *

  Liaquat Ali was a strong man, as had been his mentor, Mohammad Ali Jinnah, whose death was extremely unfortunate for Pakistan. If Jinnah had lived a few more years, it is probable he would have put in place a system of governance that would have served Pakistan well. His ideas for a constitution were sensible, but Liaquat Ali did not have enough time to hone them and then lay them before the parliament. His death in Rawalpindi halted the process until, after some false starts, a constitution was eventually produced in March 1956. Not only did Liaquat Ali’s assassination on 16 October 1951 (by an Afghan, motive unknown, who was shot on the spot by a policeman) interrupt the move towards regularizing governance of the country; it had the effect of bringing to prominence some politicians who otherwise would have remained in the background. In Friends Not Masters, Ayub was scathing about the situation when he returned from London, where he had been at the time of the assassination:

  
    I met several members of the new Cabinet in Karachi—Prime Minister Khawaja Nazimuddin and others. Not one of them mentioned Liaquat Ali’s name, nor did I hear a word of sympathy or regret from any one of them. Governor General Ghulam Mohammad seemed equally unaware of the fact that the country had lost an eminent and capable Prime Minister. . . I wondered at how callous, cold-blooded, and selfish people could be. It seemed that every one of them had got himself promoted. It was disgusting and revolting. I got the distinct impression that they were all feeling relieved that the only person who might have kept them under control had disappeared from the scene.

  

  Ayub’s political education was progressing. Although he may not have realized that the reactions of Karachi politicians to the death of a strong leader were no different from those that might be expected of politicians of any nationality, his opinion of them dropped even further than its previous low. But it appears he had no thoughts of interfering with civilian government. After all, he had stated as recently as January 1951 that the army should stay out of politics. He quit Karachi (which he had always disliked for its atmosphere of wheeling and dealing) and returned to GHQ in Rawalpindi, where he embarked on his programme of reform and reorganisation of the army with energy and single-minded purpose. He improved conditions of service for ‘other ranks’ (private soldiers, non-commissioned officers, and warrant officers) and introduced welfare benefits for ex-servicemen and their dependants, an improvement which won him many plaudits. But he was not interested in approval or disapproval; he wanted an efficient army and knew that care of the soldiery was a main factor in achieving this. He knew the importance of being able to maintain decent standards of living—not only while serving but after retirement.

  Ayub’s preoccupation was training. He laid down policy, prescribed an army training cycle, and set objectives to be met by every unit and formation. He moved around the country visiting units, especially while they were conducting exercises. No element was safe from inspection by the large figure, who would descend on them with little notice. He was firm but fair, as noted by General Gul Hassan Khan, himself no mean critic of the second-rate:

  
    He exuded confidence and his presence was inspiring. He was professionally competent and consequently he could afford to be exacting in the demands he placed upon others. He never hesitated to remove commanders who proved inept. This had a salutary effect upon all of us, the more so on those who had been catapulted into vertiginous offices merely because of accumulation of service. Ayub Khan was never unjust, but he expected everyone to pull his weight and he himself possessed that unique quality of growing in his job.

  

  Ayub realized that the army had to modernize in every way. His belief that all army training centres should be able to perform their duty efficiently in every non-combat ‘trade’ function in the army—cooks, drivers, clerks—and therefore these spheres would require training schools as well, would require increased costs. Each trade should have a central school, and Ayub achieved this remarkably quickly. He also stepped into the minefield of regimental tradition, which has blown up many a career, and although Ayub was sensitive to regimental pride and tradition, he was not prepared to sacrifice efficiency for the sake of maintaining tradition for tradition’s sake. He wanted to enlarge the Baluch Regiment, reorganize the plethora of Frontier units, and carry out other reforms, which he did, gradually and with patience, expecting cooperation and usually obtaining it. The Regiment was expanded by absorbing 8 Punjab and the Bahawalpur Regiment into the existing regiment; the new Frontier Force Regiment included the FF Rifles and the Pathan Regiment; and 1, 14, 15 and 16 Punjabis formed the Punjab Regiment. Another reorganisation took place in 1956, and is described later, but the developments that were to change the direction of the Pakistan army—and of Pakistan—were, the introduction of the United States Military Assistance Program (MAP) in 1954, accession to the South East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) later that year, and joining the Baghdad Pact (later the Central Treaty Organization, CENTO) in 1955.

  * * *

  In May 1954, the United States and Pakistan signed a Mutual Defence Assistance Agreement that had been discussed for over a year. Pakistan’s reasons for signing were clear: she wanted a greater quantity of and more modern equipment than Britain was prepared to provide, and was not averse to twisting India’s tail by demonstrating an independent foreign policy she knew would be anathema to the left-leaning Nehru. But Nehru seized on the negotiations to try to justify his actions—or inaction—concerning Kashmir.

  It seemed that the plebiscite agreed on between Pakistan and India with the blessings of the United Nations Organization (that would permit the inhabitants of Kashmir to vote for accession to either India or Pakistan) could not be deferred much longer by India. On 20 August 1953, the two leaders (Mohammad Ali Bogra was by then prime minister) issued a joint communiqué after a meeting in New Delhi stating that the Kashmir dispute ‘should be settled in accordance with the wishes of the people of that State. The most feasible way of ascertaining the wishes of the people was by fair and impartial plebiscite.’13 But Nehru, a Kashmiri Brahmin,14 found a way out of his agreement to a plebiscite even before any formal arrangement had been completed between the US and Pakistan. On 21 December 1953, he wrote to Prime Minister Bogra that:

  
    We, in India, have endeavoured to follow a foreign policy which we feel is not only in the interests of world peace but is particularly indicated for the countries of Asia. That policy is an independent one and of non-alignment with any power bloc. It is clear that the policy which Pakistan intends to pursue is different. It means that Pakistan is tied up in a military sense with the USA and is aligned to that particular group of powers. This produces a qualitative change in the existing situation and, therefore, it affects India-Pakistan relations, and, more especially, the Kashmir problem.

  

  This was a strange communication. If Pakistan, as a sovereign state, wished to pursue a different foreign policy to that of India it was Pakistan’s right to do so. How Pakistan’s relationship with the US could ‘produce a qualitative change in the existing situation’ and ‘affect the Kashmir problem’ is not explained, any more than the composition or relevance of ‘that particular group of powers.’ But Nehru, at least to his own satisfaction and that of his parliament, was off the hook about a plebiscite. Later letters and statements made it clear the issue was dead so far as India was concerned: Kashmir was regarded as Indian territory and would remain so. There were to be no further negotiations if India could help it.

