Role of the 9/11 and the US-led War on
Terrorism in the Normalization of
Relations Between | ndia and Pakistan

M. Jamshed | gbal”

India and Pakistan are two important countries mit® Asia.
Barely, fifty-eight years ago, they together form#gk British
Indian Empire. In August 1947, both India and Pkisgained
independence as a result of the partition of theEcotinent. They
share a 1610 km border, which covers the entirdeneside of
India. The record shows that Indo-Pakistan relation the past
fifty-eight years have been, with very few excep$sip almost
persistently characterized by suspicion, acrimengjs and wars.

The partition assets of British India, which wenéerited by
Pakistan as its share, were largely denied to ilnbdja creating a
severe handicap for Pakistan at the very outsetn Safter
independence, there were serious attempts by Iddegegarding
existing agreements to block the supply of watetha canals
flowing into Pakistan from India, which were so alitfor
Pakistan’s agriculture and could have resultecamifie on a large
scale. All of this was obviously done to create thaximum
confusion and hardship in the expectation that $eakiat its very
birth would collapse under such burdens.

Pakistan’s foreign policy in the past fifty-eightars seems to
have been dominated by its security concerns aghdg&g. The
principal objective of Pakistan’s strategic poliecgs been at least
to prevent India from overrunning or subjugatin&iB&n and, at
the most, to pose as an equal of India. In PaKistémreat
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perception India has constantly figured as the ramame danger
to its security and existence. This mindset has r&&ienced both
by ideology and geopolitics, hardened by publictpes, all of
which have converged to reduce the room for manadility. It
can be said that Pakistan’s foreign policy througbst of its
history has been India-obsessed.

Both Pakistan and India present a picture of unosst
anxiety and prevailing fear about the future. Irmatigus problem of
rejection of pluralism and diversity still pressagiPakistan and
India. The ethnic and political leaders continue e&ploit
minorities in the shape of MMA in Pakistan and R&dia. The
founding fathers of India desired to make Indieeautar state but
Hindus’ fear of a non-Hindu conspiracy (not onlyMfislims’ but
including also Christians and some Sikhs) has ehg#d its
secular status. Not in constitutional terms, buadtual behaviour
the BJP has been exploiting the ethno-religiouduamfce it
commands in politics for coming into power. The ajiv
constitution has failed to demonstrate the seculamestic
character of the state in the face of recent Bawsque and
Guijarat incidents. Similarly, Pakistan has investessiderable
time, energy and prestige in constructing an Istastate identity
but the questions remain unanswered that whatues lgslam and
who is a true Muslim. Despite constitutional ameedta and
passing the Shari‘a Bill, there is no Islamic gowveent established
to fulfil its dreams of becoming an ideal Islamtats. The forces
of fear, hate and aggression have been conformddaat five
times in just over 58 years; Bloody division in Z94vars in 1948,
1965 and 1971, the nuclear blasts of 1998 and Kepgsode of
1999. The fundamental problem of security has leith bthe states
to spend more on arms race, which instead of emmgnbe
security, accentuated the insecurity. The leadershi both
countries seems to believe that they can defy thmmpowers of
the world, since both possess nuclear weapons itigpabhey
also believe that with such weapons no major wartalie place
between them forgetting that even a small scalevdben along
the LoC in Kashmir could lead to a major confroiatat which

1 Muhamamd Amin ShahidRakistan’s Foreign Policy: A Reapprais§Karachi:
Oxford University Press, 2000), p.165.
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could cause the outbreak of a nuclear war in tiggore perhaps
accidentally. Hence both making the South Asia aleau
flashpoint?

Since 1947, India and Pakistan have proved incapabl
resolving their differences and living in peacefid-existence.
From Pakistan’s perspective India accepted Partiboly as a
temporary measure. As such, Pakistan has always bee
apprehensive of being reduced to a client statkdif, like the
other small countries of the region. India, toayals mistrusted
Pakistan and took it for an economic, diplomatia anilitary
burden on it, all because of the Kashmir conflict.

From the geo-strategic point of view Pakistan tsiated on
the principal land route of India to the northwesiat has
endangered her unity and integrity from time immdaio Thus
India takes Pakistan as a threat to its securigkisfan is
considered a threat to India’s access to the séme routes of the
Middle East as well as other Indian interests & Nuslim World.
Besides, Pakistan’s alliances with the United Statéhina and
major Muslim states, and its Islamic Identity amrgeived as a
threat by India to its unity and secularism. Palisalso has the
potential of posing an indirect threat to Indiahe case of an open
war with China to open a dual front for India tdetel.

