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Abstract 

The foreign and security policy of Pakistan need to be rationalized without 
bandwagoning with any state. Every country’s real source of power is embedded in its 
economic foundation and internal cohesion, which enables it to develop other elements 
of national power to effectively compete in a competitive world. On the other hand, the 
issue of terrorism especially associated with Al Qaeda and its affiliates, warrants 
effective and resolute eradication measures. Pakistan has to craft a flexible nuclear 
deterrence strategy to stabilize its strategic equation with India, and to prevent 
escalation of crises. The acme of diplomatic and strategic finesse necessitates that 
Pakistan synergize its instruments of maneuverability – nuclear deterrence, diplomacy, 
strategy, geo-economics, internal and external balancing in harmony with the 
transforming regional/geostrategic environment. 

Keywords: India-Pakistan, Nuclear Deterrence, Foreign and Security Policy,
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Introduction 
nstrategic dialect, nuclear deterrence1 and posturing is a combination of all

elements of the national power to achieve states’ policy objectives.2 The chain 

of strategy is linked with other components of national power, which are 

considered to be the fundamental tools to pragmatically protect states’ interests. 

“Strategy is the bridge that relates military power to political purpose,” writes 

Colin Gray, and “it is neither military power per se nor political purpose.” He 

further elaborates that strategy is “made of force and the threat of force for the 

ends of policy.”3 The foremost tenet of strategy is, that it should constantly adapt 

to the shifting conditions of the ever-changing world “where chance, uncertainty, 

and ambiguity dominate” the international system.4 Therefore, posturing is a 

reflection of the states’ collective power that positively or negatively impinges 

upon their relative position in the ever-changing world. It is argued that nuclear 

posturing and foreign policy of Pakistan need to be premised on the principles of 

pragmatism, flexibility, and proportionate strategy by reinforcing all elements of 

its national power to protect its national interests in view of asymmetrical nature 
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of India-Pakistan’s adversarial relationship. In this respect, Bernard Brodie 

observes that the strategic thinking and theory becomes flawed, if it is not 

pragmatic.5 

Foreign & Security Policy 
In international politics, the balance of power has been in practice since 

the time immemorial, and it is considered to be of immense significance in inter-

state relations/diplomacy. David Hume describes the balance of power as a 

scientific pursuit of law. On the other hand, Glenn Snyder viewed it as the 

central theoretical concept in international politics. Generally, the golden age of 

the practice of the balance of power theory was 18th and 19th centuries. In the 

20th century, Hans Morgenthau elucidated Hume’s perspective by referring to the 

balance of power as an iron law of politics. Henry Kissinger treated it as an art 

instead of a science, which could be adroitly employed by the policymakers to 

protect their foreign and security policy objectives.6 Jack S. Levy writes that the 

balance of power is the most critical component of international politics; but, 

simultaneously it is also the most ambiguous and complex. 7  But, in 

contemporary world, the existence of international nuclear order also has a 

significant role. In this context, William Walker writes: 

Given the existence of nuclear technology, the international 
nuclear order entails, evolving patterns of thought and activity 
that serve primary goals of world survival, war avoidance and 
economic development; and the quest for a tolerable 
accommodation of pronounced differences in the capabilities, 
practices, rights and obligations of states.8 

In such a transforming environment, Pakistan’s insecurities are 

heightened; therefore, it need to rationalize its internal and external balancing 

strategies by acquiring additional countervailing capabilities to favourably 

rebalance the present power differential.9 Hence, instead of bandwagoning it 

may be prudent for Pakistan to pursue a sophisticated balance of power policy in 

an anarchic world.10 The dominant states are primed toward offensive behavior, 

war, blackmail, and buck passing.11 The power differential between India and 

Pakistan is markedly in favor of the former, therefore, imbalance would tend to 

invite aggression against the weaker state,12 and hence the case for synergizing of 

Pakistan’s foreign and security policy becomes more critical. Nowadays, relations 

amongst nations are premised on a complex web of interdependencies.13 The past 

two decades has witnessed a marked imbalance in Pakistan’s internal, external, 



SYNERGIZING FOREIGN  51 

MARGALLA PAPERS 2017

and geo-economic policies that has adversely conditioned its socio-economic, 

law and order fabric, and undermined its relative position and image abroad. In 

essence, it is a question of capability and the state’s specified function to readjust 

with the unfolding environment.14 Most importantly, now the concept of states’ 

sovereignty is under stress due to variety of factors, including transnational 

crime, terrorism, nuclear proliferation, and non-state actors’ (NSA) activities. 

