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Preface

The beginning of 200&itnessedwo important events hosted by the Centre for Sgcur
Analysis.Dr. Ayesha Siddigdrom Pakistandelivered a public lecturat the University

of Madrason Security Perspectives from Pakistanon January3. The gathering was
welcomed by Dr. Gopalji MalviygProfessor and Head of the Department of Defende an
Strategic Studies, University of Madras, &aunder Member, CSAIr. Kesava Menon,
DeputyEditor, The Hindu conductechte eveni ngdés proceedings.

On February21, the Centre was host to DFrancine R. Frankel, Founding Director,
Centerfor the Advanced ®dy of Inda, University of Pennsylvania. She participated in a
Roundtable Discussion oimdo-US Relations: Changing Perceptions The gathering
was welcomed by Lt. Gen..R. Raghavan President, CSAwho also moderated the
discussion.




Security Perspecties from Pakistan

Welcome Address

Dr. Gopalji Malviya

Ladies and gentlemen, orehmlf of the Department ddefenceand StrategicStudies,
University of Madras, and the Centre for Security Analysis, we extend a warm welcome
to the visiting dignitaryDr. Ayesha Siddiga from Pakistan.

During my discussion with Dr. Siddigkst evening,she was concernedbout what
would happen when this generation dies. diiis generatiorshars common roots with
those in PakistanThe next generation does ndts perceptionof Pakistan is solely

though news reports of tension on the border. This is a cause for concern.

We have to ask ourselves what the real meaning of peatbesmere absercof war
does not make peadéven a singlgrovocdive statement madauring the ceasefirecan
adversej affect the peace proces$s.my personal opinion, the Pakistani establishment is
not very keen orConfidence Building Measure3his is because they want fast track,
quick fix solutions to the Kashmproblem.I do not think there isa quick fix solutionto

the problem | say this because the partiesthe conflict have different agendas. It will
prove virtually impossible to satisfy all of thetm achieve a satisfactory solution to the

issue.

I now invite Mr. Kesava Menoro chairthe proceedings and &ay a few worden the

issue.




Remarks from the Chair

Mr. Kesava Menon

At present, the relationship between India and Pakistan is undoubtedly far more positive
than it was a few years ago. It would be premature to state that theims@and
animosities that sections of the people in each country harbour in regard to treeqdeopl
the other have faded awaylowever the moment appears to be pregnant with
possibilities. In the context of the exchanges between India and Pakistamiskyi to

claim that the forward momentum has become irreversible or even unstoppable. But there
is a feeling now that it is not foaindy to make such a statement.

The major difference this time is that the governments in New Delhi and Islamabad have
acted wisely in allowing the wider civil society to get fully involvedtime process of
dialogue. The value ofrack Il, which is a process parallel to the structured talks at the
official level, cannot be underestimatetihe Track Il process has been tramsfed
beyond recognitionThe common man isow prepared to travel on the highway to peace

and reconciliation.

When the dialogue draws in people who are not fully converted to the cause ofifppsace
even more valuableAudiences in both countries haveem prepared to give a patient
hearing even to those expressing opinions that would have been considered unpalatable
not so long ago. This new born assurance that opinions can be expressed with absolute

candour strengthens the beliedtiialogue will besustained.

History shapes the character adlas the destiny of a natioRakistan is not a misguided
younger sibling as some people in tb@untry still like to believeAs a mature nation it

has its own awareness of its strengths and weaknessesn \Melja, will be deluding
ourselves if we believe that we can lock Pakistan oup vision of a common future.

Here, | am referring to the talk about the South Asian confederation or about the
prospects for making SAARC into a European Unikimd of instiution. The
governments and peoples of South Asia have a long way to go before they can reach

agreement on the many complex issues such an exercise is bound to throw up. If the




nations of South Asia are to try and establish comfortable working relatisnafitip
each other, they will first need to know what each country considersagdiable from

its point of view.

The old criticism that India is obsessed with Pakistaesdnot appear valid any more.
After all we do go through spasms when our attensototially devoted to relations with

the United States or China or Rusdiae economic changes that have taken place in this
country have pushed New Delhi to develop a wigerspective on global issues.
However, it isa common perception thaPakistan hasnot undergone a similar
transformation in its strategic thinking. We have not been able to shake off the belief that
Pakistan sees every aspect «f #trategic policyas having a major bearing on its

equations with India

It is alsobelieval that the Paistan military has a vested stake in maintaining such an
adversarial equation with India since it serves as a justification for the military to take a
huge ske of the national resourceldajam Sethi, editor of thEriday Timeswas of the

view that Presidnt Pervez Musharraf is trying to change this mindset by giving the
military a constitutional role. It would be interesting to know whether the Pakistan
military sees due opportunities for itself in a world where multinational efforts for peace

restoration peace building and peace keeping appear to have become a familiar feature.

The idea ofpostcommunist Afghanistan providing strategic depth to Pakistayit not

have been realistiBut so long as the Talibanasin power in Kabul, Pakistan did not
haveto worry too much about its western flank. There might not be a threat from that
guarter until the new governing order stabilizes in Afghanistan but it must surely cause
some worry in Islamabad that both President Hamid Karzai as well as the opposition
leader Younis Qanooni have complained that Pakistan is not always a friemgipour.