The net result of these rigid and emotionally ckdrgttitudes
adopted by both India and Pakistan in the pasté&ight years has
been that their bilateral relations have alwaysha®sler a serious
strain, primarily because of the deadlock on thethfair issue. The
real disease is the traditional antagonism betwkerHindus and
Muslims of which Kashmir dispute has taken up thapg of a
symptom. In every event national egos and condidesaof ‘loss
of face’ on both sides have prevented any flexipilThus, the two
countries keep repeating their respective arguntbatsinvariably
fall on deaf ears of the other side. On accounhigfatmosphere of
mutual hostility, both of them have had to pay ayw#ear price.
Large portions of their scanty resources have hdiearted to
unproductive pursuits of their military buildups the expense of

2 Ishtiag Ahmed, “The 1947 Partition of India: ArBdigm for Pathological Politics
in India and PakistanAsian EthnicityVol.3, No.1, March 2002, pp.9-28.
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economic development and alleviation of the povestytheir
masses. Another painful consequence of the adVeetaionship
between India and Pakistan has been the difficulfeced by
millions of their citizens belonging to divided fdias in meeting
their kith and kin on the opposite sides of therders. Even in
less acrimonious times, travel between India ankisRa has
generally been difficult, but the situation becomesse in times
of political tensions.

The Indo-Pak conflict seems to be the main obstaxlthe
prosperity of the people of South Asia. The widgngap between
India and Pakistan has been marked with considerablitical,
economic and social disparities between the twot@s. In these
circumstances since independence bilateral econoogperation
between India and Pakistan has been very limitesithsr of the
two countries imports any of the principal expontogucts
manufactured by the other. Moreover, India’s craithb has
constantly been undermined by its incapacity toguend to the
territorial disputes with Pakistan. It is in thisaertain context, in
which neither a worsening of the conflict nor a gee
improvement in the relationship between the twontoes has
ever been taken for granted.

The invasion of Afghanistan by the Soviet UniorlBv9 was
a serious threat to Pakistan. With the ‘Red Armiyita doorstep,
Pakistan found itself trapped between the Sovidbtand India
but the end of cold war could not even make a soraktk in the
wall of mutual distrust erected by the two courgtri€heir bilateral
relations, as well as regional security complex aieed largely
unchanged. Several developments that occurredea¢ntl of the
eighties, the early nineties and beginning of theenty-first
century have, however, served to modify Indo-Palcegmation of
their geo-strategic environment.

After September 11, 2001 Pakistan’s prominence iwithe
international community increased significantlykiBtan pledged
its alliance with the United States in the war agaiterrorism.
Pakistan has had long-standing close relations v@thina,
extensive security and economic interests in thsi&e Gulf and
wide-ranging bilateral relations with the Unitedatés and the
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western countries but constantly difficult and widda relations
with India.

Post September 11 Trendsin Indo-Pak Relations

In the aftermath of the September 11, the Indiavegament
adopted an aggressive posture towards Pakistan thvdttaim of
isolating it by using the international campaigraiagt terrorism.
The Indian efforts undoubtedly increased pressurePakistan.
However, Indian efforts to get Pakistan declareigreorist state
did not succeed. Consequently, after 9/11 the iogisttbetween
India and Pakistan touched their lowest ebb. Iméia in no mood
to de-escalate tension with Pakistan. It wanted itibernational
community to categorically declare Pakistan a testcstate. As
regards the Kashmir dispute, India liked to sdtike dispute on its
own terms, that is, to get the LoC declared amrmaitgonal border
between the two countries. Thus, there was a deladletween
India and Pakistan that continued for the nextyears. There was
greater need for the international community toyp& more
constructive role to help defuse the tense stafgl-of

The post-September 11 Indian foreign policy treadewed
that the BJP government adopted an aggressiveudatifor
attaining its two long-term foreign policy goals) (b attain a
hegemonic position in South Asia; (b) to acquire tecognized
status of an international actor. India initiallyok the post 9/11
period as laden with opportunities to isolate Rakis
internationally and more importantly in relation tioe Kashmir
dispute but miserably failed.

In this context three apparent trends in Indiareifgr policy
towards Pakistan were worth noting. First, Indidfic@als issued
provocative statements accusing Pakistan of beirtgriarists-
harbouring state and involved in terrorist activisithe Indian
government also tried to convince the United Stated other
Western countries not to give much importance tkigean’s role
in the war against terrorism. Realizing that aftes 9/11 events
Pakistan had once again become a frontline statthéoU.S. and
western countries, the then Indian Home Ministedyai, in a
statement on September 16, 2001 said, “the worldatadisregard
the fact that over a decade, Pakistan has beenopirarterrorism.
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They have been giving refuge and asylum to alléhndulging in
terrorism.” He urged the U.S. not to overlook these facts evhil
formulating any long-term strategy for curbing wvebvide
terrorism. On October 12, 2001, the Indian Ambassdd the
U.S., Lalit Mansingh, referring to U.S.-Pakistafatiens said in a
statement “India understands that in the presentego the U.S.
has to use the facilities provided for the war agathe Taliban
and Osama bin Laden. But if the U.S. goes behimha@uoic aid
and supply of arms to Pakistan, India will be coned.”

