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ANALYSIS OF THE INDIA-PAKISTAN PEACE PROCESS: CONTEMPORARY DEVELOPMENTS 
Pakistan-India relations have seen many twists and turns since Partition. The two countries have until recently considered each other as bitter enemies and have fought three wars (1948, 1965, and 1971) and a smaller one in Kargil in 1999. In order to understand the conflict between India and Pakistan we have to understand the historical development of the two countries. Comprehending the historical consciousness and its development in the two countries is an important requirement to understand the nature of the contemporary situation. Perceptions matter a lot as they shape politics. Reality is perceived in numerous ways by various parties to any dispute. It is only people who formulate and conduct foreign and security policies. Looking at it another way, states are only abstractions or sophisticated social constructs. Understanding perceptions, or for that matter misperceptions, is therefore necessary. The logic of international politics is based on perceptions of reality. Simply put, there is no common reality for all actors on the world stage. In other words, it is not the same for every body. We can perceive reality only through our ideological lenses or frameworks. Ideology in turn shapes perceptions. These different worldviews shape our understanding of what is happening. The particular stance taken on an issue depends not only on the ideological framework but also the politics of the period.  Hence, the severity of the problem of conflict resolution in so many cases. 
INDIA-PAKISTAN PEACE PROCESS

The peace process was begun by the BJP government when Vajpayee visited Lahore in 1998. Nawaz Sharif received him in a friendly manner and a Lahore Declaration was issued. General Musharraf took over power in 1999. He was suspect in Indian official circles because of his background and his role in Kargil Conflict. Relations between the two countries soured. It reached a low point in 2000 when there was even talk of war between the two countries. As tensions mounted between India and Pakistan the world became very concerned. A nuclear war between Pakistan and India was unthinkable. The US became increasingly concerned and the Clinton administration applied considerable pressure on the new Musharraf regime. To the Americans, Pakistan was important because of its strategic location, significant human and economic resources, and historical friendship. For all three reasons, the US intended to stay engaged with Pakistan. After 9/11, a remarkable change happened in the region. In 2001, General Musharraf went to Agra on Indian Premier Vajpayee’s invitation. The outcome of the Vajpayee- Musharraf Summit 2001 was widely seen as inconclusive at best. In 2001, Islamist militants attacked the Kashmiri legislative assembly and India’s parliament building. This drastically raised tensions between India and Pakistan and relations between them deteriorated again in 2002. India took an aggressive military posture against Pakistan by deploying a large number of troops on the Pakistani border. Pakistan responded in kind and together India and Pakistan had deployed one million troops along the border. The two countries were on a brink of war.  Premier Vajpayee threatened Pakistan and General Musharraf responded in kind.  The Bush administration was alarmed at the situation in the subcontinent and quickly got involved.  The US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld traveled to the region. The US played an important role in defusing the crisis between India and Pakistan. A war between the two neighbors was avoided. There was then a lot of talk about the need to reduce tensions. The Kashmir problem came up as the foremost impediment to any peace process between India and Pakistan. In January 2004 a summit of the SAARC was held in Islamabad and a dialogue process was initiated to discuss all contentious issues. The peace process had gained some momentum.

In January 2004, the Congress led coalition government came to power having won the general elections and defeating the BJP coalition. Earlier efforts at peace between India and Pakistan did not deliver. The peace process was rekindled again in Jan 2004 when the current Congress-led coalition government came to power. Soon after, a composite dialogue was begun resulting in a number of confidence building measures, a greater flow of travel between the two countries, a bus service across the Line of Control, and visits of APHC leaders and talks between Kashmiri and Pakistani political leaders. The peace process has been complicated, to say the least. There was a reference to exploring possible options for a peaceful, negotiated settlement in Kashmir in sincere spirit and purposeful manner. General Musharraf has met Manmohan Singh three times. After the second meeting he claimed that Pakistan was making efforts for establishment of lasting peace in South Asia through resolution of all issues, including the Jammu and Kashmir dispute with India. General Musharraf held talks with Manmohan Singh for the third time in New York on Sept. 14, 2005. It was widely agreed that the meeting yielded no concrete outcome. However, General Musharraf maintained that progress had been made on the dialogue process.
 
Meanwhile, Pakistan and India are holding hold talks on various issues like Siachen, Sir Creek issues, Kishanganga and Baghliar dams. Several meetings have been held within a year, and elaborate horizontal and vertical "dialogue architecture" comprising political leadership, bureaucrats, the media and civil society is already in place. After two rounds of composite dialogue Pakistan is keen that there is tangible movement towards dispute resolution. 
Baglihar Dam and the Kishanganga river project

 The World Bank appointed a neutral expert to adjudicate on the Rs 45 billion power project in May 2005. The World Bank‘s Swiss expert began study of the Baglihar dam an the peripheral setup on October 2, 2005. Pakistani representatives and Indian representatives accompanied the Swiss team. This was undertaken under the terms of the 1960 Indus Water Treaty after Pakistan said that the construction of the project was in violation of the treaty. Under the treaty, the Beas, Sutlej, and Ravi waters of the Indus branch were accorded to India while Chenab, Jhelum, and Indus were given to Pakistan. The treaty allows India-administrated Kashmir to use the waters for “non-consumption” purposes only. Pakistan contends that the Baghlihar dam would deprive it of over 7,000 cusecs of water daily which would adversely affect its agriculture. The Pakistani and Indian officials are to meet in Delhi in November 2005 to discuss another project being constructed on the Kishanganga river in Indian-administered Kashmir. Pakistan alleges that its design also violates the Indus Water Treaty. Officials of the two countries will visit the project site and then hold talks.
 

The Siachen Dispute

The Siachen glacier is an icy wasteland in the mountains of north Kashmir and in the northern most part of Pakistan. It close to where the frontiers of India, China, and Pakistan meet in Himalayas. It has been a dispute for more than two decades. Some analysts have questioned the glacier’s strategic value to either India or Pakistan.
 . General Zia ul Haq had once famously remarked that “not a blade of grass grows on the Siachen glacier.  The two armies are pitted against each other on what is described as the world’s highest battlefield, 18,000 to 22,000 feet high. Several thousand soldiers of the two countries have died in the Siachen glacier. Both sides have lost more troops there due to sub-zero temperatures, avalanches, and altitude sickness than to enemy action. India accused Pakistan of retaining bases to send guerillas into Indian held Kashmir. The Indian Defence Minister claimed on September 28, 2005 that “the number of infiltration attempts has come down but the infiltration attempts have not been reduced substantially because we have frustrated a large number of attempted infiltrations”. 
 India has been repeatedly telling Pakistan to address the issue. There has been no fighting on Siachen since November 2003, when a ceasefire came into effect.  The two countries have agreed to withdraw troops from the Siachen Glacier but are stuck on verifying each others position before they pull back, according to India.
 . 

In September 2005 President Musharraf declared that progress had been made in talks with India, that both sides showed commitment to the peace process, and had made considerable progress on Siachen and Sir Creek issues. Premier Manmohan Singh also publicly stated his satisfaction with the talks. Premier Manmohan Singh is expected to visit Pakistan soon. There are now some hopes of a breakthrough in the talks.
During the current visit of India’s Foreign Minister to Pakistan there had been speculation that the two countries would be making some headway on the issue being discussed in Islamabad. External Affairs Minister, Mr. Natwar Singh called on Pakistan President Musharraf on Oct. 4, 2005. Earlier, there was speculation that the two countries would be making some headway on the issue being discussed in Islamabad. Back-channel diplomacy was in full swing as India and Pakistan late tonight appeared to be converging towards having a formal agreement on resolving the Siachen dispute. Indications given were that the two sides animatedly discussed two issues where they thought their convergences were most likely as of now — Siachen and Sir Creek. 

