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Abstract 

 

 The 9/11 incident in USA has changed the entire global political 

framework. World Trade Centre (WTC) was regarded the hub of the 

corporate and capitalist world. The attack on WTC was taken as attack on 

the heart of the system and USA was joined by all countries of the ‘free 

world’ to avenge the attacks. Within three hours of the attack on WTC, 

President Bush declared that Al-Qaeda was responsible for the attacks 

and Afghanistan was attacked on 7 October 2001. The US war on terror 

took a new turn when US initiated drone strikes in FATA, Pakistan. There 

arose a long debate in Pakistani media, academics and parliament 

whether US drone strikes are approved by the Pakistani State or 

otherwise. Pakistani State managers have declined its approval and at 

initial stage the Pakistan government declared that such attacks have 

been carried out by Pakistan itself but later on it was revealed that the 

Pakistan government claim was absolutely wrong. The Drone Strikes 

have generated a serious legal debate across the globe and it has been 

discussed from various aspects. However, it is clear that drone strikes can 

not be carried out without the approval of the state concerned. It is 

proved from another fact that drones do not have any self defense system 

and it can be shot down by the weakest air force. There is a major 

diversity of opinion between Pakistan state and society on the issue of 

drone attacks. The state has approved the drone strike while majority in 

Punjab, Sindh and Khyber Pakhtunkhwa are opposed to the drone strikes. 

However, majority of the FATA people, though do not like drone strikes 

but prefer it if the alternate is military operation by the Pakistan Army.  
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Introduction 

 

The dawn of 21
st
 century is marked with terrorism which is a different 

phenomenon for all people. The 9/11 incident in USA brought terrorism to the 
top most concern of international agenda which had its roots in previous 
centuries, more particularly in the multi-national anti-soviet Jihad. The most 
alleged terrorist organizations, the Al-Qaeda and the Taliban, having their 
sanctuaries in Afghanistan and Pakistan Tribal areas became an excuse for the 
US and her allies to attack Afghanistan and to start an indiscriminate war on 
terror after 9/11. 

 

 The Pak-US alliance in the war on terror has multi-dimensional 
implications. As the war in Afghanistan prolonged, the Taliban and the Al-Qaeda 
members infiltrated into Federally Administered Tribal Area (FATA) and from 
there they started launching their operations against the NATO forces in 
Afghanistan. As the American post 9/11 security strategy provides pre-emptive 
and preventive strikes, Central Investigation Agency (CIA) turned to drone 
strikes to target Taliban and Al-Qaeda network in FATA. However, the use of 
drone in an undeclared war zone has raised legal questions and concerns 
Worldwide. The Americans defend the drone campaign on the basis of its 
efficiency and on the prospect of self-defence. The Pakistani officials have 
adopted a dual standard by saying that drone strikes are the violation of 
Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty and on the other hand they privately support 
these strikes. Indeed it has come to the surface that there exists a secret deal 
between US and Pakistan over the use of drones in FATA but the situation is still 
not clear because the Pakistani Parliament has passed unanimous resolutions to 
stop the CIA drone campaign in FATA. The Americans, however, ignored both 
Pakistan’s Parliament resolutions and the International opposition to the drone 
strikes and continuously target their ‘enemy’. 
 

Background 
 

The English word terror, first used in 14th century, is a Latin phrase 
‘terrere’ which means to frighten, to scare and to terrify. But a famous predated 
Chinese proverb, ‘kill one and frighten ten thousand’ reflects the primitiveness 
and existence of the concept of terrorism. Scholars present a number of 
difficulties and constraints in the objective perception of the term. The simple fact 
is that terrorism means different things to different people. Famous saying that 
one man’s freedom fighter is other man’s terrorist is the reflection of this 
complexity.1 Therefore, it is necessary to establish how the word is used in this 
paper. To that end, terrorism is defined as a form of political violence that is 
carried out by individuals, by non-governmental organizations or relatively small 
groups of covert government agents that specifically target civilians and that use 
clandestine attack methods.2 
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 Al-Qaeda, the US projected group, originally created by Abdullah Azzam 
and his protégé Osama bin Laden to sustain the momentum of the anti-Soviet 
multinational Afghan Mujahidin campaign. Since its inception on September 10, 
1988, it has sought to position itself as a pioneering vanguard of the Jihad group 
worldwide.