As regards the second trend, in the post-Septefihe?001
scenario, there was a significant increase in el of violence
by unidentified and suspected militant in the Imdieeld Kashmir
and also in other parts of India. In this contexkeeping with its
past practice, the Indian government boosted ispgganda
campaign blaming Pakistan for cross-border temorig; the
Indian-held Kashmir, as well as for sponsoring emnae in other
parts of India. On October 1, 2001 a suicide sqaihaicked the
Legislative Assembly building in Srinagar leaving Reople dead
and 60 injured. The Indian Prime Minister Vajpayeenediately
wrote a letter to the U.S. President in which heuaed Pakistan
for the act and stressed that Pakistan must urderghat there
was a limit to the patience of the people of Intiater, during his
visit to the U.S. in November 2001 there was aachtton the
Indian Parliament by unknown elements. India aatuakistan’'s
Inter Services Intelligence for masterminding ih December 19,
the Indian Prime Minister declared that India waeging all its
options open on the fight against Pakistan-spodstegorism’
Not long afterward, on 31 December 2001 India idsaudist of 20
‘fugitives’ and, as an ultimatum to Pakistan, degdeththat they be
handed over to India. A bomb attack on the AmeriCamtre in
Kolkata on January 22, 2002 was also attributedakistan’s 1SI.
But an independent inquiry held later on ruled thet allegation of
any such terrorist attack.

The Hindy September 17, 2001.
Times of IndiaOctober 13, 2001.
Asian AgeOctober 4, 2001.

Times of IndiaDecember 20, 2001.
Ibid., January 29, 2002.
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These events were followed by the developmentsanrdian
state of Guijarat that started from Godhra on Felgr@@, 2002, in
which 57 Hindu activists of the VHP were supposdualiynt alive
when their bogie caught fire. This led to the wokstd of
communal violence in Gujarat perpetrated by Hindlitants of
various Hindu religious organizations. The Indiaavernment
regarded the Godhra incident also as a Pakistamssped terrorist
act® However, the human rights organization and theiamd
Human Rights Commissions in their reports pointss dccusing
finger at the state government for fanning the comah violence’.

In the same context, in relation to the third tretiee Indian
government concentrated bulk of its armed forceagthe line of
control, as well as on the international bordeorider to pressurize
Pakistan. After the September 11 attacks, the indrany was put
on a red alert along the line of control in theigmdheld Kashmir
and on the Punjab international border to thwast attempt by
militants to infiltrate into India as the standaeli policy pattern
of India. The heavy Indian deployments showed thatia
definitely had contingency plans of some aggresast®n against
Pakistan.

Kashmir and Indo-Pak Relations

In the political arena, Kashmir has always occupietcentre
stage in the Indo-Pakistan relations. This has meedathe crux of
the difficulties between the two countries. It seeitmt both sides
viewed it not merely as a territorial dispute og thsue of the right
to self-determination of the Kashmiri people buérth had also
been deep underlying ideological antagonisms amdudes-old
prejudices and misgivings marring relations betwdka two
countries. Pakistan describes the Kashmir dispute am
“unfinished item on the agenda of the partition” dtiie
subcontinent in 1947, meaning thereby that the igoots
Muslim-majority area of Indian-held Kashmir mustibeluded to
constitute a complete Pakistan. It has been then ni&gpute

8 The Gujarat Chief Minister’s Statement reporbgdHindustan TimesMarch 5,
2002.

9 “National Human Rights Commission of India Reggoublished byThe Times of
India, March 1, 2002.
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throughout between India and Pakistan and the biggambling

block in the improvement of relations between thie heighbours.
Pakistan has consistently maintained that Kashmsiithe core
problem between the two countries and without ésolution on

the basis of the U.N. Resolutions there could beurable peace
in the subcontinent. India and Pakistan have readhilargely

inflexible in their positions. Bilateral talks aanous levels have
been held repeatedly but to no avail. Mediatorgrésfby friendly

countries have fared no better. In fact, since1®@0s, India has
even refused to let any third country use its goffttes in the

matter. Pakistan’s repeated offers to refer thepules to

international mediation or adjudication have algerbrejected by
India. Thus, the Kashmir dispute has remained wihred and has
been the single most important cause for the dekdiand

adversarial relations that have continued betweedial and

Pakistan ever since their independence. In faa, mvajor wars
have been fought over the Kashmir dispute and nieegées of the
two countries have been greatly consumed over tnending

tension generated by this issue.

Defining Terrorism and the Role of the BJP Gover nment

The situation in Kashmir evolved significantly frod988,
when on July 3% the Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front
(JKLF) launched an armed campaign against Indizomation of
their homeland. Apart from the Kashmiris, both lmdnd Pakistan
insist on the fact that control of Kashmir is edsdnfor the
defence of their respective countries. So Kashnas tever
remained the core hanging issue between India akestBn. Its
diplomatic and strategic importance has been fhatotg
considerably over the time. Mainly, it has been these of the
1948, 1965 and 1999 Kargil wars between India aaldstan.

The most important and critical task for Pakistarthe post
9/11 period has been to preserve the legitimagh®Kashmiri’'s
freedom struggle, and not to allow it to fall pray the new
definition of terrorism. In the pre-9/11 periodethse of political
violence has been an accepted practice under theddnventions
for the people struggling under alien occupatioggimst racism
and for the procurement of the right of self-detieation.
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Terrorism

Though terrorism has plagued humanity for centuries
contemporary terrorism is a unique phenomenonhhatemerged
as the principal issue in the present internatioslaktions. There is
need to distinguish between terrorism and strudgtenational
liberation.