CONFIDENCE BUILDING MEASURES (CBMs)

In January 2004 India and Pakistan had agreed to enhance economic, transport and cultural links while working to resolve the Kashmir dispute. These steps are important commitments to peace. Later a format for a composite dialogue was designed to allow Pakistan and India to start the negotiation process. During the past 21 months several teams met to discuss various issues on the agenda. 
A number of CBMs were agreed between Indian and Pakistan.  Singh visited Pakistan on October 3-5, 2005. His visit follows a meeting between Pakistani President Musharraf and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh in New York last month. The Indian Foreign Minister came for a review session of the composite dialogue with his Pakistani counterpart Khurshid Mehmood Kasuri. The two ministers held a separate meeting to kick-start the dormant Pakistan-India joint commission established in 1983. It was reported that a major talking point at the meeting would be the Kashmir issue. Mr. Singh was accompanied by the foreign secretary, and joint secretaries of the ministries of commerce, communication, tourism, home affairs and information. Mr. Singh’s first bilateral visit to Pakistan in February 2005 had resulted in a breakthrough with both sides agreeing to start the Kashmir bus service. There wais some indication of making some headway on the Siachen issue. The two foreign ministers held the joint commission meeting and look at ways of reviving and restructuring it. Meanwhile, President Bush called Prime Minster Manmohan Singh on September 30, 2005 and indicated the US would closely watch the Indian Foreign Minster’s visit to Pakistan. The two leaders also reviewed the implementation of the July 18, 2005 Indo-US joint statement. The US had supported the earlier Pakistani proposal for India to cut troops in some parts of Kashmir. Singh and Kasuri said they discussed ways to strengthen the fledgling peace process between India and Pakistan, which have fought three wars since independence from British rule in 1947. The talks went off in a very cordial atmosphere. During the talks India and Pakistan focused on promoting economic cooperation. 

Previously, Pakistan and India had focused several agreements aimed at reduction of the risk of accidental war. There were talks on nuclear risk management and hotlines between the two countries were upgraded. The two governments also reaffirmed their commitment to unilateral moratoriums on nuclear testing, although in “carefully circumscribed language”. The two countries pledged to adopt notification procedures among them and make advance notifications of nuclear testing. India and Pakistan also agreed to establish links between their coast guards. Later, the Indian Foreign Minister Natwar Singh visited Pakistan in February 2005. It was decided to start the bus service from April.
 
The Missile Test Warning Accord

India and Pakistan signed two agreements on security cooperation on October 3, 2005. The new agreements provide for advance warning on missile tests and the establishment of a hotline between the coast guards of the two nations.

The groundwork of the missile test warning deal was laid during talks between Indian and Pakistani officials in August 2005.

	


The deal requires each country to notify the other of plans for ballistic missile tests, a key step in the peace process. The agreement entails that both countries provide each other advance notification of flight tests that it intends to undertake of any surface-to-surface ballistic missiles. India has now handed over a draft memorandum of understanding on measures to reduce the risks of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons under the control of both countries. 

India did not elaborate on the draft document, but officials have said they plan to set up a hot line to reduce the possibility of a misunderstanding that could lead to nuclear conflict. India and Pakistan already operate one hot line between senior army commanders. 

Under the agreement, each party will provide to the other party advance notification of the flight test that it intends to undertake of any land or sea-launched, surface-to-surface ballistic missile. It also provides for the following: 

· Each party will notify the other party, no less than three days in advance of the commencement of a five-day launch window within which it intends to undertake flight tests of any land or sea-launched, surface-to-surface ballistic missile. 

· Each party will ensure that the test launch site does not fall within 40 km, and the planned impact area does not fall within 75 km, of the International Boundary or the Line of Control on the side of the party planning to flight test the ballistic missile. 

· Each party will ensure that the planned trajectory of the ballistic missile being flight-tested will not cross the International Boundary or the Loc and will maintain a horizontal distance of at least 40 km from the IB and the Loc. 

Coast guards hotline accord. 

Previously, secretary–level talks held in New Delhi which was then followed by talks between the Indian Coast Guard and the Pakistan Maritime Security Agency.
 The two sides also signed a Memorandum of Understanding for the establishment of a communication link between the Indian Coast Guard and the Pakistan Maritime Security Agency, 

Prisoner Releases

As a goodwill gesture, the Indian side conveyed to Islamabad its suo motu decision of releasing 30 more Pakistani prisoners “very shortly”. 

Trade

The Indian side raised two specific issues which it considered to be important for the region as a whole and not just to India: (a) the need for opening up more and more trading points on the land border and (b) Pakistan giving transit rights to India for accessing Central Asia and Gulf which will bolster the Pakistani economy in a big way. The Pakistani response to these was in the “wait-and-watch” mould. 

The Indian Foreign Secretary held a Press briefing at a hotel here this evening which was attended by scores of Pakistani journalists, apart from Indian media. 

In response to a question from this correspondent, the Foreign Secretary said the two sides did discuss the proposed visit by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh to Pakistan the invitation for which has already been accepted by Dr Manmohan Singh, but no specific dates of the visit came up for discussion. 

An important highlight of the day’s proceedings was the two countries’ Foreign Secretaries signing an agreement on pre-notification of flight testing of ballistic missiles, aimed at preventing misunderstandings and misinterpretations and promoting a stable environment of peace and security between the two countries. 

Bus Routes Accord

In early May 2005, Pakistan and India agreed in principle to operate a new bus service between Amritsar and Lahore and another between the Sikh holy places of Nankana Sahib.
  Finally, the officials of India and Pakistan met again in September and decided to commence the bus service in October 2005. In April 2005, India and Pakistan agreed on the first bus service to link divided Kashmir in almost sixty years as part of a peace process. India and Pakistan reached an agreement to start a bus service linking Amritsar and Lahore on September 28, 2005. It will be the second bus service crossing the Pak-India international border. A trail run will happen in October and the regular bus service will commence in November 2005.The Lahore-Amritsar bus service, will link the two countries via the only international crossing at Wagah, near Lahore. Further talks on Amritsar and Nankana sahib will be held. The accord was seen as important coming soon afterwards the inconclusive talks between Manmohan and Musharraf in Sep. 2005 in New York on the sidelines of the UNGA meeting.
 The two sides have resumed some severed transportation links, restored normal diplomatic ties and made it easier for people from either side to travel to the other country.
Bottom of Form

Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) project
Meanwhile, a trilateral gas and oil pipeline involving Iran, Pakistan and India is also under negotiations. This is a gigantic $7.4 billion gas pipeline project, commonly referred to as the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) project.  India, like Pakistan, has a huge stake in the successful completion of the project. Pakistan and India have made progress in the bilateral talks on financial, technical, security and legal issues pertaining to the project. It was agreed that India would finalize a draft agreement for review and consideration by Pakistan. This would then be shared with Iran. The formal signing will then happen by the end of this year. This agreement would then lead to a set of other agreements. In the October 3-4 talks in Islamabad the two countries discussed the IRI project. But analysts say that project could be at risk in the wake of India's vote at the International Atomic Energy Agency's board meeting late last month. India joined the US in voting to refer Iran's nuclear program to the UN Security Council for possible sanctions.
 

Extradition Treaty

India was also interested in signing an extradition treaty and mutual legal assistance treaty during the talks between the two foreign ministers. India is also likely to press for the liberalization of the visa regime, trade through land route, and transit facility for goods. 
Also, in this meeting of October 3-4 2005, the two sides had reached agreement in several other areas including the restoration of diplomatic, sports and transport links, as well as on some trade and prisoner exchanges. 
The New US-India Strategic Partnership

An upturn in India-US relations was initiated in the Clinton administration. In the past few years, these relations have grown gradually. Most of this build-up was in the economic, commercial and political areas. In January 2004, the US and India had agreed to expand cooperation in three specific areas: high-technology trade, civil space programs and civilian nuclear activities. In addition, both countries also agreed to expand their “dialogue” on missile defence. The US Department of state declared on Sep 17, 2004 that “these areas of cooperation are designed to progress through a series of reciprocal steps that build on each other”.
 Lately, India has been the focus of a lot of attention in the US. It is widely send as a rising global player. There is a lot in common between the US and India like democracy, capitalism and secular polities. Indian premier Manmohan Singh visited the US in July, 2005. This visit was seen to be very successful as it resulted in a strongly worded joint statement between Manmohan Singh and US President George Bush. In the joint statement the US President had committed to persuade Congress to approve a deal that would ship civilian nuclear technology to India. The two countries declared their “resolve to transform the relationship between their countries and establish a global partnership”.
 The US and India agreed to further cooperate in the economic, energy, environment, development, non-proliferation and security, high-technology and space areas. The two countries entered into a new framework for a defence relationship. Under this framework agreement the US and India would cooperate in the field of defence technology. 