Thus Pakistan feels the need to reassess its Afghan policy, especially since its western
neighbour provides access to the petroleum resources that will become crutial in

years to come.




It would also be interesting to know what significance Pakistan attaches to its religious
identity in its strategic calculus. The search for common ground with the countries of
West Asia does not appear to have produced the resultbthedr leaders foPakistan

had hoped it wouldToday, with George Bush holding up Pakistan as the exemplar of a

modern progressive Muslim majority country, is there a change in self identity?

I have only touched wupon a ppreash tllasgxate t s

interest in this country. May | now call upon Dr. Siddiga to deliverdwure?




Security Perspectives from Pakistan

Dr. Ayesha Siddiga

Good morning ladies and gentlemen. | am extremely grateful to the Centre for Security
Analysis ad Department oDefence andStrategic Studies, University of Madras, for

inviting me to speak.

| must tell you that coming to Chennai is a very interesting feeling. | have been in India
since first of December last year, and this is the first time thaivé felt myself in a
foreign land | do notsay thisin a negativesense The pace of life ivery different from

what one sees in the north and | would say not just north of India but also north of the
Indian subcontiant which includes my countrieopé here seem more relaxed and the
language is differeni am glad tobe in apart of India which is foreigio Pakista® s

strategic perception.

Let me also introduce myself.am from pganet Mars!Yes, in the imagination, the
strategic imagination, especially down south, Pakistan is a very foreign concept, as
foreign as perhaps planet MaEvenin north India, Pakistan is a very foreign concept.
There areimages of war, ofanflict, of Kargil. There are also images of a weak, fledgling,

breaking, in pain Pakistan.

In a research project thathave been doingver the past month, one perception that |
have encountered repeatedyf a Pakistaron the verge odlisintegraion. It is not going

to happen States in South A are sturdyPakistanis acouwntry like yours Some things
are good, some things are going right; some things aré wdk talk about Pakistan and

its strategic perspective today.

Mr. Kesava Menoisaidtha Paki st an today is mar gam al
happy to hear thimnd | hge it is true.lIt is for you to decide whether Pakistan is
mar gi nal to Indiabs politics or I ndiabs

explain my ountry.

t
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Pakistarhas a long border with India, a country from which it broke awdyenwe talk
about strategiperception it is an important factorn the westthere islran, and China
and Afghanistan in the nortiihere are conflicts on two sidéBhere have beethree and

a half warsbetween India and Pakistaimce 1947The Afghan border is rather unstable.
It has internal problemto. Somewherein the Indiananalysisof regional differences
within Pakistarnis thebelief that the establishment imlistan is a singulantity trying to
imposea certain agenda on its peogleis not entirely wrong. But it has to benalysed

more carefully.

One of the problems between India and Pakistan is that we have spent 58 years not
knowing each other. A latf things have happened this time Pakistan, like India, has
acquired its own identity anpgeople in Pakistan have become comfortable with the idea

of Pakistan. There are differences of opinion. | haveSgudhi friendsout | havenot
across a sirlg Sindhi who has anything nice to say about Punjab or Punjadtishere is

a Sindhi upper middielass and middielass which is part of the establishment, which

does exactly what the establishment believes in, and pursues its agenda. It is almost
similar to somebody from soutimdia going to Delhi and not actually bringing a new

perspective but taking on the perspective of the north and pursuing it.

Similarly there is Baluchistan andseems to be in a lot of pain. However, if you look at
the Baluchstan issue, one of the important thinigat | would like to point out is that ik
is an issue of the Baluch people and the Baluch leaders asking for an inclusion in the

strategc andthe political discourse

This perceptionof a weak Pakistan struggling surviveis both external and internal.
This is aperceptionwhich | find in Delhi, Washington and other capitals too, but in
Pakistan as well. There éssense of insecurity especially after 19Wee are talking about

a shift in the thinking of the edibshment.1971 was a milestone in terms of strategic
perceptionin a nutshellPakistans pretty much a cohesive whole. There is a problem of
inequitable distribution of resources, and there is also a problem of inequitable

relationships and it is botdectoral and between regioRsurt of the political strugel is to




correct that imbalanceOne of the major problems in Pakistan today is the very strong
military-bureaucratic establishment, whichhe tcause of all other problems.

There is not one singlperspective. look at itfrom a two dimensionabr even three
dimensionalframework Therehave been vertical and horizontal perspectivesthasge
cutting across the two dimensiofi$he evolution of strategic thought is never linear.

Vertically, | will examine this evolution rotwo levelsi external issuesnd internal
issues. Internal issues are linked with problems of internal insec8nitge 1971 the
establishment has been ity to createa more cohesive whol@ith a stronger cenat
government This is not strictly necessarmaller provinces requirgreater provincie
autonomyTh e e st a battengpthtonereate a strorggntre oftenprovescounter
productive. Relations between provinceme tense, especially witRunjab, which in
terms of population is thelargest province in the countryPunjab has greater
representation and it tends to call the shots% @i the military is from Punjabut it is

also true thaR5% of the military is from the Frontier provincdhis is rarely spoken of.
These tensions will not necessarily unravel the Pakistani state but this is how the

establishment perceives it.