Consequently, it is being linked with trans-border movements, including that of 

NSAs.15 This does not mean that states’ sovereignty is dead, or it has become 

redundant; rather, it emphasizes the need to regulate the behavior of all 

instruments of the state in harmony with transformation in international realm.  

States are expected to freely enter into any agreement with other states in a 

legitimate way.16 

Therefore, the security governance concept is expected to be dominated 

by the principles of assurance, prevention and protection as internal instruments 

of states to strengthen their institutions, and to resolve their conflicts.17 Per se, 

the post-Westphalian states’ national security cultures are likely to be influenced 

by four factors: “the worldwide view of the external environment; national 

identity; instrumental preferences; and interaction preferences,” which would 

impact the dynamics of international system.18 This does not necessarily denote 

world government or global governance, writes Jessica T Mathews, through 

various national and international institutions.19 

Internal Dynamics & Geo-Economics 
In essence, the significance of states’ foreign and security policy is 

driven by its geopolitical and geo-economic base that strengthens or erodes its 

relative power in international affairs.20 In the fast transforming world, carrots 

are becoming more important than the sticks, observes Nye.21 However, military 

power is still considered as a potent tool in the hands of states.22 Actually, the 

military power can only flow from the economic base.23 Basically, it is the 

amalgam of geo-economics that produces the hard and soft power, ranging from 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP), per capita income, the level of technology, 

natural and human resources, political and legal institutions for markets, such as 

trade, finance, and competition,24 that shape nation-states’ future. For instance, 

E H Carr described the national power as the sum combination of military, 

economic, and opinion making potentials that determine the relative position of 

a state.25 Furthermore, in the post-9/11 world, there are divergent perspectives 

relating to tackling of pressing problems and issues through the economic, 
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political, and diplomatic toolkits, and not necessarily through the countervailing 

military force.26 

The Pakistani policymakers should realize that, in nuclear domain, it is 

fundamentally the state’s “power to hurt” capability that accords it the 

bargaining position vis-à-vis adversary.27 While the “brute force succeeds when it 

is used, whereas the power to hurt is most successful when held in reserve,” 

writes Thomas Schelling.28 Essentially, the power potentials coupled with states’ 

internal and external dynamics and equitable “opposing strengths may cancel 

each other,” instead of inflicting “pain and grief” 29  or making rhetorical 

statements and futile complaints or indulging in blame games.  

Other problems directly linked to Pakistan are: turmoil in Afghanistan 

and its adverse fallouts on the state of terrorism in Balochistan and tribal areas; 

cost of the counter-terrorism drive; rampant corruption, and dysfunctional 

governance structure; revival of the economy; efforts “to heal the festering sore 

in Balochistan;” security and Kashmir-related challenges from India; strategic 

marginalization of Pakistan; growing conventional military asymmetry; and the 

growing role of nuclear deterrence.30 In addition, the multiple internal and 

external problems of terrorism and NSAs associated with Pakistan are also 

responsible for creation of a negative perception about country as a source of 

threat to international peace and security.31 On this issue, US policymakers 

appear to be frustrated, writes Talat Masood, since Pakistan’s attempts to block 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) supply line in 2014 (after killing 

of 25 Pakistani soldiers in a NATO/US strike) undermined its pivotal role as a 

regional power; thereby leading to its further marginalization. In the context of 

strategic marginalization of Pakistan and the imperative of a “new strategic 

paradigm,” Ambassador Munir Akram, writes: 