The US and India signed a Science and Technology Framework Agreement designed to “provide for joint research and training and the establishment of public private partnerships”.
 The two countries have committed to “build closer ties” in satellite navigation and launch, space exploration and in the commercial space arena through mechanisms such as the US-India Working Group on Civil Space Cooperation. Resulting from the Indian commitments, the US would remove certain Indian organizations from certain commercial restrictions. Finally, the two countries have also resolved to play a leading role in international efforts to prevent the proliferation of WMDs. This development in Indian-US was seen as a qualitative improvement in mutual ties. In return, India would have to place its civilian facilities under safeguards of the IAEA. Before nuclear technology could be shared with India, the Congress must approve an exception to a U.S. law that bans civilian nuclear cooperation with countries that have not submitted to the NPTs full nuclear inspections.

Why has the US decided to embrace India at this time? India is increasingly seen by the Americans as a success story and it is often viewed as an ancient civilization with legitimate global power aspirations. The goodwill towards India is genuine. Undoubtedly, India has dome well in the economic area. In the recent past the boom in Information Technology sector in the US has been fuelled, in part, by non-resident Indian engineers and technologists settled in the country. Many Indians settled in the USA returned to their homeland and opened businesses in the sector. The later rapid growth of the Indian IT sector is attributed to this reverse “brain drain” phenomenon. Some India multinational corporations in the IT sector have done very well and are recognized   as global players. The cooperation between India and the US has deepened further in the IT sector. The economic relationship between the two countries has prospered in other areas as well. Trade has expanded and foreign direct investment from the US increased. But it is not economics alone there are other factors that are fuelling this growth of Indo-US relationship.  The principle factor is that of regional politics and the American perception about China’s rise to world power status. China’s growth has been even more remarkable. The US increasingly sees China as a future rival in the Asian region and desires to balance China’s growing power with that of India. However, the India does not see their new relationship developing with the US in this way. India seeks to develop friendship with China and does not see it as a potential rival. At least, not yet. Prime Minister Manmohan Singh seemed to be echoing this sentiment with the remark about “the world being large enough to accommodate the rise of both India and China as two aspiring global players”. The Indian premier made this remark several months ago.
 Meanwhile, China is concerned about the strategic relationship between India the US.


The US increasingly sees India as a valuable business, trading, research partner and also a source of industrial collaboration. In the past few years, the US-Indian relations have blossomed remarkably. In 2004, the US and India agreed to expand cooperation in three specific areas: high-technology trade, civil space programs and civilian nuclear activities. In addition, both countries also agreed to expand their dialogue on missile defence. The US declared that these areas of cooperation are designed to progress through a series of reciprocal steps that build on each other. 
 


Meanwhile, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh met President Bush again in New York in September 2005. The two leaders reviewed progress on the agreement between the two countries under which both sides were expected to take follow up steps in implementing the deal. To its credit India has made numerous friends in the US. First, we examine the arguments of the enthusiasts who wish for a transformation of India-US relations. These persons are calling for an increased collaboration between the two countries in various areas, including nuclear cooperation. The new development of India-US “Framework Defence Agreement” is certainly of considerable significance. The media in India, and elsewhere, is debating these developments and this agreement itself. While some see it as a sign of American acknowledgement of India’s de facto status as nuclear-weapons – possessing state.
 Others are not sure what this all means to both India and the US. The agreement was arrived at secretly and the details are still missing. In the views of John Mearsheimer, an American analyst, India was no longer a wild card for American strategic purposes. India “might yet figure in its calculus for the containment of Beijing”. These remarks were made by US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice in Beijing over a month ago. The reason given is that the US could seek to co-opt India for a division of functions related to international security of the region, with an eye on the growing China. The US sees itself as an “enduring force for stability and peace in the region” and questioned the “legitimacy” of China’s military profile. Rice voiced concerns about China’s significant military build-up which was “not warranted by objective factors”. Apart from the China factor, the US seeks Indian assistance in its on-going global war on terrorism, especially eradicating global networking of the Muslim radicals in the region. Ambassador Robert D. Blackwill claimed that India, like Europe, shares common democratic values and national interests with the US. Though India is very different. Blackwell claimed that due to India’s common interests with the US and because of India’s rising importance in international affairs the US must deal in increasingly collaborative ways with India. He claimed:

But India’s rapidly growing economy and military, and proximity to the Persian Gulf set it apart from all European states in terms of power. Moreover, India’s four most vital national interests mirror those of the United States: winning the war on terrorism, dealing with weapons of mass destruction, managing the rise of China, and maintaining energy security in the Persian Gulf….that recognizing India as a great power is incompatible with maintaining the current non-proliferation regime because of India’s need and capacity to use civilian nuclear power. He pointed out that Indians put a lot of weight on the development of their nuclear power industry and that nuclear power would have to be a central component of a stronger U.S.-India relationship.

S. Enders Wimbush, Hudson Institute Senior Fellow has emphasized the need to forge an even deeper relationship with India. He argued that firstly, with respect to proliferation, the number of states possessing nuclear weapons will increase in the 21st century. In this state of affairs the old rules of deterrence and crisis management no longer apply.  Wimbush argued that in order to administer this “chaotic world”, the non-proliferation regime will have to devise new manner of diplomacy and surveillance to stop the fast acquisition and the possibility of even the use of nuclear weapons. He said:

It is now time to focus on persuading India to be a responsible nuclear actor….the U.S. should engage India and encourage it to take the lead in non-proliferation in areas, such as Iran, where the United States has had little success on its own…. the absence of any Asian multilateral security organization that could effectively hold the interests of the United States and suggested that India could become a leader in working with the United States to craft such a relationship, that could also include China. Telis claimed that:
 

At some point, the United States would have to make India an exception to the traditional non-proliferation framework. Unlike Iran, India has not violated any non-proliferation obligations and it is asking for a normal relationship. In fact, India is not asking for assistance that would blatantly violate the current regime so it may be possible to assist India without looking hypocritical in relations with other states. Providing India access to fuel and involving India in international R&D efforts can be done without undermining American negotiations with Iran, and India would place great value on these forms of assistance
But many in the US have voiced skepticism on the direction of the new US-Indians relationship. The India-US nuclear deal has become controversial in the US. George Perkovich, a nuclear and South Asia expert at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, has argued that “the nuclear deal was signed too quickly, and there are major faults in the agreement”.
 He argued that the US-Indian civil nuclear cooperation would harm the global nonproliferation regime and “encourage other nations to go nuclear as well. He claimed that is equivalent to “changing rules” of the NPT. He said that the Bush administration’s “desire to mobilize India to balance Chinese military power in Asia distorts the strategy, as does the Indian governments obsession with nuclear energy”. 
 But India’s willingness and capacity to cooperate with the US in balancing the power of China was “too uncertain to form the foundation of a strategic relationship”. Perkovich warned that “one major test of India’s intentions and US seriousness will be when the Indian nuclear establishment proposes to exclude India’s prototype fast breeder reactor and all other research and developments facilities from safeguards”
 He also argued that the sharing of “advanced technology” with India was very strange. In the end he admonished the US for “not getting more from India in return”. 

In this apprehension, Perkovich was echoing the concerns of many Pakistani experts. 

Carnegie’s George Perkovich argued:

India is currently putting too much weight on its nuclear objectives, and too much emphasis on obtaining foreign nuclear reactors at the expense of the international nonproliferation system…. the United States should try to fashion an international accommodation with many of India's interests, seeking agreement among key states to adjust rules regulating nuclear commerce with countries that implement state-of-the-art, reliable nonproliferation controls. But much as India resisted the most excessive American nuclear policies, the United States should resist India's excessive emphasis on radically abolishing all of the key elements of the international nonproliferation system, especially controls on reactor exports. Much as the United States has had to adjust to Indian acquisition of the bomb India should adjust to the importance of preserving cohesion among the countries necessary to strengthen and uphold the international nonproliferation regime. 
Michael Krepon, a South Asia analyst at the Henry L. Stimson Center, argued that with India and Pakistan locked in a nuclear arms race; both are “sensitive to perceived special treatment from the United States”. This is a “very serious competition”. .If present trends continue, “India and Pakistan could very well have greater nuclear capabilities than France and Great Britain, looking down the road."
 Krepon maintains that a significant improvement of US-India ties has happened recently. The US is “working more closely than ever with India on regional security issues. He asks why this is happening. Is the US naïve to believe that India alone will gain from the relaxed regulations?  Why has the US proposed the deal? Does the US believe that India will prove a strong partner against Islamic extremism or as balance to the weight of China? Krepon warns that India cannot be expected to “follow the beat of a distant drummer nor accept a junior partnership to Washington. Improved ties will therefore be based on common interests, as well as respect for differences that result when national interests diverge.”
 He adds that the US can expect that India will continue improving ties with China. Likewise, India’s "approach to Islamic extremism will sometimes coincide and other times differ"' with India. He argues that the central question is whether the deal is bad or good for nuclear proliferation? China is increasing its nuclear arsenal and so is India. Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal is also growing. Krepon asks how the proposed US deal with India will affect growing nuclear arsenals in the subcontinent.
 This is obviously an important question which must be further examined.