  * * *

  A team from the US Defence Department, headed by Brig. Gen. Henry F Myres, went to Pakistan in March 1954 to examine equipment and training requirements of the three services, and the American Military Assistance Advisory Group-Pakistan (USMAAG-P) arrived in Rawalpindi three months later. The army (and navy and air force) began to enjoy the many benefits of association with the US.

  In the next four years, the army created an armoured division of two brigades and a further independent armoured brigade, in addition to receiving enough materiel to equip seven infantry divisions. Airfields were improved to operate the new F-86 Sabre aircraft; the navy was given some priority, and the ports of Chittagong and Karachi were modernized. Pakistani officers went to the US for technical and staff courses, and there were regular exercises with other nations’ forces, including Turkey, Iran, the UK, and the US.

  Ayub visited Washington in October 1953 with the prime minister and the foreign minister. President Ghulam Mohammad followed in November, and relations became close at all levels, especially between Ayub and his counterpart. But there was a difficulty: precise interpretation of what was entailed by the military assistance agreement, and exactly what could be expected from the US in the way of political and military support as a result of Pakistan’s joining CENTO and SEATO.

  America was not a member of the Baghdad Pact/CENTO, although it had major influence on the group, but was a full member of SEATO and, naturally, exercised considerable leverage on its fellow members. The US considered both organisations to be bulwarks against Soviet expansionism, and expected their members’ total commitment in that regard. But Pakistan, although wary of the USSR’s dabbling in west Asia, did not place the Soviet Union high on its list of security threats. It had only one threat of importance: India. Joining the Baghdad Pact and SEATO, concurrent with signing a military assistance agreement with the US, appeared to Pakistan to present three insurance policies against conflict with a neighbour that was becoming increasingly belligerent while claiming—to the approval of much of the world and especially the Soviet Union—that its intentions were peaceful and its international policy ‘non-aligned.’

  Pakistan wanted to use CENTO and SEATO as political allies against India, just as it wanted to use American military equipment against India if war broke out. The US had other ideas, and it was on this misunderstanding that the relationship began to founder.

  In early 1952, Pakistan received US $10 million in direct economic aid, and later that year was granted a US $15 million loan by the Export-Import Bank. These funds were channelled through government committees whose expenditure details were subject to audit by fellow politicians assisted by selected civil servants. Ayub and the army—and the country as a whole—were unaware of what was going on in relation to disbursement of enormous sums. The peculation and corruption of the politicians had not yet intruded to a marked degree on the lives of ordinary citizens.

  Pakistan faced a possible famine in 1953, and the US acted generously. When assistance was requested, President Eisenhower asked Congress to authorize a grant of over a million tons of wheat. The bill went to Congress on 10 June 1953 and, having been approved during two sessions, was signed by the president on the 25th, an amazingly short period in which to obtain Congressional accord. Within twenty-four hours of signature the wheat-laden ship Anchorage Victory left Baltimore for Karachi. Later, it was stated by Secretary of State Dulles at a congressional hearing that: ‘[Pakistan and the USA are] very friendly to each other, that the people of Pakistan [are] very strong in their Islamic faith which is absolutely opposed, as our faith is, to the view of Soviet Communism which treats man as a mechanical thing to be dealt with on a purely materialistic basis.’

  Small wonder Pakistan thought it could do little wrong in the eyes of its new-found supporter. Nehru was anathema to many members of the US administration and Congress, and was distrusted to the point that President Truman directed his ambassador to India, Chester Bowles, to ‘find out if that fellow Nehru is a communist at heart.’15 On the other hand, Ayub and his fellow officers were straightforward, open, and hearty—they might even be Americans. Pakistani politicians had good manners and were not about to rock the anti-Soviet boat. All was well between the US and Pakistan, for the moment.

  In 1953, the government of prime minister Bogra, the erstwhile rabble-rouser of East Pakistan, attempted to introduce legislation to cut the size of the armed forces, but reversed that policy under pressure from the country at large. Strangely, Ayub fails to mention this in his biography, but Mohammad Ali’s statement to the effect that he was withdrawing the proposals was carried in the newspaper Dawn of 2 September 1953. Certainly, it seemed that defence spending was a considerable drain on the country’s economy, but Pakistan could not afford to drop its guard against the supposed threat from its large neighbour. American aid, through offset purchases, soft loans, direct grants, and general training assistance, helped Pakistan considerably to modernize its defence forces, but there was little effect on overall expenditure, as the table below shows:

  Table 1 Defence Expenditure 1947–59

  
    
      
      
      
    
    
      	Year (April to March)
      	Expenditure (millions of rupees)
      	Percentage of Total Government Expenditure
    

    
      	1947–8
      	236.0
      	65.16 (Aug-Mar)
    

    
      	1948–9
      	461.5
      	71.32
    

    
      	1949–50
      	625.4
      	73.06
    

    
      	1950–51
      	649.9
      	51.32
    

    
      	1951–2
      	792.4
      	54.96
    

    
      	1952–3
      	725.7
      	56.68
    

    
      	1953–4
      	633.2
      	58.70
    

    
      	1954–5
      	640.5
      	57.50
    

    
      	1955–6
      	917.5
      	64.00
    

    
      	1956–7
      	800.9
      	60.10
    

    
      	1957–8
      	854.2
      	56.10
    

    
      	1958–9
      	996.6
      	50.90 (9 months)
    

  

  Source: The Military and Politics in Pakistan. Rizvi, 1986

  The army grew more confident and proficient as new equipment arrived and training doctrine evolved. Schools of instruction expanded and standards improved. Ayub’s concentration on training paid dividends, but there were some flies in the ointment. His personal approach to running the army meant that he took more interest than would be usual in officer appointments. Certainly, as commander-in-chief he was required to approve or reject recommendations for officers considered for promotion and appointment to senior positions, but his attention to officers’ characters and performance contributed to placing ‘Ayub Men’ in important positions.

  Ayub had three extensions as commander-in-chief, and spent a total of almost eight years in the post. Eight years as C-in-C of a new army would be heady stuff for anyone, and although he worked wonders in reorganizing the army and creating an efficient fighting force, it was too long a period to spend at the helm.