Pakistan’s endeavor to reverse its political marginalization would 
become much easier if it can change the strategic paradigm 
regarding South Asia that emerged over the last decade. This 
change can emanate mainly from a shift in the security 
parameters and perceptions of the United States and its allies.32 

Another Pakistani scholar, Mahleeha Lodhi, surveys that Pakistan’s 

foreign and security policy take into account the legitimate aspirations of 

Kashmiri people, sustain its conventional and strategic deterrent posture vis-à-

vis India; but, at the same time, adroitly exploit the mutually advantageous trade 

and economic relations.  
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She further remarked that: 

Vastly expanded strategic and economic relations should be 
pursued with China which offers Pakistan the best hope for the 
realization of its security and economic objectives. A balanced 
and stable relationship with the US should be built on mutual 
accommodation of legitimate national interests, respect for 
Pakistan’s sovereignty and expanded cooperation in areas of 
benefit to both sides.33 

Other critical aspect for Pakistan is the changing dynamics of 

geopolitics, where its credentials are being questioned and tainted due to 

prevalent dysfunctional internal regulatory mechanism of the state against NSAs’ 

activities. On the external front, the onslaught of NSAs with alleged linkages 

with different transnational organizations, including with other states, is 

undermining its relative standing.34 While the present US policy of pursuing a 

transactional relationship with Pakistan - is another negative development. On 

the other hand, the US has established a strategic alliance with India at the cost 

of its traditionally cordial ties with Pakistan.35 In fact, Pakistani policymakers are 

vying for a durable strategic engagement with US, even after the announced 

withdrawal of latter’s forces from Afghanistan,36 which till April 2017 did not 

materialize. The US appears to be apprehensive about Pakistan becoming 

another North Korea.37 Concurrently, influential US opinion formulation organs, 

including the print media are portraying Pakistan in a negative hue. 38 

Unfortunately, negative perceptions has been built by some academics and 

intellectuals and are incessantly urging that Pakistan be treated at par with Iran 

and North Korea - as a hostile country that requires containment instead of 

friendship.39 While powerful Indian Diaspora based in US-West also tend to 

magnify, if not over-dramatize, concerns regarding the safety and security of 

Pakistan’s strategic arsenal, and accuses it of supporting NSAs.40 On the other 

hand, Pakistan has already provided evidence of alleged Indian sponsoring of 

terrorism in Balochistan, Karachi and in tribal regions to the United Nations and 

US. 41  The ostensible unfavorable projection of Pakistan has tremendously 

undermined Pakistan’s diplomatic position in spite of its intellectuals’ and 

policymakers’ constructive leanings toward US-West. In actual fact, the country’s 

overall strategic and diplomatic position is a sum reflection of its governance, 

socio-economic base, and internal cohesion, as how its resources, including 

material and human, are optimally harnessed for the end of “maximizing the 

total effectiveness” of state in critical circumstances.42 
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Despite perceptible US pressure on Pakistan,43 it cannot discount the 

latter’s significance in geopolitical calculus. According to Vali Nasr, “In this 

great-power rivalry, Pakistan is a strategic asset to China – a thorn in India’s side, 

a useful balancer that occupies many of India’s military and diplomatic resources 

and distracts India from focusing on China.” Therefore, in the case of conceding 

Pakistan to China, observes Nasr, US would entangle itself in another phase of 

rivalry with Beijing. This, in his perspective, would be one of United States’ worst 

nightmares as it would impact its counterterrorism efforts.44 Presently, Pakistan 

does not possess adequate power index ranging from resources to technology, 

economy, infrastructural base, and military capabilities.  