Externally, the perceptionf insecurity is related téndia. This perspective of Pakistani
strategic thought, which is its obsession with Indias bornin 1947 Pakistanis
basically a breakaway territory gniike any breakaway territoryit hasconcerns and
insecurities.To understand Pakisttns s ec ur i t y hpseto sngeestand ithate ,

insecurity.

The statements made by the Indian &atip, especially prior to 1965, did make the
Pakistani establishment and the Pakistani people very uncomfoRabteptions 01947

differ in the two countriescreation for Pakistan and break for India.That is one of the
cor e f acet sxtemdl poRieakandnilitary étrategic policy. It is Indiantric

and oftenappears linear. It has singularly focused on a threat from India, and Kashmir is

part of it. The struggle for KashmandP a k i s t dity td win a corevéntional waare




patt of that insecurity The perception that in a ceantional battle Indiavould prevail

overPakistan is a redahreat

This fixation has also led Pakistan to look outside the regiod two countries- the
United States and Chinaare part of that policyPakistan needs a balancer. Whenever
there is a conflicta refereeis required to keep the conflict manageaflbat is why the
United States is important in terms of technological build apd to provide the
confidence that is required to sustain a $enadountry in the largeBouth Asian regional

context.

lfnd Paki st anbés relations with China very i
change over the past 20 years. The last free ¢fnabtPakistan receiveddom China was

in 1979.Since therslamabadhashad to pay for its weapon¥he Chinese are as tough
salesmen as the French or anybody €l$® middle managemewtf the armedforces

finds it very difficult to acceptthis new ChinaChina is more foreign to Pakistanis than
perhaps India. We a not speak # samelanguage. On the one hand there is this
psychological dependence on China and on the other, theah&nge which people do

not understand and there tise difference and distancthat nobody has ever tried to
bridge.Like the F16geceived by Pakistan from thénited States in the9B0s, China is a
saviour, a friend in need. And so the strategic community has not seriously debated or
problematsed the changes in Pakist@nina relations which amdue to changes in China

and not dud¢o changes in Pakistan.

I will now move on to horizontal perceptianEhere are four major provinces and of

course there is the territory of Kashmihe only way | can expl ai
policy is by analysing the regions of Pakistaf lot of peope talk about Punjabi
predominance. People hardly talk about the Pashtun dominance in the armed forces. Out
of the four military dictators we have had, two were Pathayub Khan in 1958, he was

the first Martial Law Administrator, the first military ruleand Yahya KhanThe North

West Frontier Province has a socwltural alliance, a traditional linkage with
Afghanistan.One of the drivers of Afghan policysithe shared cultural heritagi

Afghanistan the population ispredominantly Pashtun and theyave linkageswith




Pakistan thahave deepened in the pasty#ars aided by the government, or the lack of
it, in Afghanistan.

There is another persgae which is quite independera ki st ands i deol ogi

and what bearing it has on the stratggerspectiveanust be analysedhis identity has
evolvedover the years. Today it is not a factor that | can ignore. hainalking about

the jihadis.A majority o Pakistanis are not militantnd do not even subscribe to the
mi | i t antThedsath gf @un@ba where | come from, is home to the most number
of militants after the NortWest Frontier Province. This is despite the fact that the region
was a bastion oSufism, which did not accept Islam by force. Howevethings have
begun to changeThe recourse to militancy wdsss due to idology and more due to

poverty.

It is importantto differentiate between a temporary phase and a more permanenaftrend
turning to violenceOverthe years, the country has become numeservativel recently
spent a yearin the United States. he conservatism in the Bible belt is far more
threatening than in a BJP India or in North WEsbntier province in Pakistai his
conservatism may not necessarily have had antefie¢he strategic perception. While
there is a link between ideology and strategic perceptias,nota recent phenomenon.
Paki st anhinentwasshara grdssedto identify the country much more closely to
its ideology given the fact that it was created on the basis of religidws expains

Paki st an Gasvis pome atheryounes, ke Iran for instance.

Pakistanlran relations have beamstable.lt is, however unnoticed Since the 1970s,

whentheShah of l ran provided help to Bhutt oo

moverrent in Baluchistanthere have been a lot of changes in Pakiktam relations.
Afghanistan has beentmneof contentionwith Pakistan wanting to play a greater role in
the countryBut it has also provided assistance arwn youthink in terms of idealgy,
it is all too understandadlOne of the problems thd&akistan has had to deal withits
desire to be leader of a Muslim blokts relations with Iran and Afghanistan can be
explained in that contexf.he relationship wittAfghanistanis not aboutstrategic depth

ti s more about | s Ime mleddexr df thiguslicheverld.r e t o beco

(@]




Pakistan has always projected itself as a small cowstngeof its insecurites are that of
a small stateBut every now and then, it starts to behave and tikeka medium military
power and it has the trappingsasfe It has conventional forsendnuclear weapons but
not the ability to behave and think like a medium military pov@e ofthe problems
with my own work and with that of the rest of the stratempmmunity is that nobody has
systematicallyworked on this dimension of the security perception. A countrichwh
behaves like a small state, but which is not @a@not completely curbstdesire to play
a greater role ando beyond IndiaThis problemhas always existedn the 1950s, the
Ayub Khan regime talked about Pakistan playting role of deader in the Muslim world
Later, Bhutto desitto become the leader of the Muslim world awdid Zia-ul-Haq.
Since thenthe entire thought process fas as Afghanistan is concerned is part of this
desire to stablishislamabad as leader of the Muslim worldcidentally the problem
with this formulation is th definition ofthe Muslim world. Given the variety of countries
with very diverse prceptionsand problemsn the Islamic world, there is no coherent,

cogent concept of a Muslim world. The prebi, therefore, is definitional.