Terrorism is a global phenomenon which is easyetognize
and difficult to define. Defining terrorism is natnerely a
theoretical issue but an operative concern of tingt forder.
Terrorism is no more a local problem of specificimies but an
issue involving a number of international aspecibere are
innumerable definitions of terrorism but every défon leaves out
some important aspects of terrorism. World oveokuis describe
it according to their own socio-economic and pcditiconditions.
Those viewing it from the perspective of social ambnomic
problems conceptualise terrorism as a conflict betwthe haves
and have-nots. Those who watch the use of terrtaigics as
means to gain political ends consider it a politgtEenomenon.

Apparently the word terrorism is interpreted diffetly in
accordance with different points of view. But thaseyet no
comprehensive international convention on terroristself.
Despite ongoing efforts in the United Nations oa Hubject and
the continuous condemnation of the acts of intésnat terrorism
no agreeable definition has been reached upon rsoUfatl a
working definition is agreed upon internationalljet state-
sponsored terrorism and terrorist vis-a-vis freedigimter problem
will not be resolved. Meanwhile, the U.S. State &é&pent
defines terrorism as “premeditated, politically mated violence
perpetrated against non-combatant targets by stidrah groups
or clandestine agents, usually intended to infleeart audience'®

Prof. Martha defines terrorism as a "method ortsgg no
matter who uses it for what reason. It should reoidentified with
any particular political cause. It usually occunsdivil conflicts
and we associate its use with the weaker side, \thils groups
who want to challenge powerful governments. Butegoments
may also use terrorism against their opponentgainat their own

10 Title 22 of the United State’s Code, SectioB&Xgd).
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citizens.™* Accordingly, to another definition, “terrorismasy act
including the use of force or violence and thrdereéof by any
person or group of persons whether acting alonketralf of or in
connection with any organization or government cateah for
political, religious, ideological or similar purpes with the
intention to influence any government or to put, theblic or any
section of public in fear™®

* State terrorism refers to the situation in whicle State
employs lethal force against the civilian populatém as to
break their will to resist.

» State oppression, where social and economic pgedere
denied to whole classes, regardless of their stifpora
regime.

» State repression, where violence is used to cffeateand
compliance amongst a particular group and segmént o
population**

President Pervez Musharraf while addressing a stunmmi
New York argued, “The most deadly form of terrorissnstate
terrorism, which targets people seeking freedommfrimreign
occupation.” Holding up Indian policies in disputédshmir as an
example, he added, “Equating their [Kashmiris'lefilem struggle
with terrorism is a travesty:*

War on Terrorism and the South Asia

Since the September 11 terrorist attacks the famushe
international community has shifted to the SoutleAsegion and
Afghanistan. The scale and complexity of the Septsm. 1 attacks
and the location of the forces that engineered dhisageous act
made it necessary for the U.S. to engage South Asi#ts
campaign against international terrorism being gegted in the
name of nationalism, ethnicity and religion.

11  www.pbs.org/newshour/forum/august97/terrorissh5etml.
12  www.ecis.org/finance/paisdefin.html.

13 Maj.Gen.S.Mohindera,Terrorist Games Nations PlayNew Delhi: Lancer
Publishers, 1993), p.22.

14 Daily Times Lahore, September 23, 2003.
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The existence of nuclear weapons has seeminglyndinad
the probabilities of large-scale conventional wasnsequently,
terrorism has apparently now become the most peaval
manifestation of inter-state, inter-cultural anchystate actor role-
play confrontations. For its sponsors and perpatsat may prove
a low cost option with a high cost benefit gameyplehis strategy
mostly exploits domestic as well as global discontend conflicts
among the states and the societies. Thereforeyiwm may not be
related with any specific religion or nationalityerrorism is a
specific weapon in the struggle for the politicawer, employed
either by extremist political groups or by natiomaihorities and
deprived sections of societies in the world.

These realities call for focusing on this issuenfrawo
different angles understanding and combating tesmmgrin both
Pakistan and India by looking into its underlyireises and effects
on the regional future. Therefore, the central pointhe present
study is: are the U.S.-led War on Terrorism anddfiermath of
9/11 incentives enough for a change in policy amanalization of
relations between India and Pakistan?

The answer to this question involves the analysihghe
correlation between the past and the present dewelots between
the two countries.

1990s and the | ndo-Pak Relations

During the 1990s the two countries were entangtedheir
most violent military clashes since 1948, 1965 afdl. In 1984,
Indian incursion into Siachen glacier and rumoufs Irdian
preparation for attack on Pakistan’s nuclear itetiahs at Kahuta,
and Indian army operation ‘Meghdoot’ kept the tensi high
between the two countries. The 1986-87 Operaticas&acks at
Pakistan border near Sindh developed into a sedanger of war.
On Pakistan’s counter-preparations from the Kashside the
Indian army cancelled the exercise.

India and Pakistan have been engaged in a lowsityen
conflict in Kashmir since 1989. Apart from Kashnthie arms race
crisis and other issues also affected the Indo+Bkkions during
the nineties. As a result of the Afghan war, th&ifan military
was modernized and India apprehended Pakistan’acitgpto
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damage her security equation in the region. Soeradvrelations
between India and Pakistan marked the period. tiah military
buildup, its development of medium-range and losngge missiles
and the military potential of its unsafeguardedleaic programme
posed a serious threat to Pakistan’'s security. Teavy
deployment of its forces along Indo-Pak border asoved to
heighten the tension between the two countries.