3
 But with the withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan in 

February 1989, Al-Qaeda’s role changed. As the international community 
neglected Afghanistan and Pakistan both became the international centre for 
ideological and physical war training of Islamists guerilla and terrorist groups.

4
 

With the formation of World Islamic Front for jihad against the Jews and 
Crusaders in February 1998, Al-Qaeda morphed from a group into a network by 
providing training, finances, weapons and ideology to desperate jihadi groups in 
Afghanistan, it earned the respect of likeminded groups.5 Several Islamist groups, 
principally Al-Qaeda and the Islamic Movement of Taliban trained 70000 to 
130000 Mujahidin until the intervention of the US led coalition to Afghanistan in 
October 2001.

6
 The activities of Al-Qaeda have provoked by the US general 

support to Israel and the presence of US forces in the Middle East especially 
those in Saudi Arabia near the holy sites of Muslims in Makkah and Madinah.7   
 

9/11 and the US Declaration of War on Terror 
 

The US intelligence sources consider Osama and his Al-Qaeda group to 
have been behind most of anti-American terrorist attacks since 1992. According 
to Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), 
the coordinated bombing of the American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania on 7 
August, 1998, the attacks on American and UN forces in Somalia, the failed 
attack on an American destroyer in Aden Port in 1992, the Ramsi Yousaf attack 
on the World Trade Centre in New York in 1993, Yousaf’s and ‘blind sheikh’ 
Abdul Rahman’s attack on a New York tunnel and bridge in the same year, and 
the attack on the US Cole in Aden in October 2000 were launched and financed 
by Al-Qaeda.

8
 In fact before 9/11, the US never mounted a serious attack against 

Al-Qaeda and Osama or his men in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Yet after 9/11, it 
was Osama who was the most wanted person by the American, with a $ 30 
million reward on his head.

9
 

 

 After 9/11 US started putting pressure on Taliban to expel Osama bin 
Laden and close his training camps in Afghanistan. But the Taliban government 
always denied the existence of such camps and they proposed to trial bin Laden 
by Afghan Sharia Court which the US always refused, insisting on his being 
handed over to America to stand trial there. Apart from others, the tension 
between the Taliban and the US in the aftermath of events of 9/11 led to the 
bombing and the occupation of Afghanistan by the US in October-November 
2001.10 
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American New Security Strategy 
 

Following the terrorist attacks in US on September 11, 2001, pre-emptive 
and preventive attack became the subjects of extensive policy attention and 
debate as the US embarked on a global campaign against Al-Qaeda, its associated 
groups and their sponsors and supporters. US recast the national security strategy 
to place greater emphasis on the threats posed by violent non-state actors and by 
states from which they might acquire nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons 
and promised that they US would take advantage of opportunities to strike at 
potential adversaries before they attacked. This doctrine was put forward by 
President Bush.11 The doctrine of pre-emptive and preventive strikes was 
approved by the US Supreme Court which stated that if an operation occurs in a 
location where Al-Qaeda or an associated force has a significant and organized 
presence and from which Al-Qaeda or associated force, plan attacks against US 
citizens and interests, the operation would be part of the non-international armed 
conflict between the US and Al-Qaeda that the Supreme Court recognized in 
Hamdan.

12
 Moreover, such an operation would be consistent with international 

legal principals of sovereignty and neutrality if it were conducted, for example, 
with the consent of the host nation’s government or after a determination that the 
host nation is unable or unwilling to suppress the threat posed by the individual 
targeted.13    

 

Pakistan’s alliance with the US in the war on terror 
 

In the aftermath of 9/11, President Bush told Musharraf that he had to 
decided whether Pakistan is with the US or otherwise, thus leaving Pakistan with 
no other choice but to join the global alliance on war on terrorism albeit half-
heartedly.