Theonly natural outlet in terms of strategic design is Afghanistan and Central Baih.

the military and the politicalgovernments have thought aboutHtowever,there isno

consistent thought. Finally one last comment on what Najam Sethi said #idgout
Pakistan militarybés changed perceptiion on
because the Pakistan mitiyahadfound a new role, it is going to let go of Kashmir and

| ndi a. | d o n ontmy iateyview with @enMushatral ia 1994 when he was

DG Military Operationswe were talking about Kashmand he said,ii Wh a t makes vy
think that if Kashmir is sohe¢, t her e wi | | be Aarefplamalsise ms wi
of this comment will show that its not a war cry.t is a strategic reality with a

problematic history.

After 58 years of confligtpeace is going to come very slowlhe military is part of he
problem butthe problemis not restrictedo it. Althoughthe Kashmirproblemremairs, it
is not interested in fighting a war. But the underlying tenstdhexists. There is mistrust

and it is not going to disappedihe establishmens not inclinedto trustindia. We begin




to expect too muchonce we talk about peadedo not think thathe National Security
Council has got anything to do with ithe war on terrorismwhich is agoal acquired
after 911, has given a much deepmternal role to tb army The Pakistan army is
central to the strategic perception ang going to remairso for many years to come.




Discussion

Q. You saidsomething about insecurjty state living in an insecure state of affairs.
Insecurity is caused by threat peption and the threat perception is due to animosity. Is
this religious animosity and if so, how do you then explain the relationship towards
China?

Dr. Siddiga

When establishments become stake holders in a conflict, there is a natural tendency to
justify it. You can justify something economically, socialby,in religious termsAt the

est abl i shme n tadercedtien\oka HintluhlrelieBet, iti dses not stop the
peoplefrom meeting.From my own experiencewhenthe Indian cricket teamisited
P&istan,l wasslightly worried about a little more hostility in Peshawlaturnedout that

people in all our cities just opened their doors and their hearts to people coming from
India, not just the cricket team, but the common people. So, | do noelggierr as
something which would stagien from meetingPrior to 1947, the communities in some
parts of the dorcontinent did live togetheil here weretensions, | am sure, yétey still

lived. So, religionis one of the justifications which any estabtigent would provide and

that has happened.

Now, i n Chi nohhlasnotdeen eselitolnreeed totunderstand that China is
totally foreign to a PakistaniWe do not speak Chinese; we have probably a handful of
China experts or people who can sp#akChinese language. We do not have Chinese
television. On the other hand culturally we are closer to the images which come from
next door or to the west. | mean, we are closer to the United States saathtiylturally

than to ChinaSo, | do not se€hina ever beingdiscussed in terms of religion. It is a
strategic ally and we need it because of concerns with,lbdiaother than that the

relationship is not deep.

Q. Do you think that the twoation theory is valid What are the benefits that Pakistan

Is reaping by creating an enemy image about India?




Q. In my opinionwe need to have more interaction on a peejgi@eople basisHow far
do you think that the establishments @dl in this regard?

Q. Is there any possible chance for Pakistan and Indiamerge as one nation?

Q. Given that terrorist acts and activities in India have the patronage of the ISI across
the border, do you think that wart still get along with our peace wagon? Secondly
you think Pakistan has taken advantage of our mds$t genial and innocuous policy

towards its neighbourth the long run, what do you think it would result in?
Dr. Siddiga

| will go directly to the questiomvhetherPakistan and Indi@anbe one country again

Are you sure you want to do that? What | saadlier is that in 58 years we have found
our sense of belonging. There are some of us who question 1947, who try to understand
butit does not necessarily mean that we want to cease with our independent existence.
has bee®8 yearssince we starteliving as two entities. We speak two different political
languages. So, | do not see a Gerralltgy unification happening. It might, | am not
ruling it out. | am very uncomfortable with the idea of a Europeanrkilod of modell

think right now we shdd all be looking at peagegommunication and trade between the
two Punjabs. That is crucial. This is where all the supposed animosity comes from; but
this is also where you have greater understanding between people. East Punjabis get very
excited when thggo to Lahore, they are very comfortable there. Now, iinjgortant to
restorethe trade patterns, tradte Kashmirandin other parts of the Indian subcontinent.

In the next 50 years wmay see these changednce you have a bottom up approach to
politics instead of a top down approattiere might bex greatemclinationto reexamine

the political structure.

Let me make two more comments. Militaniayitself is an aberration and this tradition of
low intensity conflict is not foreign to the South Asiregion The Indian armed forces
and thelndian intelligence traineMukti Bahiniin 1971 | am not justifyingthe ISIdoing

the same thing but it is a traditiowhich hasalways existedAnd this is not the first time




that the two countries are kalg to each otherUntil the fences came up, the BSRd the
Rangeraused to talk to each other. So, communication has always been there despite the
tensionandthe conflict. | donat think it is an aberratiorfOncepeople get more involved

in the peace pross,communication will improve.