By 1994 the Indo-Pak relations once again dropped t
disturbingly low levels; the bilateral talks thaere then in their
seventh round were suspended in January, each esipelled
diplomats, and the Bombay and Karachi Consulatese vgaut
down in August 1994.

In a post-cold war world the question of power gditical
profile decreased in importance as compared to ettenomic
achievements. On the other hand, there were reamuomsgh to
doubt the prospects of genuine negotiations. Fyrttiee great
powers, by pursuing policies that were designesiafeguard their
own global interests, made the solution of the Kastdispute
more difficult!® They appeared to be more interested in keeping
the lid on trouble spots than in resolving disputed might erupt
suddenly into war. Both the U.N. and the United&tdave made
bids for optimism in the subcontinent for peacenraein India and
Pakistan. However, as far as the Kashmir disputenserned they
seem to be of the view that it should be tackldaltdially by India
and Pakistan.

The Kashmir dispute is mainly responsible for thesarace
between India and Pakistan. Once the main motiveafmament
disappears, the two countries would find in ecomoeoainstruction
a new device for security, peace and progtéss.

Kashmir was not the only bone of contention beiogght
over the 1990s. The two sides also engaged in lapggl high
altitude conflict over the Siachen Glacier. Thecga runs along
north extension of the Line of Control, the deletion of which

15 Muhammad Amin Shahidp.cit, p.213.

16 Muhammad Ahsen Choudh®akistan and the Great Powe(&Karachi: Council
for Pakistan Studies, 1970), p.133.

17 Ibid.
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ends south of the glacier, but is only indirectBlated to the
fundamental Kashmir problem. Pakistan and Indiakseshmir not
simply as a piece of moderately strategic realtestaut as the
touchstone of their national identities as respebyj Islamic and
secular states.

Pakistan expressed its concern over the developaiekgni,
an intermediate ballistic missile, by India warnitigat “if its
negative implications” in the region were ignorgdyould compel
Islamabad to undertake similar defensive steps.tidée Secretary
Foreign Affaris, Shaharyar Muhammad Khan, said abesvs
briefing that the development of the Agni missitimg a range of
2,500 km was not conducive to improving the climaftpeace and
security in the regiof®

The sharp deterioration in the situation betweedialrand
Pakistan became grave due to the ghastly militagragion of the
Indian forces to drive the Kashmiri people to pwli booths
against their wishes and aspirations during thediuéent electoral
exercise as a follow-up to the Indian general @ast of 1996
According to a report by the International Comnosasof Jurists
(ICJ) released in Geneva on 2 March 1995, “Indiavicdating
human rights in Jammu & Kashmir, Indian Securitycés are
found to have committed serious abuses of humahtsrign
Kashmir.” In a significant development, the forniRakistan Prime
Minister, Nawaz Sharif, soon after his election gosed the
revival of the negotiating process between the ¢auntries.

He sent to Gujral a warm message of congratulatwnsis
new role, and adopted a very conciliatory line tmgalndia.
Nawaz Sharif and Gujral met for the first time irald, at the time
of the annual summit of SAARC in May 1997 and dssad
bilateral issues to resolve tension between thecwumtries. Then,
a four-day meeting of Foreign Secretaries was helglamabad
on 23 June 1997, as a consequence of which a furtbeting of
the Foreign Secretaries was scheduled for Septenmbédew
Delhi?® Nawaz Sharif and Guijral met again, at the U.N. €3an

18 Rafique Akhtar,Pakistan Year Book, 1992-199Karachi: East and West
Publishing Company, 1993), p.303.

19 Herald, Karachi, May 1997, p.240.
20 India Todayinternational New Delhi, August 10, 1998.
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Assembly session in September where the former teftba
suggestion for a No-War Pact between the two castr

Since the pact was made contingent on the settleofethe
Kashmir issue, the matter reported did not evenecom in the
conversation between the two leaders on the fofigwnday, i.e.,
September 22. They did agree to seek ways to rddnsen along
the Line of Control and to extend the “hot linewetk to include
generals at sector level, as well as the respeBtirector-General
of military operations®*

BJP and the Nuclear Power Poalitics

In March 1998, the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP)rgetkas
the biggest winner in the national elections and alale to make a
shaky government with Atal Behari Vajpyee as Priheister. He
promised that his government would go the “extreefrwhenever
there was the slightest possibility of improvindations with
Islamabad?