14
 US and its allies War on Terror in the aftermath of 9/11 exerted as 

profound an impact on Musharraf’s Pakistan as had the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan on Zia’s regime a generation ago. In both instances, Pakistan found 
itself a front-line state in a struggle whose ramifications reached far beyond the 
region.

15
  Pakistan has been central to success of coalition military operation in 

Afghanistan i.e. Operation Enduring Freedom and the US War on Terror. By 
providing transit, logistical and basing support to coalition forces and by 
cooperating in the apprehension of several hundred terrorist suspects, including 
some very senior Al-Qaeda operatives, Islamabad has garnered lavish praise from 
Washington for its ‘absolutely magnificent’ assistance.16  

 

 Pakistan’s case is an interesting one, because apparently it is one of the 
key allies in the war against Al-Qaeda and the Taliban and the people of that 
nature. At the same time, it gave rise to, and nurtured, funded and in many ways 
created, the infrastructure of Al-Qaeda and the Taliban. The fact was that 
Pakistan’s state institutions - particularly its intelligence apparatus were largely 
responsible for making sure that those people got what they were supposed to and 
were able to fight.17   
 



19 

 

Al-Qaeda and the Taliban Bases in FATA 
 

9/11 and the consequent war on terror has far reaching impacts on 
Pakistan. The US was less pleased by Pakistan’s spotty efforts at blocking large 
number of retreating Taliban and Al-Qaeda fighters escaping across the border 
and taking refuge in FATA, North-West Frontier Province (now Khyber 
Pakhtunkhwa) and Balochistan. Former Taliban fighters were identified as 
residing in different places in Pakistan along with their leaders. There were 
reports of training camps and anti-Kabul insurgents located inside Pakistan, 
sponsored by extremist groups with the knowledge of Pakistan military.

18
 The 

war in support of the Northern Alliance drove Taliban and Al-Qaeda fighters 
from eastern Afghanistan into the tribal areas of Pakistan, where they settled 
beyond the immediate reach of US or Pakistani forces.

19
 The US and its allies 

prepared for military operation in tribal areas of Pakistan but the preferred option 
for them was to push Musharraf regime to pursue an aggressive policy against the 
militants, operating from the tribal areas.

20
 Afghan Taliban from bases in 

Waziristan increasingly infiltrated into Afghanistan as the West diverted its 
attention to Iraq. For a number of years, Afghan Taliban leaders freely operated 
from Quetta—the so called Quetta Shura.21  
 

 The US policymakers dealing with FATA are routinely torn between 
short term objectives, which are primarily oriented around preventing attacks on 
US and NATO forces in Afghanistan. On March 25, 2010, Harold Koh, a legal 
advisor to the Department of State offered the US government’s first explicit 
public defense of covert drone strikes by saying that the country has been 
attacked and countries to be threatened both at home and abroad by Al-Qaeda and 
its allies, who are operating out of bases in FATA. It, therefore, considers itself at 
war with them and can legitimately employ lethal force in self defence. Insofar as 
the Pakistani government is unwilling or unable to take action to eliminate this 
threat, it falls to the US to defend itself and its allies. There is indication that Al-
Qaeda continues to plan and support attacks against the US and its allies and that 
the Taliban continues to protect Al-Qaeda, permitting it to pursue such attacks.22 
Moreover it is clear that the Afghan Taliban including Quetta Shura under 
Mullah Omar, the Haqqani network and Hizb-i-Islami continue to carry out 
attacks on the US and ISAF forces in Afghanistan using rear staging areas in 
Pakistan.23  
 

Drone Strikes in FATA 
 

As the war in Afghanistan and the fight against transnational terrorism 
wage on with no immediate end in sight, US forces have increasingly turned to 
drone strikes to target Taliban and Al-Qaeda operatives especially in Pakistan’s 
tribal areas of North and South Waziristan.

24
 The CIA drone programme began 

quietly under Bush with one strike in Yemen in 2002, and then a smattering of 
strikes in Pakistan between 2004 and 2007 before a more sustained campaign in 
2008. During his two terms in office, Bush authorized a total of 48 strikes in 
Pakistan.25 Upon taking office in January 2009, President Barrack Obama almost 
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immediately made drones one of his key national security tools. By mid-April 
2013, he had already authorized 307 strikes in Pakistan, six times more than the 
number of strikes carried out during Bush’s entire 8 years in office. Under 
Obama, the drone programme accelerated from an average of one strike every 40 
days to one every 4 days by mid 2011.