Finally, I come toyour guestion about Pakistanos
personallyhave a problem witthe concept of a Muslim blod his is an anomaly. This is
something whictdoes not existDoes Pakistan warb bepart of thatbloc?Militancy is

not something which comes from the society. That is something which you, especially in
South India, need to think about. Militancy is state sponsorésiuliderthe umbrella of

the establishmentMy society has got nothg to do with it. | am in fact as much a victim

of that militancy as you are.

ma



Indo-US Relationsi_Changing Perceptions

Welcome Address

Lt. Gen. V R Raghavan

The IndeUS relationship is going through an extraordinary pheisere itis deepening,
widening ad warming on the one hand and also creating strange anxieties and
apprehensions on the other. We saw the major developm#re r@jpositioning of India
since the collapse of the Soviet Unidndeed the Soviet Union had provided to India
massive econoim and military safety net whicthad disappeared. Simultaneously there
was a major economic collapse facing Tiserefore India had tarapidly reposition itself

in the new international order that was emerging. | tism&cessiveggovernments have

done rally well in the repositioning.

During this interregnum came the 1998cleartests which, combined with the economic

growth pattern India has shown, has placed India on a different peddsatcognition

of the new positionthat India has acquirecdulminatedin the July2005 IndiaUS joint
statementttivas an i ndication that I ndiads reposi
with that came the need to get outlad corner which India had got into as a result of the

tests of 1998. That process igdlsh progress todaywhich is reflected by thelebates

going on both in the United States andndia. What is going on in India today can be

aptly described as the second major nuclear discourse. The first was in 1995 when the
NPT was extended and Indiad to take a positio It was done publicly andociferously

it was done quite strongly in academic and intellectueles Another such discourse is

going on now as a result of the nuclear dimension of the-lu8igartnership.

To explain how Americas look at it, what are the perspectives in the United Staies
why those perspectivesre portrayed the way they are, we have a long time first hand
observer of India in Dr. Francine Frank€he important dimension is that she has been a
very regular isitor, who stays in India and meets a very wide range of exped has
written extensivelyShe haswide ranging record of expertise and we are very fortunate

to haveher withus and wish tothankherfor coming and talkingo us.




Indo-US Relationsi Changing Perceptions

Dr. Francine R Frankel

National interest is commonly accepted as a fixed reference point for all states in setting
their policies tevards one another. But | think that in circumstances when facts are
ambiguous and subject to interfa&on, perceptionis sometimes more important in
determining policy outcomebecause it draws on a framewor&oted in previous
historical experiences. In the case of IRdi& relations, where the two countries have
never achieved a level of trust either side adequate to support a close partnership, |
think that perceptions are particularly criticalunderstand the relationship.

| will refer to the evolution of changing mindsets of poliogkers in both countries, but |
will concentrate somewhat moos US perceptions of India and their historical roots. |
hope some of these comments will spark discussion of converging or diverging changes

in I ndiads perceptions on similar issues.

My remarks will be organized around three main thenmgerspersed as relevantith
references to the rationale for a{P&kistan relationship during the Cold War and {85st
11 because this still provides an importeaference for influential sections of the foreign

policy making communities in both countries.

The first subject is the changing perception on the US side of India as a dominant power
in South Asia which dates to the second Clinton administrafiba.secad topic would

be the higher salience assigned to India by the Bush administration after its 2002 strategic
review, which envisaged India as important beyond South Asia for the maintenance of
Asian stability. And third, | will speak othe issuesrising fomthe strategic partnership
embodied in the July 18, 2005, IadJS Joint Statement at the end of Prime Minister

Manmohan Singhoés vi sit ofthe isée sflenteringtpassiblya n d
into nuclear energy cooperation.
| would like to startwi t h t he Clinton administrationos

out in 1996 during a time when Pakistan was regarded as a failed state and Pakistan was

e S



considered to have a dangerous military mindset, i.e. the Generals in Pakistan were
believed to consdier nuclear weapons as weapaf war and not as a deterrent. By
contrast, India seemed to have entered a period of sustained high growth after economic
liberalization and it was also thought that India might be persuaded to join the CTBT and

help stabiliz the norproliferation regime.

The biggest conceptual breakthrough in US policy for South Asia was the Clinton
administrationds decision to separate US
Pakistan and in particular to abandon the policy of panay had been in place from the
earliest years of Indiab6s independence. T
distinction made between Pakistan as a regional power and India as a potential global
power. This distinction was given substance bysHred e n t Clintonds rol
Pakistan during the Kargil conflict, plainly teling Nawaz Sharif in July 1999 that he
would have to withdraw Pakistani troops from Indian territoryKashmir.Secondly, at

the same time, the US formulatisrasthat neiher Pakistan nor India should violate the
sanctity of the Line of Control and that the two countries should peaceftilly S®se

issues bilaterally.