The deal is important to India as was recently indicated by the about turn in the IAEA vote on the Iranian nuclear issue. The deal is important to India as was recently indicated by the about turn in the IAEA vote on the Iranian nuclear issue. It shall not hamper this strategic relationship at the cost of other developments that it perceives as less important. For example, consider the case of the Iranian conflict with the European Union and the US on the nuclear issue in the IAEA. Previously, Iran’s external affairs minister, Natwar Singh visited Iran in the first week of September 2005. He said that Iran had the right to peaceful nuclear technology and India’s relations with Iran are not predicated on positions and views attributed to some governments. India has traditionally had strong ties with Iran and was now eyeing Iranian oil and natural gas to meet its growing energy demands. Iran had agreed with India in June 2005 to export 5 million metric tons of liquefied natural gas, starting in 2009.  Also, India, along with Pakistan, is working on a $ 7-8 billion, 1,000- mile oil pipeline project that will help it meet its large and ever-increasing energy needs.  On Sep. 14, President Bush expressed concern over Iran’s nuclear program to Indian Premier Manmohan Singh in New York. The US was rallying support for possible UNSC sanctions against Iran. Earlier, India had come under attack in the US congress over its cooperation that if India did not support US’s bid to refer Iran to the UNSC, Bush administration should freeze its landmark agreement to expand nuclear cooperation with India. The nuclear pact can only be implemented after the Congress amends certain laws. Manmohan Singh reiterated to President Bush that India was firmly against nuclear proliferation and wanted the issue resolved diplomatically.
 But the Indians had also given Iran assurances that it would side with it in the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Board of Governors vote on September 24, 2005. India is a member of the 35-member board and had voted against the Iranian position. when it sided with the United States and the European Union in supporting a resolution that recommends referring Iran to the U.N. Security Council if negotiations on its nuclear program do not make headway.  An editorial ibn The Washington Times stated that  “India's position at the IAEA regarding Iran is encouraging and significant, illustrating that concerns over Iran's program do not emanate from Washington and Europe alone. The move also indicates that the young U.S.-Indian friendship was evolving.”
  The Iranians were furious as a result. As expected, India maintained that its s vote in the IAEA had nothing to do with the pipeline. 

The The Washington Times stated that:

India surprised even the most vigilant observers last weekend    All the same, it would be premature to conclude that India's vote is a definitive turning point, indicating that New Delhi will ultimately support referring Iran to the Security Council. The resolution at the IAEA does little more than diplomatically rap Tehran on the shoulder, since the IAEA board will not consider until November whether the Security Council needs to examine the Iranian program. 
    Tehran gives its nuclear program a high priority and appears willing to become a pariah to maintain it. While any agreement with Iran would require diplomatic negotiation and maneuvering, it would probably also require a willingness to confront Iran. It remains to be seen whether India will be willing to join the West in bringing that pressure to bear. 
    Indeed, U.S. officials were forced to do some tough bargaining with India in order to win its support for last weekend's vote. New Delhi had demonstrated it had no intention of voting for a resolution pressuring Iran. Energy-hungry India has been careful not to alienate Iran, on which it depends for fossil fuels. …   At the same time, the Indian government values its growing ties with the United States, particularly a July 18 proposal by the Bush administration to share civilian nuclear technology with India, which would also help the country meet its energy needs. With rising gas prices, that deal is particularly attractive. 
    Given those competing interests, India would rather not take a clear position on the Iranian program. U.S. officials have correctly made clear, though, that if the United States is to share nuclear technology with India, New Delhi must commit itself to nuclear nonproliferation on Iran and other issues. India clearly heard that message, and acted on it last weekend. 
    U.S. officials should publicly avoid the appearance of a crude quid pro quo. If the Indian government is seen by its citizens as doing the bidding of the Bush administration, it will suffer politically and may not vote with the United States and the European Union come November. The Communists that India's ruling party depends on for its majority have publicly opposed confronting Iran at the IAEA. 
    Unfortunately, Rep. Tom Lantos, California Democrat, has made it more difficult for India to vote the right way next time. Not one to pass up a self-aggrandizing opportunity, Mr. Lantos boasted of the pressure he put on India's foreign minister over the Iranian program when he visited Washington in early September, and suggested that he singlehandedly succeeded in getting the Indians to change their position. 
"I had then made it clear that India cannot expect [us] to accommodate her while she totally disregards our interests, and indicated great displeasure with India's policy," said Mr. Lantos on Wednesday. He added that his statement caused "a tremendous hubbub" in the Indian media. 
    On that latter point, Mr. Lantos is certainly correct. That "hubbub" in the Indian press was over concerns that India acted as a U.S. lackey at the IAEA, a perception reinforced by Mr. Lantos' unfortunate and self-serving comments. The Indian government is now taking pains to claim it voted on the merits of the nonproliferation cause, not due to U.S. pressure. U.S. lawmakers should also extol those merits, and refrain from bragging about how they pushed India's foreign minister around. India's vote, after all, will still be needed come November.

RESPONSE BY PAKISTAN

What are the implications of this agreement on Pakistan? Pakistan seems to be downplaying the Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation pact. The official response was indicated by Prime Minister Shaukat Aziz in a statement on September 27, 2005 in which he said the pact was not a cause of concern for Pakistan.
 Nevertheless, Pakistan remains cautious about the development and is quietly demanding that it be given the same access to US civilian nuclear technology that has been proposed for India. Pakistan desires that the proposed US legislation shouldn't be a specific, one-time affair just for India. It should leave the door open for other countries that meet the same criteria. Pakistan would indeed like to have a similar treatment on the issues which concern it as well as India. Recently, Pakistan had clarified that any discriminatory treatment on the question of civilian nuclear technology would not be acceptable to it. Pakistan is concerned about the turn of events, especially after the US refused to enter into a civil nuclear cooperation agreement with Pakistan similar to that of India. This exceptional treatment of India was worrying. Pakistan warned that the balance of power in South Asia should not be tilted in India's favor, as a result of the new strategic US relationship with India. In that case Pakistan would have to take “extraordinary measures to ensure a capability for deterrence and defense”. 
Pakistan’s Reaction  

Although the US-India agreement concerns the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, the Pakistani concern was that greater help by the US would enable India to divert its indigenous capability to military purposes.

Former minister of state for foreign affairs Inamul Haq claimed that the civil nuclear cooperation pact was a very important development. Condoleezza Rice had recently stated that the US will assist India in becoming a super power. He claimed that the US had established a long-term strategic relationship with India. The agreement was termed as a “subversion” of the NPT and could lead to an arms race in the region. He also claimed that the US was trying to contain China.

Pakistan had expressed its concerns to the US. India already has a nuclear establishment much larger than Pakistan’s.  The US National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley visited Pakistan on September 27, 2005 and met President Musharraf and Foreign Minister Khurshid Kasuri. Mr. Hadley made on September 27 in which he said that the US needs to have a nuclear program “tailored” to the needs of Pakistan. An editorial in Dawn, the most respected English newspaper in Pakistan, speculated that after this “significant” remark should lead to stepped-up nuclear cooperation between Pakistan and the US. Mr. Hadley had also said that the US desired to “broaden8ing and deepening its strategic relationship with Pakistan over the long term.” The Dawn editorial quickly noted that “As the history of US-Pakistan ties shows, absent all along has been a long-term relationship. Twice in the past it was expediency that brought the two countries closer…The 9/11 trauma have again infused a new life into their relationship, but people wonder whether this too is a passing phase”.
 The statement echoes popular perceptions about the US in Pakistan. The concern about the durability of the ties between Pakistan and the US is very widespread in Pakistan and is not limited to the official circles or to the media alone. Thus, in the popular mind the Pakistani relations with the US were lacking permanence.