  His advice to his army to stay out of politics was appropriate, but he did not abide by it himself. After dissolution of the parliament (the constituent assembly) on 24 October 1954, Ayub was asked by the Governor General Ghulam Mohammad to be a member of the new cabinet. His political destiny, and that of Pakistan, was sealed by his acceptance. He justified his action in his biography by stating, ‘The one consideration that made me accept this offer was that I wanted to act as a buffer between the politicians and the armed forces,’ but there was more to it than that. Ayub despised most politicians for their lack of dedication to Pakistan and their constant seeking after power for its own sake. He was becoming aware of some of the corruption that had been taking place, and was also aware of and worried by the lack of direction demonstrated by the government. But Mohammad Ali was to continue as prime minister in the cabinet in which Ayub was prepared to serve. There were doubts about the mental condition of the Governor General, whose behaviour had become erratic. Ghulam Mohammad’s intemperate dismissal of the constituent assembly in 1954 was a blow to Pakistan’s faltering democracy and created a crisis where otherwise probably none would have occurred. Ayub wanted to provide national direction as well as leading the army. It is open to question, however, if he should have remained commander-in-chief in addition to being a member of the cabinet as defence minister.

  There was a peculiar ordinance in Pakistan known as the Public and Representative Offices (Disqualification) Act, or PRODA. Enacted in 1949 with the best of motives, PRODA provided for dismissal and disbarment from public office of anyone found guilty of misconduct while holding such office. It was an admirable act in some ways, but it could be used by governors of a province, or the Governor General himself, without reference to parliament, to destroy anyone who failed to conduct himself in a manner approved by them. Certainly, an alleged offence would be referred to a ‘special tribunal’ which, from the evidence of the seven cases referred to it in the five years of its existence, appears to have been fair. But the system was ripe for abuse—and abused it was, to the hilt. Charges could be brought against an individual by any five persons who were prepared to lodge 5,000 rupees with the tribunal. The inconvenience to an individual who had allegations made against him was immense; thus the threat of a PRODA charge was generally enough to make targets toe whatever political line might be demanded by potential accusers. Ghulam Mohammad used it, as did the government itself, but in 1954 the government decided to rush a bill through the constituent assembly to reduce the powers of the Governor General, and to also repeal this act. It might be imagined that this was laudable, but the motives behind the move were far from honourable, although perhaps understandable. The government thought the Governor General was about to act against it and wanted to pre-empt him. But Ghulam Mohammad dissolved the assembly before it could curtail his powers.

  The result of Ghulam Mohammad’s action was an undeclared but effective suspension of the democratic system. He not only appointed the new cabinet but presided over its meetings, which behaviour prompted a commentator in the London Times to write that the arrangement reminded him of the Viceroy’s Executive Council before partition.16 Ayub was appointed minister of defence, and a former member of the old Indian Civil Service, who had been defence secretary and then governor of East Pakistan, Iskander Mirza, was given the interior ministry. The military, serving and retired, were becoming involved in the governance of Pakistan, but it seemed there were few other reasonable choices: the politicians were almost to a man corrupt, and Ghulam Mohammad, teetering on the verge of mental instability as he was, had enough sense—or instinct for survival—to make use of those he considered loyal to Pakistan.

  * * *

  Ayub’s reforms and introduction of modern procedures, and his occasionally swashbuckling attitude to rules and regulations, gradually forged a well-trained fighting force, but he did not object to the army being employed in support of the civilian administration. The military commanders in East Pakistan had permission to be generous with the army’s time and resources when the region was struck by cyclones and floods, as happened practically every year. In West Pakistan, the army contributed to the defeat of locust invasions, and was used to deal with food shortages and to counteract smuggling on several occasions. It was also called upon to put down riots in Karachi and Dhaka. However, the most important instance of the army supporting the civil government was when it assumed actual conduct of the administration in Punjab in 1953. The gap between merely providing assistance to the civil authorities in the course of natural emergencies and directly taking over the responsibility of administration was being narrowed. There was an emergency in Punjab in 1953 due to religious riots against the Ahmadiyya sect, and martial law was declared in Lahore. This was to have far-reaching consequences for the country.

  * * *

  
    It is the responsibility of the civil authorities to preserve and restore law and order. The role of the Armed Forces is essentially, and limited to, one of assistance.

    Aid to the Civil Power (UK Military Handbook in use in Pakistan in the 1950s)

  

  The sect known as the Ahmadiyya or Ahmadis (which eventually split into two: the Qadianis and the Lahorites) was formed in Punjab by Mirza Ghulam Ahmed in the late nineteenth century. Its founder is held to be an apostate by many conventional Muslims, and its adherents have been (and continue to be) subjected to suspicion and persecution.17 Their unpopularity is in no way diminished by the fact that many members of the sect were, and are, successful in commerce and the professions.

  In early 1953, mobs menaced the Ahmadis in Punjab and a grave internal security problem developed. Two main religious parties, the Ahrar-e-Islam and the Jama’at-i-Islami, demanded that Ahmadis be officially declared non-Muslims by the government, which the government refused to do. The ensuing riots in Lahore and elsewhere caused the deaths of at least 300 Ahmadis, and the army had to be called out to restore order when the Punjab government displayed a lack of will to deal with the problem. Martial law was imposed in Lahore on 6 March and the local military commander, Major General Azam Khan, was appointed chief martial law administrator. He divided the city into six sectors, gave each sector commander powers to restore order and brought the situation under control in a few hours. Those suspected of committing crimes were arrested, irrespective of religious adherence, and brought to trial swiftly. Lahore returned to normal in two days.

  All would have been well had matters rested there. A crisis had been dealt with quickly and competently, and the army could have rested on its laurels and gone home within the week, confident that the mob had had a taste of what would happen if they tried it again. Unfortunately, although from the best of motives, the army remained in control for over two months. Azam Khan considered he might as well make a thorough job of things while he was at it, and introduced the ‘Cleaner Lahore Campaign,’ in which the city was given a facelift of no mean proportions. Squads of labourers widened streets, picked up litter, cleaned drains, painted public buildings, and spruced up the parks. The army supervised them and got on with administrative tasks within and around the city, whose inhabitants were suitably grateful. The soldiers were withdrawn on 14 May, and two days later Dawn newspaper commented that, ‘Memories of the army rule in Lahore will linger for a long time to come and the new look that Lahore has acquired and the sense of discipline among its people inculcated by the army will bear eloquent testimony to the good work done by Maj. Gen. Azam Khan and his men.’ Dr. Rizvi states in The Military and Politics in Pakistan that the performance of the duties of the civil government ‘created an impression in the minds of the public that the army could restore peace and effective government when all other devices had failed.’ This was true, but it was not only in the minds of the public that the thought of instant law and order was implanted. The army was becoming aware that many of the country’s politicians were weak vacillators until it came to the important task of amassing personal wealth and establishing a sycophantic power-base. Hard decisions were being avoided by the central government in Karachi, just as they had been by Punjab’s provincial government, and the soldiers took note of the ease with which they had solved problems in the Punjab. If the province could be sorted out in a few days, why not the whole country, if that was required?