Nuclear Deterrence Dimensions 
The concept of regional-centric nuclear deterrence or proportionate 

strategic policy would accord Pakistan an effective channel to reinforce its 

military muscle, which is still considered as an effective instrument of power in 

the world affairs. It has becomes more critical especially when India, according 

to Vipin Narang, is reportedly reconfiguring its no-first use policy to first-

use/preemptive strategy against Pakistan. Whereas India’s former National 

Security Adviser, Shivshankar Menon, writes in his memoir that, “There is a 

potential gray area as to when India would use nuclear weapons first.”45 

Secondly, the geopolitical transformation has furthermore changed Pakistan’s 

significance in US, which during the Cold War period was a linchpin of 

Washington’s strategic calculus under its “Northern Tier of Defense” policy that 

was outlined by Eisenhower Administration in 1950s.46 The Northern Tier of 

Defense states were Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan, which were taken on board as 

allies in order to contain Communism. Nasr observes that, “Now China is 

rebuilding old ‘Northern Tier of Defense’ multilateral organizations for its own 

strategic ends.” 47  In addition, Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), 

according to Nasr, aims to achieve the objectives of security and economic 

related issues, and to foster Chinese-Russian collaborative framework. 48 

Interestingly, once again, Pakistan is on the volatile edge of the Northern Tier of 

Defense, which is now linked to US policy of rebalancing Chinese rise and its 

impact on Asia-Pacific.49 Ipso facto, due to strategic dynamics of contemporary 

world, Pakistan forms an integral part of the chain stretching from Turkey to the 

Asia-Pacific region. Because of these dramatic geostrategic transformations from 

the Indian Ocean to the Pacific Rim, India appears to be well integrated with the 

United States’ “Indo-Pacific pivot” policy.50 
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The establishment of China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) is 

expected to further increase the geopolitical significance of Pakistan, as it 

possesses a critical location that would provide China an access to two Oceans – 

Pacific and Indian. Opening of strategic link of CPEC under China’s “One Belt 

One Road” (OBOR) vision would enable Beijing through CPEC to establish its 

connectivity stretching from Central Asia, Iran, and Middle East to Africa and 

Europe. Actually, the changing geostrategic dynamics have prompted Pakistan 

and China to join hands to construct a geo-economic, geo-political and security 

architecture under the framework of CPEC to safeguard their national interests. 

For the realization of these objectives, China started its “Silk Road Economic 

Belt” and the “Maritime Silk Road of the Twenty-First Century” projects, which 

were with clear design to achieve Beijing’s long-term strategic and economic 

goals. On the other hand, Pakistan had joined CPEC to stabilize its internal/ 

external security and socio-economic situation, to build its communication 

infrastructure, increase energy generation, and to rehabilitate its geopolitical 

standing, which is fast eroding due to US-India burgeoning strategic partnership. 

These initiatives were launched by President Xi Jinping in October 2013.  

In contemporary world, nuclear deterrence is difficult to effectively 

balance the unbalanced power equation between the rival states. In such a 

volatile environment, the stronger state is likely to pressurize the weaker country 

through coercive tactics or use of force. 51  In asymmetrical circumstances, 

Pakistan per se would fundamentally rely on its regional-centric nuclear 

deterrence theoretical model to standardize measures to streamline the whole 

gamut of its foreign and security policy. In this perspective, when battlefield-

tactical nuclear weapons are integrated into Indian and Pakistani military 

doctrines, however, there is still a space to calibrate strategies below the 

threshold levels of each other.52 In fact, already both countries’ conventional war-

fighting capabilities and other non-military elements of security are 

asymmetrical; therefore, the testing of weaker state’s threshold level would be 

too destabilizing and perilous for the regional peace and security. Actually start 

of confidence and security building measures to resolve their bilateral issues 

would go a long way in minimizing the possibilities of crafting of limited war 

fighting doctrines. 53  In this asymmetrical environment, it is believed that 

Pakistan’s plan to integrate the low-yield nuclear weapons into its arsenal and 

military calibration with objective to enhance its defensive-offensive capability, 

and to evolve a viable strategy against the conventionally and strategically 

stronger India. Moreover, it would assist Pakistan to counter wide range of 
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threats, and to deny manoeuvrability space to India’s plan to initiate a limited 

war.54 Therefore, Pakistan’s induction of battlefield nuclear weapons appears to 

be a deterrence stabilization strategy to balance the regional security equation.  