Though Pakistan was initially diffident to approach US to seek a deal like the one struck during Prime Minister Manmohan Singh's visit to the US it has now stepped up its campaign to secure advanced nuclear technology. The Government of Pakistan had maintained that denying it a nuclear package like that of India is a clear discrimination against a friend. President Musharraf had warned the US and important western countries that there would be no stability in the region if India was continued to be favored and Pakistan was ignored despite being a strong ally of the international community against terrorism. 
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	Pakistan has now formally approached the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) seeking a deal similar to the one between United States and India to produce nuclear power, saying that it needed more atomic power plants to meet future energy requirements. Pakistan has urged the NSG, comprising developed industrial countries, not to single out Pakistan by providing nuclear energy to India in the region. The NSG was approached after President Musharraf had been requested by Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC) Chairman Pervez Butt to formally seek a nuclear deal from the US and the West to meet the country's 8,800 MW of electricity needs during the next 25 years.



The India-US nuclear deal has become controversial in the US. George Perkovich, a nuclear and South Asia expert at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, has argued that “the nuclear deal was signed too quickly, and there are major faults in the agreement”.
 He argued that the US-Indian civil nuclear cooperation would harm the global nonproliferation regime and “encourage other nations to go nuclear as well. He claimed that is equivalent to “changing rules” of the NPT. He said that the Bush administration’s “desire to mobilize India to balance Chinese military power in Asia distorts the strategy, as does the Indian governments obsession with nuclear energy”. 
 But India’s willingness and capacity to cooperate with the US in balancing the power of China was “too uncertain to form the foundation of a strategic relationship”. Perkovich warned that “one major test of India’s intentions and US seriousness will be when the Indian nuclear establishment proposes to exclude India’s prototype fast breeder reactor and all other research and developments facilities from safeguards”
 He also argued that the sharing of “advanced technology” with India was very strange. In the end he admonished the US for “not getting more from India in return”. 

In this apprehension, Perkovich was echoing the concerns of many Pakistani experts. Many Pakistanis were apprehensive about these future arrangements, if any, because they were convinced that the Indians would cheat on their commitments with the US on the safeguards issue.   

Although the US-India agreement concerns the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, the Pakistani concern was that greater help by the US would enable India to divert its indigenous capability to military purposes.

Former minister of state for foreign affairs Inamul Haq claimed that the civil nuclear cooperation pact was a very important development. Condoleezza Rice had recently stated that the US will assist India in becoming a super power. He claimed that the US had established a long-term strategic relationship with India. The agreement was termed as a “subversion” of the NPT and could lead to an arms race in the region. He also claimed that the US was trying to contain China.

Pakistan had expressed its concerns to the US. India already has a nuclear establishment much larger than Pakistan’s.  The US National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley visited Pakistan on September 27, 2005 and met President Musharraf and Foreign Minister Khurshid Kasuri. Mr. Hadley made on September 27 in which he said that the US needs to have a nuclear program “tailored” to the needs of Pakistan. An editorial in Dawn, the most respected English newspaper in Pakistan, speculated that after this “significant” remark should lead to stepped-up nuclear cooperation between Pakistan and the US. Mr. Hadley had also said that the US desired to “broaden8ing and deepening its strategic relationship with Pakistan over the long term.” The Dawn editorial quickly noted that “As the history of US-Pakistan ties shows, absent all along has been a long-term relationship. Twice in the past it was expediency that brought the two countries closer…The 9/11 trauma have again infused a new life into their relationship, but people wonder whether this too is a passing phase”.
 The statement echoes popular perceptions about the US in Pakistan. The concern about the durability of the ties between Pakistan and the US is very widespread in Pakistan and is not limited to the official circles or to the media alone. Thus, in the popular mind the Pakistani relations with the US were lacking permanence.

Pakistan’s quest for equal treatment has many critics in the US. Critics of Pakistan contend that Pakistan and India are not comparable. Often the A.Q. Khan network smuggling nuclear weapons technology is mentioned. "I Jehangir Karamat, Pakistan's ambassador said in Aug. 2005 "Whatever legislation is made shouldn't be a specific, one-time affair just for India, but should leave the door open for other countries that meet the same criteria and show good responsibility and satisfy the United States' concerns."
 
Pakistan is considering approaching the Bush administration about civilian nuclear energy cooperation. Pakistan stands good chances as it has strong military ties with the US. Foster Klug argued that the US trains Pakistani soldiers and sells weapons to Pakistan. And Musharraf is a vital US ally in the war in neighboring Afghanistan.

Meanwhile, a US State Department official stated in a Congress hearing that the USA would not enter into a civil nuclear cooperation agreement with Pakistan like the one it had signed with India. President Musharraf stated on Sep. 12, 2005 that Pakistan “would indeed like to have a similar treatment on the issue which concern Pakistan as well as India.”
 
Critics point out that neither Pakistan nor India is a signatory to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the cornerstone of global efforts to control the spread of nuclear weapons. While it is certainly too early to judge the direction of the new US-India relationship, it is clear that Pakistan does have to be overly concerned about the development. We believe that India-US relations are not a zero-sum game. Meaning that a gain for India is perceived as necessarily a loss for Pakistan. Pakistan must still be working doubly hard at strengthening its own relationship with the US. The relationship must also undergo a formidable change. The Government of Pakistan must make more efforts to win the hearts and minds of the American establishment. The Indians have been playing this game quite admirably. India has cultivated a vast network of friends in the American corridors of power. Pakistan has an image problem in the US which we have not been able to tackle. In the game of PR we simply have been left behind. A new effort is made to recoup the losses. A much better organized and dynamic Foreign Ministry is needed for the purpose. Internal reform of the ministry is called for at the earliest. Pakistani diplomats and foreign ministry officials may be better trained to deliver the goods so to speak. Their performance is generally not up to the mark. Professionalism is missing here. 

It is simply wrong to imagine that the peace process between India and Pakistan has become irreversible, as some might have us believe. A reversible is clearly possible and may even happen if the negotiation process is not handled carefully. Remember the ideological divide between Muslim and Hindu is real and the antagonism between India and Pakistan as recent as 2002 border situation. Nothing is given when it comes to the two neighbors. A long history of enmity is not easily reversible. It is easier said then done. We do desire peace in South Asia simply for the sake of the hapless and poor citizens of the two countries. Valuable energy and resources can be then diverted to solve the economic and social problems of the teeming millions living in abject poverty and helplessness. Surely, the poor of both India and Pakistan deserve better.


While many people were apprehensive of the talks then were voices of wisdom and encouragement as well. The two countries are gradually moving onwards and debating problem within the context of the framework that they had adopted for moving towards a resolution of the outstanding issues between them. Pakistan has already tried the other route. Wars and low-intensity conflict, far form changing the status quo had only added to the miseries of the long-suffering Kashmiris. After 9/11 there is no international support for exercising the military option in Kashmir. Pakistan must continue to emphasize the centrality of the Kashmir dispute but at the same time take firm positions on issues such as Baghliar, and Siachen.  Pakistan must also push for interim developments such as the gas pipeline from Iran. Economic issues have the potential of setting in motion a different dynamic and creating an environment in which contentious issues can be resolved differently. The stakes are very high for both parties to the dispute and a solution is not inevitable. It is simply wrong to imagine that the peace process between India and Pakistan has become irreversible, as some might have us believe. A reversible is clearly possible and may even happen if the negotiation process is not handled carefully. Remember the ideological divide between Muslim and Hindu is real and the antagonism between India and Pakistan as recent as 2002 border situation. Nothing is given when it comes to the two neighbors. A long history of enmity is not easily reversible. It is easier said then done. We do desire peace in South Asia simply for the sake of the hapless and poor citizens of the two countries. Valuable energy and resources can be then diverted to solve the economic and social problems of the teeming millions living in abject poverty and helplessness. Surely, the poor of both India and Pakistan deserve better. In April 2005, General Musharraf visited India again.  President General Musharraf claimed that Pakistan was making efforts for establishment of lasting peace in South Asia through resolution of all issues, including the Jammu and Kashmir dispute with India. In the context of fight against terrorism, the president stressed the importance of addressing the underlying causes of terrorism and said that major powers owed a vital role in assisting the developing countries attain socio-economic development

KASHMIR AS THE MAIN STUMBLING BLOCK IN IMPROVED INDIA-PAKISTAN RELATIONS

Kashmir is claim by both India and Pakistan but it remains divided by a ceasefire line, the result of their first war over the territory soon after independence from Britain in 1947. Tens of thousands have died in Indian Kashmir since 1989, when a Muslim separatist revolt against Indian rule erupted. 