  The army had more to think about than running Pakistan, however, and Ayub’s energy and innovations kept units and formations busy honing their skills while the schools produced better qualified tank crews, artillerymen, platoon commanders, technicians and tradesmen in ever increasing numbers, year by year. It was a good time to be in the army; all ranks worked and played hard; in general, they had good equipment,18 and their C-in-C was not only a fine leader and an inspiration but was becoming a power in the land. The army had the respect of the population at large; it had a powerful ally (as it perceived) in the United States, and its words were given attention during conferences of CENTO and SEATO in Ankara and London and Bangkok and Melbourne and Paris. Above all, it had that one substantial, concrete raison d’être desired by many armies: an enemy.

  * * *

  India was building its defence forces, and at a greater rate than Pakistan. Its defence spending was from two to three times that of Pakistan, in spite of being much less in terms of percentage of government expenditure and cost per head of population, both of which comparisons are employed to this day by some commentators to ‘prove’ that Pakistan spends more on defence than India. The facts, of course, speak for themselves, but the Pakistan army was nonetheless not displeased that India presented itself aggressively. But Pakistan had defence problems elsewhere. The Afghan border was disturbed. The region had never been quiet and the tribes indulged in mayhem whenever they thought they could get away with it. Worse still, the government of Afghanistan was strongly opposed to the inclusion of Pathan territory within Pakistan. It considered all Pathan peoples to be Afghan, and was prepared to espouse the cause of those forced (as they considered it) to live in Pakistan.

  The problem for Pakistan was not so much Afghanistan’s statement19 that US military aid to Pakistan would result in subjugation of the ‘freedom-seeking people of Pakhtunistan’ (the name given by Afghanistan to the border region in which most Pathan, or Pashtun, tribes live),20 It was the visit to Kabul in December 1955 by Bulganin and Khrushchev. During the visit, they declared that they sympathized ‘with Afghanistan’s policy on the Pashtunistan [Pakhtunistan] issue.’ In the next five years, the USSR gave over US $300 million in aid to Afghanistan, including construction of military airfields and other military assistance. This did not escape the notice of the US, which initiated even closer military cooperation with Pakistan because the country was being threatened (they thought), even at one remove, by the activities of Soviet Russia. The Soviet leaders’ tour of India, Burma and Afghanistan in 1955 was described by their own foreign minister, Molotov, as ‘adventurism,’21 and at the time the situation along the Durand Line was even more sensitive than usual. Earlier, in May, the Afghan government had ordered mobilisation of its army and was warned by Ayub (as defence minister) that any action against Pakistan would result in forceful reaction. Then, in the following month, King Zahir, when opening the national assembly, stated that Afghanistan supported the idea of an autonomous Pashtunistan. After that there was a lull in confrontational rhetoric, but in November, immediately before the Soviet duo’s visit, several thousand armed Afghan tribesmen crossed the border into Pakistan in a demonstration of solidarity. It came to nothing, but the atmosphere was exceedingly tense when Khrushchev tried to make further mischief.

  So Pakistan had many problems, both external and internal, but the main worry was that governance was unsatisfactory and verging on the disastrous. Many senior politicians were incompetent and self-seeking, and matters were further complicated when the Governor General, Ghulam Mohammad, had to be replaced because his peculiarities became impossible to ignore. Iskander Mirza succeeded to the position in September 1955, but the government continued to be chaotic. ‘The whole situation,’ wrote Ayub in his autobiography, ‘was becoming curiouser and curiouser.’ The constitution, produced eventually in 1956, was a mishmash of the 1935 India Act, some of the ideas of Mohammad Ali Jinnah (but without the lucidity of their originator), and a smattering of Islamic jurisprudence mixed with Westminster notions. The country ceased to be a dominion and became ‘The Islamic Republic of Pakistan.’

  The constitution was a disaster. It was termed the ‘One Unit’ scheme because its purpose was to solve the problem of provincial imbalance, since the population of the East Wing was more than all the provinces of the West Wing together. Thus, to create greater balance the provinces of the West Wing were amalgamated into one administrative unit and represented by one provincial assembly; the central government of this ‘province’ was located in Lahore. The federal government at that time continued to be in Karachi, which was the capital since partition. However, there was a confusing delineation of the power supposed to be vested in various positions; that should have been more precise in order to limit the freedom of the provincial governments. Also, too many concessions had to be made to separatist elements in order to implement the constitution. It was intended that there be a three hundred-member unicameral national assembly divided equally between East and West Pakistan, but this depended on the holding of elections that did not take place. The members of the 1955 constituent assembly were retained.

  Prime minister followed prime minister, and the president (the title assumed by the head of state instead of Governor General as a consequence of adopting the constitution) chose it to follow his personal predilection for grandeur. The British high commissioner wrote of Iskander Mirza in his memoir of Pakistan that:

  
    As well as brains and personality, Mirza possessed an impressive physique. As his second wife he had recently taken the beautiful divorced spouse of the Iranian Military Attaché in Karachi. The two of them made a magnificent couple as they stood, radiant and dignified, at the head of the grand staircase at the President’s House in Karachi as the Pakistan National Anthem was played; when it was over they walked down to join their guests between the two files of Lancers of the Presidential Bodyguard.22

  

  Mirza did not relish democracy. His instincts were far from egalitarian, and he had no sympathy for the politicians and their business associates who managed their unsavoury affairs by flattery and bribery, which was becoming an open scandal. He had been unanimously elected president under the new constitution and could have exercised enormous influence for good. Advice and persuasion—even coercion—could have been his tools to steer the politicians towards better paths, but he took the easy way out by joining the game of placement, favouritism, and double-dealing, and the country suffered accordingly.

  The ill-conceived ‘One Unit’ scheme of 1955 failed. In spite of the new constitution, the provinces had little voice in their own administration. On the other hand, the central government provided no leadership, and it was almost impossible to explain the policies of any of the political parties in that period, simply because individuals changed parties, and therefore policies (such as they were) at will and with amazing regularity. On one point the politicians in the West Wing were agreed: there must be ascendance of the West Wing over the East Wing, which had 54 per cent of the population of the country. The machinations involved in ensuring Western dominance were cynical and barely disguised. There is little wonder that the East Wing became thoroughly disenchanted. The politicians had few to blame but themselves for what happened as a result of their opportunism, deals, and intrigues in both wings of the nation.