As often happens, when a change in policy is announced, there is resistance in various
bureaucraciesacoss t he government. The Clinton ad
perception of I ndiads IRPakigtdnecamepagadinstdaecadgs r e | 2
of ingrained attitudes in the American bu
tutelage of the US State Department about the presence of two nations in the sub
continent and the natural desire of predominantly Muslim Kashmir to join the dominion

of Pakistan. lwould also like to mention that the notion of two -@mual powers in the
subcontinent persisted for as long as it did during the Cold War period because it was
reinforced by the gestrategic consequences of partition. In practice, India lost its own
geostrategic advantage in location overnight. It lost to Pakistan its locatiothe®

southern border of Afghanistan, its western flanks adjacent to the Gulf and the Middle
East and the eastern boundaries bordering Southeast Asia. The Unitedbsteésg

that it wasengaged in a global conflict with the Soviet Unionsave the ferican way




of life, adopted the well known policy of containmetépendent on worldwide alliance
systems. In particular, the US wanted a foothold in the oil rich strategic area adjacent to
the Middle East and the Persian Gulhe 1954agreement with Paktan followed an
acrimonious internal debate and it was

aligned policy. But over the decadésreated a mindset that has not completely changed.

When Nixon as Vice Presidenvisited South and Southst Asa and the Middle East in
1954 to make the final assessment on a formal recommendation of military ties with
Pakistanhereported that Nehru was not p@ommunistor prooUSSR. He was onlgro-

l ndi a. N-alignmend, sccordimgito Nixon, meant in giee that India would

a

follow policies strictly considered to be

to do anything for the United Statds.om a USperspective it sometime seemtht

l ndia opted for pol i ci eowntinteeedst, buviieoald bd et r i m

justagap i n perception. This notion of I ndia

States on issues of Americaoncernwas reinforced among the US foreign policy

community at several junctures aftaat.

In the 19@ IndiaChina war, India requested large scale military assistance from the
United States. Nehruds initial l etter t
sorties over Chinese occupied Indian territory which could have triggered a-\@&ina
war. At the same timeNehru remained unwilling to negotiate with Pakistan over
Kashmir or to abandon nealignment.The second incidenwasduring the Kennedy and
Johnson administrationgshenindia was dependent upon the United States for food aid,
but as you wilrememberMrs. Gandhi refused to make any public statement that could
be interpreted as supporting the United States in Vietiidind, during the Bangladesh
War, India seized the opganity to dismantle Pakistarthe US initiated the China
opening afterndia sigred the Treaty of Peace and Friendship witie Soviet Union,
which included language that made it impossible for India to assist the US in the event an

American conflict developed with the Soviet Union.

In 1979, the US approached India beforekiftan, because Pakistan was already

suspected of trying to illegally acquire the components of a nuclear bomb, asking Mrs.
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Gandhi to vote with the UN majority in denouncing the Soviet intervention in
Afghanistan. Mrs. Gandhi declined to do that. Notpisingly, the US again fell back on
PakistanLookedda f r om Was hi n ghyeinué ef lomgeassaciptercwhichv e ,
built personal connéons and also, very importantly, strategic necegy, Pakistan was

the reliable partner. India was viewed kvguspicion.

| am well aware that it is easy to present the same history from the Indian perspective as a
mirror opposite of changing perceptions that began in the 1950s with the formulation by
Nehru that the US was deliberately building up Pakistan anidirmy down India,
because its nealignment policy denied allies to the United States. After the Bangladesh
War, by the midl 9 8 0 s , | nrdakeas@ cregilold evidence believed that the CIA
was actively involved in destabilizing India to preventfrom exercising its natural
leadership in the region as well as to emerge as a major power. Against this historical
perspective, it was virtually impossible to establish a modicum of trust between the two
countries. An example from my own experience, welh the 1990s and even after the
1996 policy review by the Clinton administration, was the reaction of the Clinton
administration to the May 1998 nuclear sesAlthough India and the US had played
leading roles in negotiating the CTBT, it was Indiaictthdefied US pressure to sign
fearing the effects of losing its nuclear option. The entire US government was completely
bl i ndsi ded b ergrounddekpiosions af Rokhetresident Clintormimself

said that he had always been able to understamtimctively comprehend the rationale

of major world events, but he had absolutely no way of putting the test in any context that
made sense to him from a global or even an Indian perspective. From his point of view,
the biggest danger of the testas hat they would start an arms race between India and
Pakistan and inadvertently or otherwise risk a war that could escalaentlear

exchange.

The Kargil conflict seemed to bear this out once US intelligence reported that the
Pakistani army was movingunc | ear mi ssiles within Atriki
futile US attempt on imposing sanctions and the failure again from the US perspective of

the JaswanT albott talks did not dissuade the Clinton administration from following a




new approach of garating policies between India and Pakistan. The Clinton
administration in principle never gave up the provisions of the-Riofiferation Treaty

as well as its commitment to liberal institutionalist and multinational approaches to
strengthening internamnal norms or the debate on human rights which India often

i nterpreted as efforts to curb national
particular and therefonmasu nf avour abl e to I ndiads natio

We move forward to the Bush adnistration and the 2002 strategic review that the Bush
administration carried out. We fireh interesting contrast. This svperceived as a much
more favourable opportunity by India to strengthenlb@a relations in part because
President Bush came tdfioe with what was described as his big idea of improving
relations with India He was receptive to the formulation announced during Prime
Minister Vajpayeeds Vvisit in November,
natural allies and thebegan congdtations. After Septembetl, the US renewed its
alliance with Pakistan as a frontline state in the war against terrorism. Some senior
American officials reverted to language asserting the need to balance pressure on India
and Pakistan to resolve diffei@s over Kashmir and prevent war between the two
nuclear capable states. It became difficult to spell out the policy content of the concept
that the & and India are natural allie®Vashington extended lavish patronage to
President Musharraf despite thetféhat Pakistan had become a home base of Al Qaida,
the patron of cross border terrorism against Kashmir, as well asotlveeof nuclear
technologyand fissile materialshtoughthe A QKhan network. As of now Pakistan has
received a three billion dolaeconomic and military assistance package from the US,
designation as a nedATO military ally and in March 2005approval of the sale of 60 to