The Indian Defence Minister, George Fernandes ambdithe
ostensible bogey of the fear of China for justifyihe nuclear tests
of May 1998, even though Sino-Indian relations badn on the
mend for several years. As far as the Indian puddigecially the
majority Hindu population was concerned, they wat®lant. The
nuclear explosions were seen as a slap in the dadeakistan
which had earlier boasted about its missiles remckvery major
city of India. There was a lot of euphoria and Igiag in India
following the nuclear explosions. In this enviromeghe powerful
Indian Home Minister Advani started to flex his roles and used
threatening language against Pakistan. He accus&té#n of
conducting a proxy war in the Indian Kashmir. Advaven
threatened that India could seize by force thed®akiheld portion
of Kashmir?®

After a considerable debate, the final decision Ryfime
Minister Nawaz Sharif was in favour of carrying omticlear
explosions. The armed forces that are always asigecfactor in

21 Dawn Lahore, September 23, 1997.
22 Herald, Karachi, March 1999, p. 24.
23 Times of IndiaJuly 12, 1998.
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Pakistan’s power structure, evidently also app8&dng pressure
on the government to go ahead with the proposition.

A senior Bharatiya Janata Party leader maintaifiedclear
weapons remain a key indicator of state power.e&Sthis currency
is operational in large parts of the globe, India #akistan were
left with no choice but to update and validate tagability that
had been demonstrated in Pokhran and Chaghi in."f498

Following this, the two Prime Ministers met in Nefork at
the UN General Assembly session in October 199&yTdyreed
on the peaceful settlement of all outstanding deguincluding
Jammu and Kashmir, as essential for the restoratiopeace
between the two countries. This was the first timkedian history
that Indian Prime Minister accepted the fact that settlement of
the Kashmir problem was directly related to theusiég of the
subcontinent and was a subject of dialogue withsPak

The two governments agreed that direct bus seshoeald be
restored between New Delhi and Lahore, as a CBMaataken
goodwill gesture. The event achieved major symbiotiportance
when Nawaz Sharif invited Vajpayee to be a passengethe
February 21, 1999 inaugural run and the Indian eriinister
accepted. Vajpayee came as the first Indian Prinmeshr to visit
Pakistan after Rajiv Gandhi a decade earlier. Sitemeaharlal
Nehru in 1951, Vajpayee visited Lahore, the he&rPakistan,
despite heavy security precautions and some indicatthat
Pakistan Army was less than pleased with the visie event was
an unexpectedly stunning success. The sight ofndian Prime
Minister standing before the Minar-i-Pakistan wdsimmense
symbolic significance; even more so was Vajpaystdtement that
India accepted the reality of Pakistan. “Pakistaasdnot need my
mohar(seal).” It has its owmohar:iski mohar chalti haiits own
seal works)?>

The visit concluded with the issuance of the “Lahor
Declaration”, a document that pledged both sidesxjgedite the
negotiating process in the spirit of the Simla Agrent and

24 Hindustan TimesSeptember 22, 1998.
25 Herald, March 1999.
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committed them to periodic meetings at the Fordigjnisters’
level.

Within a year of India and Pakistan’s May 1998 eacltests,
with the Lahore process in abeyance, momentumeshiiv the
military option. The first allegation came in Aprill999 that
Pakistani forces had seized territory across the bif Control, and
fighting grew in intensity in May as the Indiansugbt to dislodge
them. A major escalation occurred when the Indiseduaircraft to
dislodge the ‘intruders®

The Indian response was not limited to Kashmir.idnd
leaders also ordered their armed forces to pregarethe
possibility of war all along the Indo-Pakistan berdin late May
US satellites detected these preparations. Saytheanaccount,
“the message was clear: India was not only pregddrstrike hard
in Kargil but if needed it could open other fromtsd was willing
to risk, even a full-scale waf” India subsequently denied any
intention to escalate the fighting claiming thats itroop
deployments along the international frontier werecputionary in
nature®

As India and Pakistan were prepared for war, tipdodiatic
manoeuvring intensified between New Delhi, Islantgband
Washington. Vajpayee and Nawaz Sharif spoke by @tsaveral
times in the early weeks of the crisis, with Vajpayelling Sharif
that India would do whatever was necessary to dheeintruders
back across the Lo€. Sharif was generally conciliatory, but
unwilling to accept Pakistan’s responsibility fohet Kargil
insurgents’ operations. At this stage, Washingtoaviged the
good offices for Nawaz Sharif's capitulation. Shafiew to
Washington to meet with Clintons on July 4. In mfjcstatement,
the two heads of government expressed the view “thatent
fighting in the Kargil region of Kashmir is dangesand contains
the seeds of a wider conflict.” In return for Pa&igs pledge that
concrete steps would be taken for the restoratioth® Line of

26 Ibid., June 1999, also imdia Todayinternational| July 26, 1999, pp.13-20.

27 Raj Chengappa, “Face-saving Retrdatfia Todayinternational July 19, 1999.
28 Hindu, July 27, 1999.

29 India Today InternationaldJune 7, 1999.
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Control in accordance with the Simla Agreement, noh
promised to take a personal interest in encouragimgxpeditious
resumption and intensification of Indo-Pakistartietde, “once the
sanctity of the Line of Control has been fully cestl.”°

With this face-saving agreement, Sharif's governmeged
the insurgents to help resolve the crisis, in orgeprovide an
opportunity for the international community to plag active role
in solving the Kashmir disputé. Although scattered fighting
continued, Indian Defence Minister, George Fernaratenounced
on July 17 “the war in Kargil has come to an enlde Tast of the
Pakistan intruders have vacated our territ6fyThe 1999 Kargil
war with its 1100-1200 killed in action brought tbeerall death
toll in Kashmir since 1989 to 1999 to approximat2by000.