  * * *

  On the other hand, the problem of Kashmir continued during this period, while the army was building its strength and the politicians were indulging in personal aggrandizement. Regarding Kashmir, part of the problem was the threat posed to Pakistan by India, but part came internally, stemming from the failed Pakistan Muslim League. The party had been led first by Jinnah and then by Liaquat Ali, but after their deaths no leader approaching anywhere near their stature emerged. A solid and idealized political party was hijacked by a coterie of feudal landlords, slick lawyers, third-rate politicians, and a few politicised ex-officers. It collapsed in 1956.

  Another awkward development was the creation of the so-called Muslim League National Guards, eventually some 60,000 strong. They were uniformed men armed with rifles and led by Khan Abdul Qayyum Khan, who was anathema to both the Indian and Pakistani governments. The Indian White Paper, Pakistan’s War Propaganda Against India, noted that Abdul Qayyum had stated in the North-West Frontier assembly that ‘If India was not agreeable to having a free plebiscite, there was no alternative except war and both the provincial government and the Pakistan central government shall have to respect the wishes of the people of Pakistan.’ This was strong stuff and, in spite of the fact that it was far from being an official government policy announcement, it gave a fair indication of how some sections of the community felt about Kashmir. By 1958, Qayyum considered he could flex his muscles with impunity and, although Prime Minister Firoz Khan Noon banned the existence of independent para-military organisations, on 20 September Abdul Qayyum arrived in Karachi three days later to lead thousands of his supporters in defiance of the government. On 28 September, the working committee of the Muslim League (which, although fragmented and finished as a political force, retained much of its bureaucratic structure) adopted a resolution that the government should be removed, ‘if need be by extra-constitutional methods.’ No government worthy of the name could be presented with such a challenge without meeting it, but the government of Pakistan appeared incapable of action. Further, Ayub was worried about the pressure being put on some officers by disaffected politicians. He considered that the time had come for the army to act.

  * * *

  
    A word for the disruptionists, political opportunists, smugglers, black-marketeers and other such social vermin, sharks, and leeches.

    The soldiers and the people are sick of the sight of you. So it will be good for yourself to turn a new leaf and begin to behave, otherwise retribution will be swift and sure.

    General Ayub Khan’s broadcast to the nation, 8 October 1958.

  

  The government was morally bankrupt and its legality questionable. While arrangements for the military takeover had to be discreet, there was little possibility of the coup being betrayed. The army was entirely behind the actions of its commander-in-chief; the civilian population was more than prepared to have the soldiers move in and those who were most directly affected in person—the corrupt, venal politicians and their adherents—were too engrossed in their own affairs to realize their time was about to end.

  President Iskander Mirza informed the US Ambassador, James Langley, of the coup four days before it took place, and asked for assurance that there would be no problems over recognition of the new regime,23 but Denis Kux in his excellent book on US-Pakistan relations24 notes that the State Department tried to ‘head off the coup,’ although it must be said the terms of Langley’s official protest were decidedly meek. The sentiment conveyed to Mirza was that the US hoped the ‘interval of restricted rule would be as short as necessary to preserve democracy in Pakistan and to ensure [the] conditions under which free elections, already scheduled, may be held.’ This was hardly a puissant threat or definite condemnation.

  Mirza said in his broadcast of 7 October 1958 that he had watched with ‘deepest anxiety’ the conduct of ‘adventurers and exploiters.’ He acknowledged that the constitution was unworkable as, ‘It is full of dangerous compromises so that Pakistan will disintegrate internally if the inherent malaise is not removed. To rectify them, the country must first be taken to sanity by a peaceful revolution.’ So he abrogated the constitution, abolished political parties, dissolved the national parliament and provincial assemblies, and declared martial law:

  
    Until alternative arrangements are made, Pakistan will come under Martial Law. I hereby appoint General Mohammad Ayub Khan, Commander-in-Chief Pakistan Army, as Chief Martial Law Administrator and place all the Armed Forces of Pakistan under his command.

  

  Mohammad Ayub Khan, the bluff and efficient soldier, Sandhurst graduate, gallant in combat, sagacious in dealing with men and knowledgeable in his profession, at the age of forty-one was on the path to glory but eventual ruin. Had he chosen the harder road of re-establishing a political system that would work by virtue of a new constitution, rather than taking on himself the responsibility of governance, then the future of Pakistan might have been different. But when one considers the ability of Pakistani politicians over the years, to confound the best intentions of those who sought to establish and nurture democracy, one wonders.

  * * *

  Mirza became duplicitous to the point that Ayub could no longer trust him. Although he had appointed Ayub chief martial law administrator, he did not fully understand what that meant; or perhaps he did not understand what the CMLA himself was convinced about what it meant. There could be no meeting of minds. Mirza dabbled in the murky depths of politics, and attempted to influence and even dismiss or arrest senior military officers, an offence that Ayub could not condone or forgive.

  After he declared martial law, Mirza lasted three weeks as president. In a last desperate attempt to retain some semblance of power, he appointed Ayub prime minister on 24 October. He had to go, but Ayub’s justification of his coup was intriguing. The army’s legal experts said that as a CMLA had been appointed, the constitution abrogated and martial law declared, the position of president was redundant. According to Ayub, this was nonsense and in his autobiography he claims he rejected the notion. His real reasons for deposing Mirza were that he had been an intriguer of mammoth proportions, was untrustworthy, and was unfit to be president of Pakistan. Ayub was right. Pakistan had to have new leadership, and it appeared that Ayub was the only man to provide it. On 27 October 1958, General Ayub Khan assumed the presidency. A new era was to begin for Pakistan. A decade of development, but also of war.

  NOTES

  1   Secret Memorandum on India/Pakistan Relations, 26 June 1949, Mudie (unpublished).

  2   Command and Staff College 1905–1980, edited and compiled by members of the staff of the Command and Staff College, Quetta, Pakistan.

  3   A risaldar-major in the British Indian army was an important and most influential figure. His badge of rank was a crown worn on the shoulder, same as a British major, but he was junior to even the most junior British officer—very much in theory, because sensible British officers deferred to them.

  4   The origins of Hodson’s Horse (4th Duke of Cambridge’s Own Lancers) are lost in the mists of antiquity and military reorganisation. Formed at the time of the Mutiny by William Hodson, the regiment survived amalgamation, expansion, contraction and fragmentation. See, Gaylor (1992): ‘Partition allotted Hodson’s Horse to India. The Guides Cavalry, bound, logically, for Pakistan, handed over its Dogra Squadron in exchange for Hodson’s Punjabi Mussulmans. This left Hodson’s with two Dogra Squadrons so they passed on the Guides’ Dogras to the Scinde Horse in exchange for the Sikh Squadron which the Scinde Horse had received from Probyn’s Horse.’