 The two neighboring countries control parts of the territory. Despite differences over Kashmir, a ceasefire has held there since late 2003 and the two sides have launched a composite dialogue on a range of issues, including Kashmir. 

India and Pakistan began peace talks in January last year, but have made little headway in resolving a bitter dispute over Kashmir. The two neighboring countries control parts of the territory, but each claims it in its entirety. India has again warned on October 3, 2005 that attacks by Pakistan-based militants in the disputed Himalayan region of Kashmir could derail the thaw in relations. While little progress has been made on Kashmir.  "I don't think that it is in either country's interest to allow such things to happen," said Indian Foreign Secretary Shyam Saran, who is subordinate to Singh. Pakistan's foreign secretary, Riaz Mohammed Khan, denied that any "cross-border terrorism" was taking place. 
What is the future of the current peace talks between India and Pakistan? Definitely, India and Pakistan are trying to overcome decades of mistrust by cooperating on many issues. Various confidence building measures have been initiated by both India and Pakistani governments. It will take bold leadership on the part of both India and Pakistan to achieve a significant breakthrough on Kashmir – the real dispute between the two countries. Is the leadership of both India and Pakistan able to rise above its domestic political compulsions and boldly chart a new course beneficial for the people of the subcontinent? The people of South Asia pray and hope that this will actually happen. Peace in South Asia will free the region’s leadership to make real and tangible progress towards denting poverty, illiteracy and backwardness in their region. Let us hope they succeed. The world will be a better place if they do. Kashmir remains a flashpoint in the subcontinent. India and Pakistan must move with determination to solve the dispute. 

Since 1989, Islamic militants have waged an insurgency against Indian rule in Kashmir. The violence has killed more than 66,000 people, mostly civilians. However, the rivals have resumed some severed transportation links, restored normal diplomatic ties and made it easier for people from either side to travel to the other country. A top Indian official warned that any attack in Indian-controlled Kashmir by militants from the Pakistani side could disrupt the peace efforts. ``I don't think that it is in either country's interest to allow such things to happen,'' said Indian Foreign Secretary Shyam Saran, who is subordinate to Singh. Pakistan's Foreign Secretary, Riaz Mohammed Khan, denied that any ``cross-border terrorism'' was taking place. Since 1989, Islamic militants have waged an insurgency against Indian rule in Kashmir. The violence has killed more than 66,000 people, mostly civilians. 

Last year, Mushahid Hussain warned that though the Indian and Pakistani goodwill can only last if the dialogue process facilitated a solution to the controversial issues. The attempt to improve relations between the two countries is “genuine” but pointed out that these developments can be reversed “if the dialogue does not move in the direction of problem solving” (Hussain, 26). This was truly an apt warning. The solution to the Kashmir issue is extremely problematic. The USA is seemingly pushing both Pakistan and India towards a final solution to the intractable territorial dispute. Why is the USA interested in a final Kashmir solution? Since 9/11 the regional political dynamics have changed drastically. The US facing al Qaeda in its “war on terrorism” and seems to be gaining grounds. It is preoccupied with its Iraqi occupation and fight against the Muslim and nationalist guerilla attacks. More than a thousand US soldiers have been killed since the occupation of Iraq in 2004. More than a $100 billion have already been spent on the war in Iraq. The US is also fighting against the Taliban and al Qaeda elements in Afghanistan and is relying on the Musharraf regime to help it get rid of the remaining al-Qaeda strongholds in the NWFP region in Pakistan. The USA and Pakistan have a convergence of national interests in the removal of the al Qaeda and Taliban elements. Pakistan is threatened from within by the Islamic radicals. Several attempts have been made on the life of General Musharraf already. The USA supports General Musharraf for this purpose. The Indian government is also siding with the US on the Iraq and Afghanistan issue. Plus, the USA is undergoing a major strategic shift of its own which affects the India-Pakistan conflict. The USA is concerned about the swift buildup of China as a world power. It is convinced that China would become a future rival and therefore an alliance with India makes sense. India on its part sees China as a rival also. Although relations have improved somewhat between India and China lately. Recently, the Chinese premier had visited India. Nonetheless, a rivalry between the two Asian giants who each see themselves as the inheritor of a great civilization and a future great power is axiomatic. A strategic relationship is being gradually built between India and the USA. The USA sees India as a valuable business, and trading partner. It is also seen as a valuable source of joint ventures, research partner and source of industrial collaboration. Lastly, India is a growing market and can prove a fertile ground for American services and even products. Given the nature of the conflict, the era of durable peace between India and Pakistan is problematic. However, recent developments do promise some breakthrough. Thus, there is a lot going in this relationship between two great democracies. On the other hand, the USA needs Pakistan as a bulwark against Islamic radicalism and therefore earnestly desires that its two allies make peace among themselves. Hence the pressure on Kashmir. What can a possible solution look like? On Kashmir, the two countries continued to disagree because they had different approaches. Pakistan desired that first a Kashmir dispute be acknowledged. Second, to review all possible solutions. Third, eliminate those solutions that either country thinks is not acceptable. Fourth, agree on the remainder. India believed that there is no meeting ground after the undesirable solutions have been discarded. Therefore, the two counties must start with a “broad range of measures that will build constituencies for peace”. Massoda Bano warns:
 

While, there can simply be no disagreement with the fact that without settling the Kashmir issue there are no prospects of reaching long term peace in the region, it is also a reality that to start the negotiations with the mindset that only a significant shift in India's Kashmir policy will lead to any other collaboration between the two countries is unlikely to yield any fruitful outcomes. Let us all be clear about some facts about Kashmir. It is a fact that Kashmir is a disputed territory and acknowledged as such by the United Nations. It is also a fact that Kashmiris have faced extreme human rights violations by the Indian forces from brutal killings of innocent Kashmiris to rape of Kashmiri women. It is also true that the international community has not given these violations their due attention and has historically not used their clout with India to get the Kashmir issue resolved. It is also true that most Pakistanis feel a close affinity with the Kashmiri people and opine that Pakistan should actively fight the Kashmir case. But, while all these facts make it important for Pakistan to keep Kashmir talks at the top of the agenda.

Kashmir remained a stumbling point. Schaffer thinks that the other issues in the composite dialogue were of less significance and “would be relatively easy to resolve.” She added that Pakistan was “still wary of making too much progress before a serious discussion on Kashmir starts”. 
The Kashmir issue was definitely a hard nut to crack. Notwithstanding the difficulties, the peace process has gained some momentum. Some people think it is irreversible. The peace process has been complicated, to say the least. Back-channel contacts between President Musharraf and Congress leader Sonia Gandhi and present Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh had intensified. In January 2004 the Congress led coalition government came to power having won the general elections and defeating the BJP coalition. The new government of India desires to catch up in economic development. It wants to make up for all the lost years which had thwarted rapid development of the country. There is a strong realization that India has not developed as much as neighboring China. The new emphasis is on economic reform and peace in the region. The Indians realized that the world has changed because power, geo-economics, information technology and globalization are the most important requirements for progress and development of any country or region. Without uninterrupted flow of people, goods, services and capital it is difficult for people in any region to compete with others and excel in the areas of human progress and development. Peace and stability in Jammu and Kashmir and the recognition of the Kashmiri identity by the world will definitely help better Indo-Pakistani relations on the one hand and ensure peace, progress and stability for South Asia on the other. There is a simultaneous process of political negotiation between the Kashmiri leadership itself. Mirwaiz Umar Farooq, the acting chairman of the All Parties Hurriyat Conference (APHC) and Syed Ali Shah Geelani, and President Tehreek-e-Hurriyat are negotiating among themselves for a unified position. Meanwhile, some Kashmiri leaders are openly skeptical on General Musharraf’s new stance on Kashmir. They are convinced that Pakistan is planning a sell-out on Kashmir under US pressure. They believe that General Musharraf is compromising his erstwhile tough stance on the Kashmir issue. There is definitely a possible solution of the Kashmir dispute. The way out is not easy, however.  Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and President Musharraf met again in New York on Sep. 14, 2005

There are some other facts that need to be considered too. And these are that Kashmir is an extremely touchy subject for Indian population too. Having participated in various Track II initiatives one knows that even when you talk to most liberal, educated, and pro-peace Indians, majority of them have very fixed notions about Kashmir. They might criticize their governments on wrong visa policy towards Pakistan, for breeding hate deliberately between the two countries, but when it comes to Kashmir, most of them simply end up supporting their government stand. Most of them see Kashmir as an integral part of India and the Kashmiris as creating unnecessarily demands. …All of this is to show that to reach a solution on Kashmir is not easy. In fact, it is simply impossible till the Indian and Pakistan public first build some trust on each other. And this won't happen till there is greater social interaction between the two nations, more trade ties are formed, and more economic interdependence developed on each other. The idea is not at all to forget Kashmir but to be realistic and pragmatic about the whole situation. A long-term solution to Kashmir dispute will only come with better understanding between the people of India and Pakistan and not just with occasional talks of the top government officials of the two sides. 