80 F16s, which can be upgraded and used to deliver nuclear weapons.

Having said that, at the same time India hacognized that the US war on terror has
served its own vital interest by pressuring Pakistan to cut back on support for jihadi
groups including cross border terrorism in Kashmir. There has been apparent progress on

the IndiaPakistan composite dialogustarted in Januar®004 with both President
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Musharraf and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh asserting that the peace process is

irreversible.

The Bush administrationds redefinition of
freedom to carry out unilaterdreign polices and to wagpre-emptivewar. Unilaterally

we know that the US withdrew fromme 1972 AntiBallistic Missile Treaty to develop

national missile defence and theamissile defence, it rejected the Kyoto Treaty and
expresed scepticismabou the nuclear NoiProliferation TreatyThe US was sceptical

that it could indefinitely contain the spread of nuclear weapons to other states under
conditions of growing spread of technological expertise and illegal transfdissié
materials. These fioies created shock waves in the United States as well as in Europe,
and it was interesting that among the few countries in which they have been well received,
one of the most important is Indievhichsaw an opening for an understanding with the

Bush adnmmistration inits willingness to carry out unconventional forms of foreign policy.

The Bush administration began thinking in terms of a strategic partnership with India,
rooted in changing realities of converging {Ufslia interests across a broad spectrum

The pivotal issues are the-salled Long War against terrorism that has now been
articulated, the need to contain Islamic fundamentalism, efforts to prev&ile lppwers

aqjuiring nuclear capabilityandless openly spoken quthe effort to create balance in

Asia that prevents China from establishing its threat as the dominantrpdivese geo

strategic goals are buttressed in the discussion of a partnership between India and the US
by the increasingly close ties US coamies have established in Iné €ewvices sectors

and the growing outsourcing of8® t o access I ndiabs very

motivated and weltrained computer scientists, engineers and professionals.

There is broad gauge cooperation between the two countries in informbatoings

relating to terrorisnandtransnational crimes and a high frequency of visits at the highest

|l evel s elevating the importance of the re
also from New Del hibés perspect i ofehe U®Dn Jun
India defence relationship was signed by Minister of Defence, Pranab Mukherjee and

Secretary of Defence, Donald Rumsfeld. It sets in general terms an ambitious agenda for




conducting joint and combined exercises, increasing opportunities foolegly transfer,
collaboration, ceproduction, research and developmentd establishg a mechanism of
adefence policy group and a new defence procurement and prodgiciigeto guide the
principles and objectives of the LIBdia strategic partnership.

Yet, until the July 18, 200%oint statementa t the end of Manmo han
Washington, each country was engaged in endorsing broad generalities of cooperation
and employing policies that each considered in its own interests, and which hampened t
converge without requiring any formal accommodation to the preferences or national
interests of the other. This has sometimes been described as a natural flow of events
which would on its own create a stronger I4d8 partneship.

So, the question thatwant to ask and which will end the presentation essentially has to

do with the implementation and implications of the July 18, 2005 joint statement. What is

at stake? The central issue of trust between the US and India and their ability to become
strategt partners has not been tested by the increased level of cooperation between these
two countries if one takes seriously the natural flow hypothesis. Trust however is a
critical factor i n the period sinced5Secre
and a subsequent statement that the United States wanted to assist India to become a great
power in the 2% century Of the comprehensive bilateral ties mentioned under that
statement, the ones receiving the greatest empaBsi®operation in commelal space

and satellite exploration and launch andl@n nuclear energy cooperatiohhe headline

making news in both capitals was that the US could work with Congress to adjust the
1978 law restricting trade and commercial transactions in civil nucéeargy
cooperation with India and also negotiate with the 44 member Nuclear Suppliers Group

to lift similar restrictions.

As is now clear, this agreement was reached by both sides literally after the midnight
hour,andwithout consultation with importaribreign policy and scientificonstituencies

Yet the initial reaction in India was that President Busimaybe more broadly the
executive branch of the US Governmenwvas once again taking a unilateral initiative

t hat was <c¢cr aft eds witboutmeuring India tv puasbeseconomic and e s t

t




strategic policies aligned with US interests, 8@ Unted States was making a major

concession without requiring anything in return. This was the understanding in India.

This was the burden of Manmohan 8 g hds st at e me ritcondemratibnghe Lo
on cooperation in civilian nuclear energy and the separation of civilian and military
facilities which he asserted would Beluntaryand require India to have the same rights

and responsibilities as anyhetr nuclear weapon state including the United Staftéet

we have seen since then is the emergence of criticism to this agreement by the very
important constituencies that were not consulted either by President Bush or by Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh. Ehemphasis has shifted to those aspects of the agreement
that appear to put obligations upon India and those obligations are to separate civilian and
nuclear facilities, to put its nuclear reactors under IAEA safeguards and to do that in
perpetuity This is something that the United States does not have tmdiwhen India

and the US quietly began a negotiation about an acceptable Indigntipfamagain

brought into question what voluntary meaihit was being subject to negotiation. Added

to this was at appeared to be US pressure on India in the IAEA to support the referral

of |l rands plans to develop a nuclear <capa

revived the underlying feeling of distrust among important groups in both countries.