  5   In his masterly biography, Ayub Khan (1994), Altaf Gauhar suggests that ‘That single incident was enough to convince Ayub that politicians could work on the emotions of the people but that they were utterly lacking in discipline and had no real principles.’

  6   The Annual Register, London, 1951, p. 119.

  7   The Daily Telegraph, London, 27 March 1950.

  8   Generals in Politics, MA Khan, 1967.

  9   In Friends Not Masters Ayub wrote that in mid-1951 Pakistan had ‘only thirteen tanks with about forty to fifty hours’ engine life in them to face the Indian Army.’

  10 Pakistan’s Foreign Policy, Burke and Ziring, 1990.

  11 It had, of course, but the editor was making a point.

  12 Presumably there were no longer ‘compelling reasons’ for Indian troops to stay in position, but it has never been explained why they were there in the first place.

  13 Joint press communiqué issued at the conclusion of the Indo-Pakistan Prime Ministers’ Conference in New Delhi, 20 August 1953. Documents of the Foreign Relations of Pakistan.

  14 Nehru: a Political Biography, Brecher, (1959) ‘He was born into the Kashmiri Brahmin community, one of the most aristocratic sub-castes in the Hindu social system.’

  15 New York Herald Tribune, 19 April 1953.

  16 The Military and Politics in Pakistan. Rizvi, 1986.

  17 In May 2014 a visiting Ahmadi, American-Canadian Doctor Mehdi Ali Qamar, was assassinated in Pakistan while visiting to train doctors.

  18 Gul Hassan Khan would disagree: ‘The M24 tanks were well past their prime. . . Likewise the Patton Tanks (M47s), though of a later vintage, appeared far more menacing when arrayed in our tank parks than when taken out on exercises.’

  19 Made in New Delhi, which was not entirely diplomatic. Such statements have continued over the years, with President Karzai making similar comments while visiting Delhi in May 2014.

  20 New York Times, 23 December 1953.

  21 Khrushchev, William Taubman, 2003.

  22 Pakistan Chronicle, Sir Morrice James, 1993.

  23 On 4 October Langley sent a cable to John Foster Dulles, the secretary of state, informing him that Mirza had told him of his plan to ‘take over the Government of Pakistan probably within a week and simultaneously proclaim martial law.’ (Declassified formerly Top Secret File : Karachi 775-790d.00/10-548, National Archives, Washington, DC.)

  24 The United States and Pakistan 1947–2000, Denis Kux, Woodrow Wilson Center Press and John Hopkins University Press. Kux began his diplomatic career in Karachi in 1957. He states in his foreword that he hopes the book ‘will prove useful’ to those interested in the topic. For once he chose the wrong word. It should have been ‘invaluable.’


  3 PREPARATIONS FOR WAR

  
    The armed forces were genuinely popular. Their past record of protecting Muslim lives and property during the post-Partition massacres and in Kashmir inspired confidence. In general, soldiers were exempted from the resentment which had crystallised against the deposed government. Their reputation for integrity was untainted. The Army, it was widely hoped, would be more responsive to popular aspirations and more effective in improving the standard of living.

    Political Development in Pakistan, Karl von Vorys 19651

  

  As a precaution, a few army units had been deployed when Ayub assumed the presidency, but as it transpired there was no requirement for them to take any action. Troops secured key buildings including airports, government offices, banks, and communications facilities, but not a shot was fired. The public, rather than objecting to their presence, thoroughly endorsed Ayub’s takeover, especially as he had been astute enough to keep armoured vehicles off the streets.

  Martial law was administered through the civil bureaucracy, most of whose members had resented the imprecise instructions and irregular directives as to how to conduct affairs that hitherto corrupt politicians had been giving them. Many civil servants openly welcomed the army’s action, and the more efficient among them were rewarded and had their careers advanced for accepting military rule.

  World reaction to the takeover by Ayub was measured and reasonable. It had become apparent through diplomatic and press reports from Pakistan that its government was inefficient and corrupt. Western governments, by and large not corrupt, decided they should endorse the overthrow of an administration that was unsound, unwanted, and dishonest. Signals of approbation abounded. On 2 November, not a week after Ayub took over the presidency, Baghdad Pact navy manoeuvres (Exercise Midlink) began off Karachi, involving ships of Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, UK, and the US, which demonstrated to the world at large that Ayub’s actions met with the approval of their governments. Three days later, Dr. Erhard, the West German deputy prime minister, visited Pakistan to offer investment for industrial development. Later in November, the Canadian Prime Minister, John Diefenbaker, arrived, closely followed by his Norwegian counterpart, Einar Gerhardsen, who said he felt the new government ‘had won the confidence of the people.’ Ayub had reason to feel comfortable with his country’s position in the world, for even Nehru ‘told the Lok Sabha in the course of a debate on foreign affairs that he considered the reports of border incidents between India and Pakistan to be greatly exaggerated. He also said that these disputes were not instigated at government level, but were a result of local clashes over petty matters.’2 The road ahead for Pakistan appeared, if not completely smooth, certainly encouragingly free of major obstacles.

  But there were to be problems for Ayub and the army—and for Pakistan. Ayub wanted to ‘rehabilitate the civil and constitutional organs of the state,’ which was a laudable goal, but he lost sight of his aim, a serious fault in any soldier. Then there was the desire to maintain good relations with America. Earlier, on 8 March 1958, Prime Minister Noon had told the national assembly that western economic aid was funding India’s military expansion, and he threatened to ‘break all pacts in the world and shake hands with those whom we have made our enemies for the sake of others,’3 which went down badly in Washington. In an attempt to improve relations, in May Mirza despatched a team led by the finance minister, Amjad Ali, who had been ambassador to the US, to the US to ‘undo the great damage’ apparently effected by Noon. Ayub, as commander-in-chief, and the Chief of Air Staff Air Chief Marshal Asghar Khan, were in the delegation.

  Ayub received red-carpet treatment during his visit,4 but two years later he issued a statement that Pakistan could ‘do business’ with the USSR, which was regarded with suspicion in Washington, in spite of the fact that in July 1961 he had a meeting with President Kennedy. The US-Pakistan relationship seemed to some in Pakistan to be uncertain, and US aid to India increased from its already high level. In his diary, Ayub recorded on 3 September 1958 that there was ‘disquieting news of massive economic aid to India by America and other western countries. This will further release India’s resources for a reckless military build-up against us thus making our position far more difficult.’ (The problem with diaries quoted in autobiographies is that they can be amended in transposition, but it seems that Ayub was genuinely worried about India’s agenda as he interpreted it.)