26
  

 

 Drones which are usually operated hundreds or thousands of miles away 
from their actual operative locations can remain in the air for around 20 hours 
and provide live videos including infrared and synthetic aperture radar. Initially 
designed for surveillance purposes, the combat models currently used i.e. MQ-I 
Predator and the MQ-9 Reaper may be equipped with 100-pound Hellfire 
missiles and in the case of Reaper, even with 500-pound bombs.27 It was 
President Bush who assigned a Secret Memorandum of Notification that gave 
CIA the right to kill members of Al-Qaeda in anticipatory self-defence virtually 
anywhere in the World.28 As antiterrorist activities have spread from Afghanistan 
to Iraq, Yemen and Pakistan, the US has come to rely heavily on drones in these 
countries.

29
 

 

 Using reports from a variety of reliable news outlets, the New American 
Foundation—a non-partisan think tank in Washington, D.C. has calculated that 
some 2003 to 3321 people were killed by drone strikes in Pakistan between 2004 
and mid-April 2013.30 The year 2010 with a record 122 strikes in Pakistan 
marked the most intense period of the Obama drone campaign in Pakistan.31 
Between 2004 and mid-April 2013, the drone campaign in Pakistan has killed 55 
militant leaders whose deaths have been confirmed by at least two credible news 
sources. While this represents a significant blow to the militant chain of 
command, these 55 deaths account for only two percent of all drone related 
fatalities in Pakistan.

32
 According to a report from Dawn, every militant killed in 

a drone strike in 2009, 140 Pakistani civilians also died that the civilian casualty 
rate for that years was more than 90 percent. Major General Ghayur Mahmood, a 
commander of Pakistani troops in North Waziristan conceded publically in 
March 2011 that ‘myths and rumours about US Predator strike and the casualty 
figures are many, but it’s a reality that many of those killed in these strikes are 
hardcore elements, a sizeable number of them are foreigner.’

33
  

 

 Reporters from Waziristan suggest that CIA has access to a network of 
spies. Tribesmen have told time of agents who drop microchips, locally known as 
pathrai near targets; the drone can look onto these to guide their missiles or 
bombs with pinpoint precision. Press reports that CIA is paying Pakistani agents 
for identifying Al-Qaeda target by placing electronic microchips at farmhouses 
supposedly inhabited by Al-Qaeda officials, so that they can be bombed by 
predator planes.

34
 Declan Walsh, the Guardian’s correspondent for Pakistan and 

Afghanistan narrates that ‘the CIA is equipping Pakistani tribesmen with secret 
electronic transmitters to help target and kill Al-Qaeda leaders in North-
Waziristan tribal belt. The mysterious electronic devices have become a source of 
fear, intrigue and fascination. ‘Everyone is talking about it’, said Taj Muhammad 
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Wazir a student from South Waziristan, ‘people are scared that if a pathrai comes 
into your house a drone will attack it.’

35
 Drone attacks have made the lives of the 

local tribesmen miserable in two ways. Firstly living under constant fear of a 
possible drone strike on their houses, shops and vehicles, and secondly fear of 
being killed at the hands of the Taliban on suspicions of spying for the US. A 
number of cases were found where innocent people were given stern punishment 
by various local militant outfits, under charges of alleged spying for the 
Americans to guide their strikes in the region against suspected militant’s 
leaders.

36
 The Taliban say that drones are ineffective without ground spying.

37
  

 

The Rationale behind Drone Attacks 
 

Critics of the drone campaign have nonetheless attacked it on main three 
grounds. First, officials in Pakistan have frequently objected to the campaign as a 
violation of Pakistan sovereignty. On 4 November 2008, for example, President 
Asif Ali Zardari complained, ‘it is undermining my sovereignty, and its not 
helping win…the hearts and minds of the people.’ Second some international 
experts, Non Governmental Organizations and international organizations have 
criticized the strikes as illegal. Prof. Chritine Gray of international law at 
Cambridge University, has described the strikes ‘as a return to its pre-1976 policy 
of CIA assassinations.’