In Washngton, the nosproliferation communitywhich was notonsultedhas been well
organizedandvery vocal in protestinggainstthe agreement as Indian exceptionalism to

the NPT for which the US has received nothing in return. From their perspective the
gusstion arises therefore of bringing Indian into the NPT regime as a way to convince
Congress that there is good reasonthe USto endorse this agreement. Otherwise,
according to our own neproliferation experts, the agreement will encourage other
nuclea weapon states to make exceptions for their own favoured countries. The
consequences would be to completely unravel the treaty at a time when the United States
is struggling to contain weaponization by North Korea and anticipategpient

proliferation ky Iran.

In India, important constituencies were not consulted or equally upset. The BJP and

leading members of the scientific community fear that thesedkssafeguards on the
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fast breederresearchp gr am in order to caperilmmdithads prjiod
size of its nuclear detrent.The Left has a different set of worridsis not committed to
having a very large nuclear deterrent but is very concerned that pressure exemplified by
the Iran vote is simply the first of unending numbersases, in which the United States

will demandthat India vote according to American strategic interests and this would rob
India of its autonomy in foreign policy.

The main issue and the major benefit to India of this agreement has to some extent been
sidelned in the debate. That is the supply of uranium to India for its power reactors to
meet a crippling shortfall in indigenous fuel in the nuclear power sector as well as easy
access to new reactors on the internal market and the removal of restricticessing

and approval to make possible importanhga Indo-US cooperation in space addal

use technologies as well as similar cooperation with other NSG countries. It is
emblematic othet r ust deficit that | ess fts,rnthet wo wee
Cll, the Indian Development Foundatiandthe Aspen Institute held a Round Tabie
the subjectl s a strategi c partnership Wiandh t he| U
focused on the basic questiorof whether the US is truly seeking to pear India as
distinct from dominating. Can 50 years of bilateral mistrust be replaced by trust? What

should be I ndiabdés future strategy towards |th

| end by saying that both the US and India have important interests in this agreement and
in working ou a compromiseThe US interesin i ncr e a s i prafile dbroadl iisa 6 s
considered beneficial tgrowing US concerns abouhe balance of power in Asia. One
projection by the CIA National Intelligence Council is that India when ranked by
composite indexesf national power weighted combinations of GDP, defence spending,
population, technology growth and so -owill possess the most capable concentration of
national power after 2030. Clearly a balance in Asibich includes India, is going to

help the Uited States retain its primacy for a longer period of time in busiseg&nce

and technology, defence and trade. Similar calculations are made by Indian policy makers
when they consider the benefit of a partnership with the United Sthtesl ndiga 6 s e njer

needs can be met and the growth rates of the next decade or two are sustained at 8%




annually or higher, Il ndia will begin to cl

the impact of the proposed cooperation in civil nuclear enesggce and advaced

agricultural technologies wildl assure rapi

global power. Without this agreemehtdia has to consider the possibility of becoming a
junior partner of China in Asia. If in fact the stakes for both counareshigh, what

should be the difference in practice between the strategic partnership between the US and
India and the many strategic partnerships that India has now accuriigatadd India
consider and come to grips with what seems to be the reddityt ttennot simply expect

to be recognized as a geare nuclear weapon st®eThe pressures againgtis are
overwhelming. 1 is an interesting time toeflect on where the two countries can

reasonably expect to converge.
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Discussion

Lt. Gen. V R Raghavan

Dr. Frankelstarted by highlightinghe phrasefichangingperceptioso . Perceptions
product of reality in general and the men in which we look at reality. They apeisms

through which we look at realityf he discussion should take us into expigrthe ideas

that she has brought. She is not here to defend US polidg ixte us an opportunity to

probe and search a very fine analytical mind

Let me start by quoting famous Kissingerian aphorisimthat German unification waes
more important everthan the formation of the European Unidimat the collapse of the
Soviet Union was more important than these;terad fnally, thatthe rise of India and
China is a more serious issue than the collapse of the Soviet Uniois aptiorismis
correct,it conveys a perceptioror a mindset of balance of powdrhe United States still
sees India as one of the pillars in the futbedance of power. Now | nfdture 6 s
depends orsustained economic and technologigabwth As Dr. Frankelsays quite
rightly, we play second fiddle to Chinand our goal of economic andechnological
growth cannot come about without massinvlows of technology anéconomic capital,
which can only come from the Weg&thereforeour relationship wih the Western world

is criticaly importantand we have tday the foundationdor a strong relationship with
the United StatesOne side sees ithrough the prism ofconomic and technological
growth, which impliespartnership with the West led by the United States. The other side
seesit, as explained byr. Franke] through the prism of balance of power. That is the

gap that needs to be somehow bridged
Dr. Gopalji Malviya

| would like to draw your attention to two landmark evertsu mentioad the 1962
Chinese aggressioriThe kind & diplomacy practised by the twemember delegation
consisting ofAverell Harriman and Duncan Sandifsat wasused toarm-twist Indiais

one incident that requires careful considerati®@econdly, the American attitude towards
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