  In 1959, however, there was a surge in US activity regarding Pakistan. In March, identical bilateral defence agreements between the US and Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan were signed in Ankara, and although it was made clear in the preamble that the treaty was entered into in the context of ‘the Pact of Mutual Cooperation signed at Baghdad on February 24, 1955,’ the wording of the document was such that it would hearten any national leader who considered there might be an external threat from whatever direction.5 On 5 March the next agreement was signed. It was to have unforeseen international consequences. It was innocently named ‘The Pakistan-United States Communications Unit Agreement’, and, in the coy words of such documents,6 provided ‘for the establishment and operation of a communications unit at Peshawar [including] certain military rights and facilities and a status of forces agreement.’ The ‘certain military rights’ included use of Peshawar airfield by U-2 aircraft to overfly the Soviet Union illegally.

  Pakistan wished to assert itself as a sovereign country, but first it had to sort out the chaos in internal administration. Furthermore, Ayub had to divorce himself from command of the army, appoint a tough successor who would continue his reforms, and also he had to become accustomed to thinking and speaking as a persuader and advocate, rather than as a leader and commander.

  He failed on most counts. Although Pakistan did become a player on the world stage (and many internal problems were solved), and Ayub relinquished the appointment of army chief, there was a lack of understanding by Ayub of what made the world go round politically. And he lost touch with the army.

  On 28 October 1958, Ayub appointed General Mohammad Musa Khan to be commander-in-chief of the Pakistan army. Musa was a good enough officer. He had never done anything wrong during his career; yet he had never done anything extraordinary either. According to Lt. Gen. Gul Hassan Khan, who served as director of military operations to Musa for four years, he was ‘humane, approachable and considerate,’ but was selected for ‘dependability rather than merit.’ His period of command lasted until September 1966, another eight-year stint; far too long for any officer to stay in such a position.

  Ayub was not wholly to blame for Musa’s lack of success as commander-in-chief—but he was entirely responsible for his selection. There were officers of higher calibre than Musa, but Ayub wanted someone who was uncomplicated and, above all, loyal to him. Ayub thought he would lead the army well and would not cause him any problems. As it transpired, he did not lead the army well and, although he did not cause Ayub any disquiet in the first few years, the build-up of problems stemming from uninspired leadership at the top resulted in failure in the higher direction of war.

  * * *

  It appears that one of Musa’s defects was the desire to do something different just for the sake of it. He abolished the post of chief of staff, one of the most important appointments in a senior commander’s headquarters. The COS acts as a high-powered filter (and has to be carefully selected lest he take unto himself too much power), and can be of the utmost value. Eradication of the position meant that Musa got involved in too much detail and became engrossed, then overwhelmed, by paperwork and minutiae that should never have reached his desk. Even when Lt. Gen. Bakhtiar Rana became deputy C-in-C and chief of staff, the value of the appointment had been diminished rather than enhanced.

  Not all Musa’s difficulties were of his own making. The British training advisory staff had been withdrawn at the end of the period agreed for its loan. This organisation had been invaluable to Ayub and his staff officers, who were still relatively inexperienced, especially in the planning of complicated manoeuvres. Being foreigners, the British had no axes to grind and no personal involvement in the army. They could advise and criticize without fear or favour, and they did. Further, they had assisted in the conduct of exercises involving a whole division of troops and more (a full-strength division at that time had some 17,000 soldiers), and had been of immense value in creating the directorate of military training which replaced it. It was essential that the Directorate of Military Training be formed, as it was inappropriate that the army should have to rely on foreigners for its training expertise—but the gap was felt, and the DMT took a long time to establish its credentials.

  One thing the DMT did do assiduously was to produce training directives. These were necessary, and, according to officers who served in the army in the early 1960s,7 well written, cogent, and professionally applicable; the trouble was that the directives were ‘fired and forgotten’ by being despatched through the chain of command to units without further action by GHQ or other headquarters. There were few checks to ensure that the directives were carried out, and the inevitable result was that only rarely were they put into practice in the manner intended by their originators. A malaise was entering the Pakistan army, which had expanded into a considerable force of one armoured and six infantry divisions, an armoured brigade, and two other independent brigades. There was still only a single corps headquarters, and considerable strain was placed on this HQ by the requirement to command such a number of widely separated formations. Arguments in support of the creation of a further corps HQ were put forward, but failed to find high-level support. One problem was lack of money, but another factor was shortage of good officers.

  The malaise stemmed largely from the fact that expansion had been rapid, and the quality of officers had fallen steadily. Martial law required the posting of capable officers for civil administration, thus the number of above-average officers available for service in headquarters and units was reduced. The combination of poor quality and scarcity of officers meant dilution of standards, sometimes dramatically, as shown by Gul Hassan Khan’s record that, ‘In 1959 I was posted to command an infantry brigade at Sialkot. I was amazed that hardly any officer turned out for parades.’

  Gul Hassan sorted things out in his inimitable way, but after only three months was posted to command the armoured brigade group at Kharian where, he relates in his Memoirs, he ‘attended a tank regimental exercise without being preceded by the customary fanfare. My arrival took everybody by surprise and in turn I was astounded by the chaos I witnessed. No one seemed to know what the hell was going on.’ Again, Gul Hassan put things to right, but unfortunately there were not enough officers like him. Many older officers whose sense of duty was exemplary had resigned or retired (such as characters like Brigadier Hesky Baig, whose idea of fun as a commanding officer was to jog around the perimeter of the local airfield every morning with his officers panting behind him); thus the old esprit de corps was vanishing, and many of the remaining senior officers had been promoted too quickly and for the wrong reasons. Things were not good, but as far as the country was concerned the new regime had brought stability and progress and seemed to have given it a new lease of life which produced a false sense of security verging on the euphoric. The public regarded the army highly because they had good reason to do so after the clean-up of Lahore, and in consequence the army had a high opinion of itself without having done very much except expand a bit and conduct some mediocre training with its new American equipment. As all military commanders know, or should know, there is a difference between pride engendered by measurable achievement and mere self-satisfaction that grows like fungus when finding itself in the nourishing atmosphere of a mutual admiration society.