Concluding Observations 
The existing asymmetrical power equation between India and Pakistan, 

it was argued, can be prudently balanced by Pakistan through synergizing of its 

foreign and security policy, and with adroit employment of flexible policy, 

proportionate conventional, tactical, and strategic strategizing vis-à-vis 

militarily, geopolitically, economically, and strategically much superior power – 

India. One, a fine-balance could be adroitly achieved by removing all irritants 

with the regional countries and by eradicating the scourge of terrorism and 

fundamentalism. Two, Pakistan to effectively balance its relationship with the 

Gulf Cooperation Council and the European Union countries, including China, 

and US; however without bandwagoning with any predominant regional or 

extra-regional state(s) – and to consider having productive ties with all the 

countries of the Asia-Pacific, including India, China, US, and the EU. Three, in 

spite of prevailing asymmetry between India and Pakistan, the latter can sustain 

its independence and prevent adversary from gaining escalation dominance, 

employment of coercive tactics in a crisis, or to attain power at its expense.55 

Four, it should take this fact into account that, every country’s real source of 

power flows from its natural resources, economic and industrial potentials that 

enables it to build military power and to hold adversaries at bay.56 Five, the 

international relations theorists write that the options of bandwagoning and 

balancing are the key strategies to neutralize the peer-competitors.57 

Both India and Pakistan still lag behind in many institutional and 

societal reforms in comparison to most of the industrialized nations, including in 

the realm of socioeconomic, political, meritocratic-based culture/society, 

institutions, and in inculcation of modern liberal ethos in their social structures. 

However, with respect to India, it is expected to play a pivotal strategic role in 

accord with United States’ global policy to contain China’s rise in 21st century. In 

the case of Pakistan, it had earlier performed a similar role for US to contain 

Communism during the heydays of the Cold War under Eisenhower’s policy of 

Northern Tier of Defense.58 At this intersection, Pakistan again has a significant 

balancing and stabilization role to perform in the nuclearized, volatile and 

terrorism infested environment of South Asia, northwest Asia/ Afghanistan and 

Middle East. 
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Most significantly, now, there are few lingering irritants between US-

West and Pakistan concerning the issue of terrorism, Al Qaeda, drone strikes in 

latter’s tribal areas, which undermined Washington’s soft power image in 

Pakistan.59 On the other hand, this has created a negative image of Pakistan in 

US as well. Moreover, US have also accused Pakistan of harbouring terrorists.60 

In fact, history tells us that the problem of terrorism, especially associated with 

Al Qaeda affiliates, is in fact the lasting legacy of the Cold War’s last battlefield – 

Afghanistan, when US and its allies walked away from the region after the 

withdrawal of Soviet forces in 1989 consequently leaving Pakistan on its own to 

manage the remnants of this ideological conflict persisting in the form of 

terrorism and proliferation of NSAs. In essence, as per one writer, “the onus of 

responsibility of this distressing situation equally rests with the world that had 

earlier enthusiastically supported the then front-line state – Pakistan.”61 

The present uneasy phase of Pakistan-US relationship has been 

succinctly summed up by Vali Nasr: “Nowadays it is quite clear that America’s 

favor lies with Pakistan’s neighbor and nemesis, India, and at times it seems as if 

Pakistan is reacting to the uncomfortable fact by embodying all the anti-

American anger.”62 Therefore, it is important for US as well to consider balancing 

its relationship with Pakistan by keeping in view Islamabad’s sensitivities vis-à-

vis India.63 Most significantly, United States’ transactional policy with regard to 

Pakistan is clearly “a failure of American policy, a failure of the sort that comes 

from the president handing foreign policy over to the Pentagon and the 

intelligence agencies.”64 In India-Pakistan context, as argued in the preceding 

sections, the latter ought to proportionately align the principles of regional-

centric nuclear deterrence to stabilize peace, prevent escalation of crises from 

spirally out of control,65 communicate to adversary about the consequences for 

any misadventure, and to finesse its foreign and security policy with the 

emerging contours of international politics.66 
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