The USA is seemingly pushing both Pakistan and India towards a final solution to the intractable territorial dispute. Why is the USA interested in a final Kashmir solution? Since 9/11 the regional political dynamics have changed drastically. The US is pitted against the al Qaeda in its “war on terrorism” and seems to be gaining grounds. It is preoccupied with its Iraqi occupation and fight against the Muslim and nationalist guerilla attacks. More than a thousand US soldiers have been killed since the occupation of Iraq in 2004. More than a $100 billion have already been spent on the war in Iraq. The US is also fighting against the Taliban and al Qaeda elements in Afghanistan and is relying on the Musharraf regime to help it get rid of the remaining al-Qaeda strongholds in the NWFP region in Pakistan. The USA and Pakistan have a convergence of national interests in the removal of the al Qaeda and Taliban elements. Pakistan is threatened from within by the Islamic radicals. Several attempts have been made on the life of General Musharraf already. The USA supports General Musharraf for this purpose. The Indian government is also siding with the US on the Iraq and Afghanistan issue. Plus, the USA is undergoing a major strategic shift of its own which affects the India-Pakistan conflict. The USA is concerned about the swift buildup of China as a world power. It is convinced that China would become a future rival and therefore an alliance with India makes sense. India on its part sees China as a rival also. Although relations have improved somewhat between India and China lately. Recently, the Chinese premier had visited India. Nonetheless, a rivalry between the two Asian giants who each see themselves as the inheritor of a great civilization and a future great power is axiomatic. A strategic relationship is being gradually built between India and the USA. The USA sees India as a valuable business, and trading partner. It is also seen as a valuable source of joint ventures, research partner and source of industrial collaboration. Lastly, India is a growing market and can prove a fertile ground for


There can simply be no disagreement with the argument that without the Kashmir settlement there is no durable peace in South Asia. Over the years many solutions have been discussed. The problem is that the positions of India and Pakistan diverge widely on the matter. Pakistan is prepared for a negotiated settlement of the dispute. It is showing great flexibility on the issue by not emphasizing the earlier position demanding implementation of UNSC resolutions. Pakistan is now saying that the settlement must not only reflect the aspirations of the Kashmiris must also be acceptable to Pakistan and India.  Therefore, a way forward has to be found to meet the challenge of establishing peace in the region. Pakistan hopes that India realizes that a significant shift is required on its Kashmir policy. This shift is not forthcoming for the time being.  Meanwhile, the US has offered to facilitate talks on Kashmir. The US has urged both India and Pakistan to resolve their differences amicably and has encouraged them to continue the dialogue. Pakistan welcomes the offer. We hope that with outside assistance a real breakthrough may happen. If the main stumbling block to peace in the subcontinent- Kashmir – is not removed then the current peace process will come to a screeching halt. If, and when, this development happens, great tension would again be created in South Asia. We cannot afford that to happen again. Therefore, it is imperative to find a just solution of the Kashmir dispute through negotiations.  But we also recognize that the very nature of the territorial dispute in Kashmir, a solution is very difficult. What seems to be the problem here? Kashmir is proving to be a very serious problem between India and Pakistan. The Indians and Pakistanis have sharp difference on the issue.  There is no easy answer to the dilemma. 
First, the Pakistani perspective is examined in brief. The Pakistanis believed that primarily Islam shaped their metal outlook. Islam is perceived to be a great civilization and religion. Pakistan is a modern Islamic republic. The country is unique in the world as it was established in the name of Islam. Pakistan perceives itself as the leader of the Islamic world because it is the strongest Muslim country. Islam is confronted by its enemies and needs to be actively defended. It is commonly believed that India is committed to aggression and seeks dominance of the region. Therefore, Pakistan must attain further military power to thwart India’s ambitions. General Musharraf regime’s quest for a formidable nuclear arsenal has very strong support in the country. It is commonly perceived in Pakistan the current Congress-led government of India is far better than the previous BJP. Mushahid Hussain, secretary general of the PMLQ echoes the Pakistani mindset when he maintains that the previous BJP government had pursued a twin policy of Muslim and Pakistan bashing on the one hand and promotion of Hindu mythology on the other.
 Many Pakistanis and Indians agree that the root of the conflict between India and Pakistan is the Kashmir dispute. General Musharraf has repeatedly held this conviction. He is correct in this perception. The Kashmir dispute is a territorial one and by its very nature very difficult to resolve. General Musharraf has also emphasized that India first talk about the Kashmir dispute.  Everything else follows. 


A political future of the Kashmiris, with their input, remains the outstanding question. A brief note on the facts of the case is given here. The Kashmir dispute is a legacy of the unfinished business of the Partition. Kashmir should have joined Pakistan as it was a predominantly Muslim land adjacent to Pakistan and culturally an integral part of it. But despite the wishes of the populace, the Hindu ruler acceded to India. Indian troops landed in the valley and the first war erupted between Indian and Pakistan in 1948. The UNO got involved as Kashmir was one of the earliest disputes taken up by the newly setup international organization. In 1948 the UN Security Council had passed a resolution that the future of this state be decided through a plebiscite. Nehru, premier of India, promised the plebiscite. He did not deliver on his promise, however. The dispute simmered over the decades. Much water has flown under the proverbial bridge since then. Most importantly, since the 1989 political and military uprising around 80,000 Kashmiris have been killed. The Indian government alleged that Pakistani infiltration of Mujahideen was fueling the uprising. Pakistan denied the charge. In fact, Indian state oppression in the Kashmir Valley is mostly intact. Of the 600,000 Indian military and paramilitary forces deployed, mostly in the Occupied Valley, only 6,000 have been actually withdrawn. Most of the laws that have usurped Kashmiri civil and political rights have still to be repealed. Although the Congress government repealed the Prevention of Terrorism Act, it did not repeal the Special Armed Forces Act that permits detention without trial and house arrest. People can also be shot if security forces are "threatened" or "peace is violated." A magistrate’s order, or FIR, is not required to arrest an individual as under normal police laws.  The Indian State will have to take steps to change the oppressive Kashmiri political context. General Musharraf insists a win-win solution for Kashmiris, Pakistanis and the Indians is within grasp. That may not be so. However, given the circumstances neither country is likely to pull out of the peace process. 