  The army of Pakistan had an officer corps with potentially good raw material, which if it had been pushed, stretched and challenged, would have been amongst the finest in the world. The soldiery, and especially the NCOs and JCOs, were amongst the finest in the world, but the senior leadership was not quite up to the mark, and in some aspects was definitely lacking.8

  * * *

  Ayub went ahead with his plans and wrote in his autobiography that: ‘The civil organs of the administration were revived, the army went back to barracks. One by one the reforms were launched and we came to grips with the basic political problems of the country.’ Well, not quite. Not all of the army went back to the barracks immediately, because it was necessary to show that the new regime meant business. Further, the cabinet included three generals, and in any event martial law required participation of military officers.

  Army units did go back to barracks after a few weeks, during which time some draconian action was taken by junior officers and JCOs on the orders of their superiors. Black marketeers, corrupt officials and politicians, and some businessmen who found it inconvenient to describe how their hordes of gold were obtained, were rounded up and incarcerated. Military courts were severe in their judgements and sentencing, which met with approval amongst the population, but Ayub realized that he would have to take the army off the streets if it was not to be identified with repression. This he did in the second week of November, after contraband worth millions of rupees had been seized. Prices of many commodities went down by as much as a quarter, and ordinary people were overjoyed when they found such things as cooking oil, crockery, and cloth available at reasonable prices in the market.

  Eight hundred and twenty-three civil servants were dismissed or made subject to compulsory retirement, and a further 839 received minor punishments. Corrupt politicians were dealt with by special tribunals and the introduction of Presidential Orders, which could disqualify them from holding public office and bar them from being members of elected bodies. As a result, several thousand individuals were debarred from holding any political position. In the years 1958 to 1961, Ayub appointed twenty-three commissions to report on such various matters as law reform, food and agriculture, land reform, and establishment of a new federal capital. (The last was headed by Major General AM Yahya Khan, who was to make his mark in other ways in later years.) There was considerable activity in all sorts of spheres. The constitution committee, for example, completed its work in just over a year, resulting in promulgation of the new constitution in 1962. Ayub was indulging in the process that seems to have much attraction for dictators and revolutionary governments: social engineering. He meant well, which was to damn him unfairly later on, because he knew what was needed for his country—but he had no experience of governance. Another problem was that, although he tried to unite the country’s disparate wings, he could not see (or perhaps did not care to see) that a government by a West Wing military elite would hardly appeal to Bengalis. In the words of Omar Noman in his book, Pakistan: Political and Economic History Since 1947:

  
    The Ayub Khan era is remembered for the regime’s professional competence in its approach to economic management. There was clarity of objectives and considerable efficiency in implementation. However the efficiency and clarity were marred by fundamental flaws in the choice of objectives.

  

  Noman goes on to state that Pakistan, as originally created, was ‘an entirely artificial geographical enterprise,’ which is of course correct; but it is possible that if the war of 1965 had not taken place, the Ayub regime might have succeeded in forging better relations between the eastern and western wings of Pakistan in addition to creating a better climate for the introduction of democracy and, of equal importance, focusing with more expertise on the ‘choice of objectives’.

  INDIA: THE GOA CAMPAIGN AND WAR WITH CHINA

  The Pakistan army had problems in its officer corps, but these also existed in the army of India, which the defence minister, VK Krishna Menon, had thoroughly upset by ‘interfering in promotions, putting his own men into key positions and seeing those he particularly disliked passed over.’9 This emasculated the army’s leadership and created a climate of suspicion and servility, an appalling combination that led to panic and chaos when China attacked India on 20 October 1962. Unfortunately for the army and for Indian prestige, the invasion of the tiny Portuguese enclave of Goa the previous year had been greeted with euphoric approval by the Indian public, which celebrated it as a great feat of arms, which patently it was not.

  During the period in which India’s military takeover of Portuguese territory was being planned, China was planning its own venture against India. Nehru contemptuously rejected Ayub Khan’s offer of a mutual defence agreement in 1959 (‘Against whom?’ he asked, mockingly; a reaction he doubtless did not care to be reminded of later), because at the time of the offer India was trying to forge good relations with China, unaware that Beijing had a different agenda. Ayub also had his own agenda and had no intention of joining India in anything resembling a defence pact; he thought it would be a good idea to try to place India on the defensive, diplomatically. The energy with which India rejected his approach indicated apprehension in Delhi that the rest of the world might take his initiative seriously. Most countries ignored or failed to hear of Ayub’s suggestion, but Peking was about to show that, concerning territory it claimed, the Middle Kingdom took affairs very seriously indeed.

  The Chinese had occupied the Aksai Chin plateau10 in the western Himalayas for many years. As far as they were concerned the region belonged to them, and they built a major road through it to move troops from Xinjiang Province to Tibet. They also claimed other areas along the border between India and China, delineation of which had been settled in 1914. Disagreements grew between Delhi and Peking concerning boundaries, and Nehru, bolstered by his abrasive defence minister, who was in turn supported by incompetent generals of his own placement, decided to call the Chinese military bluff. But it wasn’t a bluff. It was Nehru’s own generals who were bluffing.

  Pakistan was not averse to witnessing a dispute between its two enormous neighbours, and rather relished the rapidly deteriorating situation. Certainly, there were problems about Pakistan’s cordial relations with China so far as the United States was concerned, but the general picture appeared clear to Pakistan’s leadership: India was in trouble, and from that nothing but good could come for Pakistan, which was a grave misjudgement.

  The Indian army was soundly defeated by the PLA, to the point of humiliation. China was no Portugal, and the easy occupation of sunny, sandy, coastal Goa bore no resemblance to real fighting in the mountains against well-prepared and (fairly) well-led troops. The problem for Pakistan was that the Chinese victory was so complete that the rest of the (‘free’) world panicked almost as much as Nehru. It should have been obvious that China had no intention of thundering south into India. But much of the world, and especially America, saw ‘Red China’ on the move, and reacted accordingly. To the surprise and annoyance of Pakistan, it became apparent that Nehru’s former critics around the world, hitherto very supportive of Pakistan, the open and loyal ally of the west, could happily drop Pakistan like a hot brick if India, which had scorned the west, was to be threatened by a communist nation. Britain, France, America rushed to provide weapons. Nehru begged for fighter aircraft from the US, artillery from the UK, tanks from France; for support from anywhere against the supposed invader from the north. Nehru abased himself, turned turtle, ditched his ‘non-aligned’ principles in his desperation. Then China turned off the tap. It declared a cease-fire on 20 November. India had been defeated and humiliated, yet it was to experience rebirth, militarily. The western world continued to rally to its aid. Pakistan was to see a huge effort by its former supporters, ironically helped by the USSR, to supply India with an enormous arsenal.
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