During this crisis, Pakistan found itself relatieisolated
internationally which, too, was a triumph for Indiaiplomacy.
International pressure was mainly being exerte®@akistan rather
than on India. This was a key reason that obliggkldfan to back
away. It is not clear exactly when the movemerdrafied men into
the hills of Kargil began nor is it clear just wtiese men were?

U.S. President Bill Clinton assured Nawaz Sharif tlae
Washington meeting that he would pressurize IndRiime
Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee to solve the Kashndispute
according to the UN Security Council’s Resolutiofge United
States however, failed to fulfil its promise andimagain claimed
that ‘Kashmir is the integral part of India’.

When Army chief Pervez Musharraf dismissed the fobu
elected government of Nawaz Sharif on 12 Octobed919he
Indian Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee critiei it. The
Indian Government considered that the Pakistan Armhief,
Pervez Musharraf, along with the 1.S.l. launchee& tKargil
Operation in order to sabotage the spirit of thbdra declaration.
After the Kargil issue, the India-Pakistan relafonwere
characterized by suspicion, acrimony, crisis andaieed under a

30 The New York Timesuly 10, 1999.
31 Ibid., July 10, 1999.
32 Reuters, July 17, 1999.
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serious strain while India even refused to talkrothee Kashmir
dispute.

As the Kashmir dispute has always remained the ofuke
difficulties between the two countries, Pakistard dndia both
finally agreed to restart negotiations on the bialt issues under
the international pressure. President Musharraft wenndia in
July 2000 and both the leaders met at Agra. Muahamade
Kashmir the cardinal test and pre-condition for amprovement
in bilateral relations and establishment of a diergieace in the
subcontinent. India refused to discuss it and thi&stended
meaninglessly. President Musharraf's stance thétowt progress
on Kashmir, there could be no normalization of tietes with
India and that Kashmir was the core problem and ekiarything
else was peripheral was looked upon as uncompnogisy the
Indians. After the failure of the Agra summit, thedian
government decided to stop bilateral talks with iftak and
deployed its army, in 2001, at the border to pressuPakistan.
Musharraf repeatedly appealed to India to restiéatedpal talks to
reduce tension in South Asia but to no avail. Inchhatinued to
accuse Pakistan of conducting a proxy war in Kaslainice the
Kargil episode and insisted that “Pakistani inditors are behind
most of her troubles®

During the SAARC summit held at Kathmandu in Nepal,
President Musharraf after his speech walked to gbat of
Vajpayee and shook his hand but the latter's respaovas totally
cool. Not only that but he also showed his displeady refusing
to meet with President Musharraf in Kathmandu. fideo to take
India to the negotiating table, President Mushamefeatedly
stressed his desire to establish durable peace Inatia, which
according to him, could only follow from an equilalyesolution
of the Kashmir dispute. After the 9/11 incidentswever, Pakistan
found itself isolated internationally, which was taumph for
Indian diplomacy. International pressure was mabd#ing exerted
on Pakistan ‘to stop the terrorist activities’ inagamir. India
sought to outplay Pakistan diplomatically, leavifpkistan
isolated on the question of Kashmir and unablesttue firm and

33 Hindustan TimesDelhi, May 24, 2002.
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reliable backing of its Kashmir policy from any pesiul member
of the international community, including its tradnal allies like

China, Iran and the United States. Pakistan wawiposition to
challenge militarily India’s possession of Jammud ddashmir.

China changed its Kashmir policy and Pakistan cowdionger

look for support on Kashmir from China after 9/Hven the

Muslim world was less than enthusiastic. Indian lolinister,

L.K. Advani blamed that Agra talks failed becauseesiient

Pervez Musharraf kept calling terrorism in Jammd Kashmir as
“freedom struggle” and was not ready to accept tinvate was any
kind of Pakistani hand behind it. He said that frAgra to Almaty

the world was united against terrorism and aften#ly the world

recognized India’s concern that there was Pakisppmsored
terrorism that was going on in Jammu and Kashnat thust end
immediately®*

In September-October 2002, India organized foursptisstate
assembly elections in the occupied Jammu and Kashrhie
elections were held in the backdrop of post-9/1langed
environment, marked by the US global war on tesrarin the
region. A military stand-off between India and Ra&n was
triggered by terrorist attack on the Indian Parkam on 13
December 2001. India immediately after the 9/1ack in the US
had stepped up its campaign to link and brandtessie in Indian-
held Kashmir as ‘Pakistan-sponsored terrorism”. past of this
systematic campaign, India tried to exploit tespattacks in IHK
or inside India to its own advantage through a lemt media
campaign expressing fears that the elections wbaldabotaged
by “Pakistan-sponsored terrorist activity.” On titber hand, India
projected these elections as a referendum or $westfor a
plebiscite in Kashmir to cover her brutalities hretvalley and to
avoid being considered a terrorist state by the U.S

The elections were also held under global mediaegl@he
international community was very enthusiastic te aecontinuity
of electoral process in IHK and urged India to hiskee and fair
elections there. To this end the US Secretary ateSTolin Powell
suggested to India to allow outsiders to moniter #HK elections

34 The Hindy Delhi, June 9, 2002.
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but India vehemently opposed any such monitoring by

international observers and allowed only New Délased foreign
diplomats to visit IHK on the polling days. The @laral process
by and large was endorsed by the international camityn and
seen as a positive development. Most of the obser®wever,
looked upon these elections purported by India sslation to the
Kashmir problem.