38
 While Gabor Rana, the legal Director of Human Rights 

has described the strikes as violations of the international laws of war.’ Third, 
critics have also raised concerns that the strikes may be disproportionate in the 
number of civilians they kill and for that reason may violate the criteria of both 
just war theory and humanitarian law.39 In a letter to Obama challenging the 
legality of targeted killing of suspected terrorists, the American Civil Liberties 
Union argued that ‘the entire World is not a war zone, and war time tactics that 
may be permitted on the battlefields in Afghanistan and Iraq cannot be deployed 
anywhere in the World where a terrorist suspect happens to be located.’40 While 
at the other end of the spectrum the analysis that has been promoted by 
international lawyers in the US, and by John Brennan, President Obama’s 
nominee to head the CIA, to the effect that Western democracies are engaged in a 
global war against a stateless enemy, without geographical boundaries to the 
theatre of conflict and without limit of time. This analysis is heavily disputed by 
most states, and by the majority of international lawyers outside the USA.41 
 

 The CIA drone attacks have raised important legal questions about the 
role of targeted killings in the fight against the Taliban and Al-Qaeda. 
Administrative officials contended that such killings are legal under established 
principles of self-defence, international laws of armed conflict and the 
authorization for use of Military Force—the so called ‘law of 9/11’ passed by 
Congress following the 2001 attacks.

42
 Harold Koh, the State Department’s legal 

advisor, defended the administration’s use of unmanned aircrafts for targeted 
attacks, ascertaining that the US ‘may use force consisted with its inherent right 
to self-defence under international law.’ CIA Director Leon E. Panetta called 
drone strike ‘the only game in town in terms of confronting and trying to disrupt 
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the Al-Qaeda leadership’.43 In September 2012, Obama told CNN that drone 
strikes were only used in ‘situations in which we can’t capture the individual 
before they move forward on some sort operational plot against the US.’44 
President Obama made his first public comments about the covert drone 
programme on 30 January 2012, when he told participants of a Google + Hangout 
that the US only conducts ‘very precise precision strikes against Al-Qaeda and 
their affiliates, and we are very careful in terms of how it’s been applied.’ The 
administration also maintains that international law does not prohibit the use of 
lethal force against an active enemy ‘when the country involved consents or is 
unable or willing to take action against the threat.45 
 

 Washington Post’s report says ‘behind the stepped-up predator missions is 
a secret understanding between the US and Pakistan about the use of these 
drones. Given Pakistani sensitivities about American meddling, this accord has 
been shielded in the deniable words of intelligence activities.’46 It has been 
alleged that Musharraf had allowed the US to set up a secret CIA base inside 
FATA in January 2008 to plan missile strikes by drones on militants. On 9

th
 

January, 2008, Mike McConnell, Director of the National Intelligence visited 
Islamabad where they discussed a plan to make operational in FATA a secret 
CIA base that could meant attacks on militants by drones armed with missiles. 
However, Musharraf has denied the secret agreement during his tenure that 
allowed drone attacks on Pakistani soil. Hamid Mir Column reference about 

Hayatullah Khan, Salim Shehzad murder). Despite the denial of Musharraf, 
military high ups and other public officials, one can question the presence of 
drones at Shamsi airbase if there is no secret deal.47 Over the use of Shamsi 
airbase, Shah Mahmud Qureshi, the former foreign minister said that Pakistan 
bases were not being used for US drone attacks in FATA. But former defence 
minister Ahmad Mukhtar said on 11 December 2009 that US was still using the 
Shamsi airbase, however, the government was not satisfied with the payments for 
its use.