Since the Kashmiris themselves are party to the dispute their perceptions need to be examined also. There is an internal political dynamics in Kashmir which may shape the final outcome of the Kashmir talks. There is a simultaneous process of political negotiation between the Kashmiri leadership within itself. Mirwaiz Umar Farooq, the acting chairman of the All Parties Hurriyat Conference (APHC) and Syed Ali Shah Geelani, and President Tehreek-e-Hurriyat are negotiating among themselves for a unified position. Meanwhile, some Kashmiri leaders were openly skeptical on General Musharraf’s new stance on Kashmir. They were convinced that the Government of Pakistan was planning a sell-out on Kashmir under US pressure. It seemed that General Musharraf was compromising his erstwhile tough stance on the Kashmir issue. Syed Ali Shah Geelani, Chairman of APHC had said that India and Pakistan have reached at a ‘solution’ under pressure by American government that according to him had devised the ‘solution’.
 He reiterated any such solution as unacceptable to Kashmiris. “Pakistan and India under American pressure have devised a solution that entails they have agreed to accept the ‘status quo’ on Kashmir. Geelani showed displeasure over the role being played by Pakistan. He said that when Musharraf came to India for first time, he was unrelenting on Kashmir and said that Kashmir was the core issue but later relented on his position. Geelani said that the Kashmiris had not been made part of any process leading to resolution of Kashmir Issue.” “We want Pakistan to tell us what it has worked out with India on Kashmir Issue in their bilateral talks,” Geelani said that 100,000 Kashmiris had been killed in the last 16 years of freedom struggle against the Indian military forces.
 The Kashmiris and the Pakistanis would not allow the LOC to become the permanent border. The JKLF, another Kashmiri group, has talked about independence of Kashmir. Clearly, the Kashmiri leadership was at this point in time not united on the Kashmir issue. As India and Pakistan continues to talk among themselves, the Kashmiri leadership is expected to unify its own ranks. General Musharraf has demanded this. 
The hardliners and Muslim radicals are proving to be a problem in dispute settlement in Kashmir. Why do the Muslim radicals oppose the peace process? To understand their political stance requires an examination of their ideology. They believe in the supremacy of Islam above all else. The sheer simplicity of a politics based on faith alone is the hallmark of these radicals. They are firmly grounded in the society and politics of Pakistan and therefore cannot be ignored. Their viewpoint may baffle ordinary analysts but must still be understood as to find its essence. Most of these radicals are not evil per se but just happen to be misguided folks who can be redeemed.  Plus, Islam's political strategies in dealing with the non-Muslim world are now at the crossroads and under the world's constant gaze. It will help to understand matters to very briefly look into the Islamic mind-set. Here pan-Islamic loyalty supercedes local sovereignty as Islamic doctrine divides humanity into two nations that transcend all boundaries of man-made countries: All Muslims in the world are deemed to be part of one single nation called dar-ul-islam (Nation-of-Islam). All non-Muslims are deemed to belong to dar-ul-harb (the enemy, or Nation-of-War). This bi-polar definition cuts across all sovereignty, because sovereignty is man-made and hence inferior and subservient to God's political and social bifurcation. Islamic doctrine demands loyalty only to Islamic Law and not to the man-made systems of nations and states. Orthodox Islam calls for a worldwide “network” of economic, political, social, and other alliances amongst the 1.6 billion Muslims of the world. Muslim radicals in Pakistan invoke this doctrine to claim Indian Muslims as part of dar-ul-islam, with Pakistan designated as a custodian of their interests. A central tenet of radical Islam is that the dar-ul-islam must sooner or later take over the world. The radical Islamist account of history of the subcontinent honors Aurungzeb because he subjugated the infidels, i.e. Hindus and Buddhists. Likewise, many other conquerors, such as Mahmud of Ghazni, are portrayed as great heroes of Islamic triumphalism. Given this divine mandate, the ethos of aggressiveness promoted and celebrated in social life. September 11 was a misjudgment of timing and dar-ul-islam's ability to take over. Many radicals will confirm God's edict that eventually Islam must take over the world. In their view Pakistan, assuming the leadership of dar-ul-islam, is trying to expand the territory of Islam. Coming closer to home the Kashmir issue is Pakistan's identity crisis externalized towards an outside enemy, so as to find a meaning for itself. The Muslim radicals of Pakistan have been galvanized into a neurosis to Islamize Kashmir on behalf of Allah. No fruitful discussion can begin with 'the Kashmir issue' as though it were a stand-alone real estate dispute. The root problem between India and Pakistan is not 'Kashmir'. Neither is it about Islam's theology nor its internal social practices. Rather, it is the clash between worldviews resulting from the external projection of Islam as simply dar-ul-islam versus dar-ul-harb. Of course, it is this oversimplified view of the radicals is preventing compromise on Kashmir.
Given the nature of the conflict, the era of durable peace between India and Pakistan is problematic. However, recent developments do promise some breakthrough. Thus, there is a lot going in this relationship between two great democracies. On the other hand, the USA needs Pakistan as a bulwark against Islamic radicalism and therefore earnestly desires that its two allies make peace among themselves. Hence the pressure on Kashmir. What can a possible solution look like? It is possible that a readjustment be made to the LOC and some Muslim districts are included in Pakistan. A Chenab solution has been talked about for some time. This would bring in the land west of river Chenab (essentially, the Srinagar valley) into Pakistan.  Jammu and the rest of Indian Occupied Kashmir is reportedly Hindu majority and Ladakh is Buddhist majority. These areas will go to India. Undoubtedly, this is an ideal solution favoring Pakistan. Obviously, Pakistan gains some territory which is currently under Indian occupation. It will therefore emerge as a clear winner. In this deal India does not gain any new territory and so can be perceived as a looser. Clearly, it is not in India’s interest to relent to this outcome to the dispute. We believe that the Musharraf government must aim at this outcome as a final solution to the Kashmir dispute. How to proceed now? A back channel mechanism like the Oslo Peace Talks between Israel and the PLO can be initiated, if not done already. It is expected that a third party, like the Norwegian or Swedish governments, be involved in the process and the negotiations be removed from the public glare and media scrutiny. 


What will be the best solution to the territorial dispute in Kashmir? Over the years many solutions have been discussed. The possibility of some sort of readjustment to be made on the LOC has been discussed.  A “Chenab solution” has been talked about for some time. Essentially, this would bring in the land west of river Chenab (essentially, the Srinagar valley) into Pakistan.  Jammu and the rest of Indian Occupied Kashmir is reportedly Hindu majority and Ladakh is Buddhist majority. These areas will go to India. Pakistan will gain land. Undoubtedly, this is an ideal solution favoring Pakistan. Obviously, Pakistan gains some territory which is currently under Indian occupation. It will therefore emerge as a clear winner. In this deal India does not gain any new territory and so can be perceived as a looser. Clearly, it is not in India’s interest to relent to this outcome to the dispute. We believe that the Musharraf government must aim at this outcome as a final solution to the Kashmir dispute. How to proceed now? A back channel mechanism like the Oslo Peace Talks between Israel and the PLO can be initiated, if not done already. It is expected that a third party, like the Norwegian or Swedish governments, be involved in the process and the negotiations be removed from the public glare and media scrutiny. The stakes are very high for both parties to the dispute and a solution is not inevitable. There are many people in Pakistan who are getting vary of making concessions to India on various grounds and have a genuine apprehensions that all this movement in the realm of trade, commerce, culture, etc will not resolve the Kashmir dispute.  That is plausibly correct but let not Pakistan become obsessed with Kashmir. After all in 1989 it was not Pakistan but the Kashmiris themselves who had launched a political movement against Indian misrule. India should be under no illusion therefore that it will secure an enduring settlement without factoring in the will and interests of the Kashmiris. In other words, the peace process is a means to an end and cannot become an end in itself. We cannot loose patience here. We must work at several levels art the same time, both official and unofficial contacts will help. Back-channel contacts between Indian and Pakistani governments have certainly borne some fruit and need to be encouraged. The offer of the US is welcome and it is hoped that with American assistance a real breakthrough may just happen. Let us not forget that South Asia cannot afford to remain backward, stagnant, illiterate and poor because of imprudent policies by those at the helm of affairs, particularly in New Delhi and Islamabad. Over the years, the world has changed because power, geo-economics, information technology and globalization are the most important requirements for progress and development of any country or region. Without uninterrupted flow of people, goods, services and capital it is difficult for people in any region to compete with others and excel in the areas of human progress and development. Peace and stability in Jammu and Kashmir and the recognition of the Kashmiri identity by the world will definitely help better Indo-Pakistani relations on the one hand and ensure peace, progress and stability for South Asia on the other.


Resolutions of chronic disputes follow processes. But getting the processes going is the critical first step. Nawaz Sharif, the former prime minister, had also moved wisely in that direction by initiating the Lahore summit and Vajpayee had reciprocated. But because of Kargil we prevented ourselves from testing the potential and promise of Lahore. However, we are back to engagement again and the ability to resolve bilateral disputes, beginning with the water disputes, will determine if a resolution for Kashmir can flow from this important dialogue process that began after January 2004. By now having tried coercive diplomacy, brinkmanship, the nuclear factor, military means and militancy, mini-wars and actual wars, the Pakistanis and Indians are ready to invest in a bilateral peace process. The two are confronted by home truths. Pakistan, having opted for a strategic course-correction, requires energies for the home front. Its ambitious economic plans earned it the fourth place among Asia's top four growth performers in 2003. Without peace with Pakistan, India cannot meet its energy and transit route requirements. And, above all, Kashmiris need a peaceful settlement.
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