48
  

 

 Indeed it has now come to light that despite their public protests, some 
senior Pakistani office bearers such as former President Zardari privately 
supported the drone strikes. In a 2008 State Department cable that was made 
public by Wikileaks, Zardari signed off on the drone programme in a discussion 
with US officials saying, ‘kill the seniors. Collateral damage worries you 
Americans. It does not worry me.’49  
 

 Further confirmation of official Pakistani support for the strikes came in 
mid-April 2013, when Musharraf acknowledged to CNN that his government has 
signed off on drone strikes, the first public confession by a senior Pakistani 
official to such a deal. Musharraf claimed that Pakistan’s government signed off 
on those strikes ‘only on a few occasions, when the target was absolutely isolated 
and no chance of collateral damage.’50 Many analysts believe Pakistan has 
quietly condemned at least some drone strikes while not doing so publically for 
fear of heightening anti-Western tension in the country. While some argue that 
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US drone strikes within Pakistan’s border would be illegal if the Pakistani 
government has not expressly approved them.

51
 

 History is evident that throughout their relations, the US never intended to 
build long term and equitable bilateral relations with Pakistan. It always saw 
Pakistan as a tissue paper to use and dispose off when the need is fulfilled.

52
 Now 

a day, Washington reads Musharraf’s decision of partnership in the war on terror 
as a total compliance that it was to enforce later with coercive diplomacy, large 
intelligence presence and drone attacks.53 Drone strikes can also be seen as 
straightforward use of brutal force to destroy those who would threaten the US or 
its allies.54  
 

Pakistan’s Parliament Resolution against the Drone Strikes 
 

Beginning in 2012, Pakistani officials rarely based their criticism of US 
drone strikes on the incidence of civilian casualties and have instead pointed 
quite reasonably, to other objection: the US violation of Pakistan’s national 
sovereignty.

55
 However, the Parliament of Pakistan passed a joint resolution and 

later on the Senate of Pakistan endorsed, unanimously another resolution against 
drone strikes. Leader of the House Raza Rabbani tabled it to condemn the US 
attacks. He assured the house that the US ambassador would be summoned to 
register Pakistan’s protest. The resolution said strike were unfortunate and gross 
violation of Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty. It further underlined that continued 
incursions were harming the government’s efforts to seek a political solution 
through dialogue. The house said such strikes were an effort to undermine 
parliament. It called on the government to implement parliament’s early 
resolution against US drone rather than merely passing resolutions.56 

 

 Justification of drone strikes by US on the basis of Pakistan’s consent has 
no bearing. It is, by the way established that there is a Pakistan’s consent, it is 
evident that it has been obtained either by coercion or by undue influence…and it 
cannot be considered a valid consent under article 21 of the UN Charter. A valid 
consent of a nation should have been in written form. After litany of unequivocal 
denials from Pakistani authorities on any agreement with US and the US failure 
to produce anything of substance, it shall aptly be presumed that there is no 
consent at all. Resolutions of the Parliament of Pakistan are very clear in this 
regard that drone attacks are detrimental to Pakistan’s sovereignty.57  
 

International Opposition to the US Drone Programme 
 

Using drones in an undeclared war zone questions its legality and that 
issue is now gaining momentum internationally after China and Russia jointly 
released a statement at the UN Human Rights Council condemning drone 
attacks.

58
 The issue has also become the focus of increasing attention and concern 

in Europe. In a recent opinion poll, people in all European countries sampled 
were opposed to the use of drones to kill extremists outside the battlefield and a 
majority of European legal experts reject the legal justification offered for these 
attacks.

59
 A poll of 21 countries in 2012 also found widespread global opposition 
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to the CIA drone programme. Muslim countries such as Egypt 89% and Jordan 
85% expressed high level of disapproval, while countries with non-Muslim 
majority and close allies of US also registered significant displeasure with the 
programme – Germany and France 59% and 63% respectively.60 In US, a 
significant percentage i.e. 56% supported the drone attacks in countries such as 
Pakistan, Yemen and Somalia.

61
 Polls conducted in FATA in which a huge 

majority of FATA residents opposed American drone strikes in FATA. Indeed 
only 16% suppose that these strikes accurately target militants; 48% suggested 
that largely civilian are targeted and another 33% feel that these kill both civilians 
and militants. Nearly 9 out of 10 of the people of FATA opposed the US military 
pursuing Al-Qaeda and Taliban in their region. Nearly 70% of the FATA 
residents instead wanted the Pakistani military alone to fight Taliban and Al-
Qaeda militants in the tribal areas. Almost six in ten believed that suicide attacks 
are justified against the US military.62 

 

Costs and benefits for the US 
 

There are many reasons for expanding the drone campaign in FATA. 
Firstly, it is critical for the US to make rapid and decisive progress in 
Afghanistan, and that requires neutralizing safe sanctuaries in Pakistan. Secondly, 
the drone strikes are relatively low-cost tactic not only in terms of US blood but 
also in terms of international criticism they have occasioned. No American lives 
are known to have been lost in the strikes themselves.63 Thirdly, the drone 
campaign has been highly successful in neutralizing Al-Qaeda and Taliban 
operatives. Indeed, it has been described by many intelligence experts as 
‘America’s single most effective weapon against Al-Qaeda’.64 Leon Panetta has 
remarked, ‘those operations are seriously disrupting Al-Qaeda…. And that we 
really do have them on the run.’

65
 Fourthly, the expanding drone campaign may 

be critical in obtaining cooperation from the Pakistani government.66 In short, the 
drone strikes are the only viable tactic available to the US government and 
potentially eliminating safe heavens in Pakistan. They are secretly supported by 
the Pakistani government and tolerated by international community.67 Pakistan is 
likely to make symbolic protests for political reasons, but is unlikely to make any 
serious measures to prevent the US from using the drones to target Taliban and 
Al-Qaeda targets in FATA. If Islamabad is willing to play along, why should 
Washington be worried and stop this? Especially, when they consider it as a 
military success against the Taliban and Al-Qaeda.68 
 

 Apart from the above benefits for the US, critics argue that drone might 
instead strengthen Al-Qaeda. They provide the terrorists with powerful 
grievances against the US and narratives of US cruelty that can be utilized to win 
the support of the local population, to garner resources, and to recruit supporters 
and militants.69 Drone strikes are fuelling anti-American sentiment and spurring 
more terrorism. Critics point to Faisal Shahzad, the Pakistani immigrant living in 
Connecticut who tried to set off a car bomb in New York’s Time Square. 
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Shahzad, who pleaded guilty, suggested US drone strikes in Pakistan and 
elsewhere helped and motivated him.

70
  

Conclusion 
 

On the basis of the partial facts studied on the subject, we may conclude 
that despite its efficiency in neutralizing the Al-Qaeda and its supporters, the CIA 
drone programme is causing undue civilian casualties and undermining 
Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty. The US drone strikes in FATA are fuelling 
anti-Americanism and militant tendencies which the Americans want to get an 
excuse for staying long to fulfil their strategic and economic interests in the 
region. While on the other hand, Pakistan is failed to stop the violation of its 
territorial sovereignty due to incompetent and/or unelected government as well as 
heavy economic dependency on US. The Pakistani officials have only contended 
to symbolic protests and they are unlikely to take any serious step to put an end to 
the use of drones. In fact, the existence of Pak-US secret treaties and the support 
and collaboration of the security institutions is the basic rationale behind the CIA 
drone campaign in FATA. Moreover, the CIA drone programme is an undeclared 
warzone is a threat to international peace and the violation of international laws 
and human rights. The right of self defence is legal only in case when the 
enemy’s attack is inevitable whereas attacking someone on the prospect that he 
could attack in future is nonsense and can not be justified. Then the drone strike 
in FATA are also in contrast with the US new security strategy and the 
authorization of US Supreme Court for striking first in case of when the State 
concerned is ‘unwilling or unable’ to suppress the supposed threat because 
Pakistan is willing and able; and fighting a war against terrorism. 

 

 However, it is pertinent to note that if given option of military operation 
and drone strikes, the majority prefer the drone strikes as it rarely disturb their 
social fabric and political economy. The military operation on the other hand 
causes huge displacement of the inhabitants of the area and destruction of their 
properties. Furthermore, none of the military operations has been successful so 
for despite many claims by public figures in Pakistan. The citizen in general and 
inhabitants of the Pukhtun region in particular doubt the military operations and 
questions all previous operations in the last one decade. The public opinion 
usually refers to the control instead of peace where the military operation has 
been conducted.           
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