On September 13, 2002 speaking at th® 5&ssion of the
U.N. General Assembly, Prime Minister Atal Beharajpayee
accused Pakistan of “nuclear blackmail” followinglia’s effort to
stamp out cross-border terrorism. He asserted lindia was
committed to putting an end to it with “all meandta command”.
Alluding to Kashmir Vajpayee stated, “If Pakistdiaims to be a
crucial partner in the international coalition agaiterrorism, how
it can continue to use terrorism as an instrumétte state policy
against India. Those who speak of fighting rootsesuof terrorism
offer help to the terrorists and absolve themselwdsthe
responsibility for the heinous actions, such as September 11
attacks on the US or the December 13, 2001 attacksour
Parliament.®

India also tried to bring to bear international ga@e on
Pakistan to ensure “peaceful electoral processbrdatg to its
satisfaction along with stepping up a media andlodiatic
campaign against Pakistan on an alleged chargerasfs-¢.oC
infiltration. Pakistan adopted a principled position the election
process in IHK and decried Indian allegation ofrgmying cross-
border infiltration or terrorism. President Musladrrin his
Independence Day speech vowed that he would nevepromise
on the Kashmiri’s right of self-determination arejected polls in
the disputed state as a bid to legitimize Indiadledal
occupation”. He underlined that the right of “sd#dtermination of
our Kashmiri brothers is a sacred trust that wouokler be
compromised.” Pakistan’s Minister of the StatefForeign Affairs
Inamul Haq also strongly refuted the Indian chargéscross-
border terrorism in categorical terms and said i$tak is not
sponsoring, encouraging and allowing any terroastywhere”. In

35 Ibid., September 14, 2002.
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short, Pakistan strongly rejected Indian allegaioficross-border
terrorism, infiltration and any form of interferena the so-called
electoral process in IHK. The majority of the Kashinpeople

boycotted the elections and did not go to the pgllbooths. The
Indian forces tried to drive Kashmiri people to faling booths
against their wishes and merely 10-15 per cenigyaation could

be achieved in the voters’ turnout, through consiblle exertions
of the Indian Security forces.

Changein Policies after 9/11

After the end of the Cold War, the India Pakistaiclear tests
and the incidents of 9/11 brought about a drastange in India’s
Foreign Policy in that a new phase of trianguldatrenship of
India-Pakistan-United States vis-a-vis the situatio the Indian
subcontinent, came into being which resulted in eigtitened
competition between India and Pakistan for an ratka with
America. Setting aside the years of ideologicalficariation, India
offered unconditional political and logistic supptw America in
its war against terrorism in order to isolate P@kisand make
friends with the United States. But the US opted Pakistan’s
support as India’s direct participation in the @tems could not
have yielded the same results as expected fron8ige alliance
with Pakistan. On the other hand, Pakistan renalnseearlier
Afghan policy, but not the core objectives of itslipy in the
region.

President Musharraf in his speech to the natios@ptember
19, 2001 made it clear that India wanted to exptb# new
situation to its advantage; hence he thought id@nti to provide
total support to the United States in its war agrotlésm. Soon after
the Pakistan’s declaration of cooperation the Uf§edi the
sanctions imposed upon these two countries afeed 998 nuclear
tests. This paved the way for an improved Pak-Acaeri
relationship in the days to come that is going fretrength to
strength.

Fresh Startsand Rapprochements

After the post-9/11 momentous developments in Sdia,
the regional and international community’s focusnéd to the
process of rapprochements between Pakistan and. |Adier a
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deadlock of more than ten months and massive nyilita
deployments along India-Pakistan borders from Déw@r@001 to
October 2002, the tense situation was finally dedusy December
2002 after the withdrawal of troop from the indd<BB&an borders.

The process of rapprochement and the normalizatbn
relations between India and Pakistan began in A6H03, when
former Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee during hisesph in
Srinagar extended the hand of friendship towardssRan. Since
then, moving cautiously, both India and Pakistaoktnumerous
well-coordinated steps to improve the relationseskhincluded the
appointment of High Commissioners, exchange of opess,
resumption of New Delhi-Lahore bus service (in 2003 after a
break of one and half years), ceasefire along the bf Control
(declared unilaterally by Pakistan in November 20Q@®&asefire
along the Actual Ground Position Line (AGPL) in &ian
(declared by India in November 2003), and resumpdibair links
and overflights (in January 2004, before the Twel8AARC
Summit).

However, it was after the successful SAARC Sumraltihn
Islamabad in January 2004, including the informatetings
between the Prime Ministers of Pakistan and Indid also the
meeting between Prime Minister Vajpayee and Praside
Musharraf, held on January 6, 2004 that both sag®ed to
resume the composite dialogue process. In the jsiatement
issued at the end of the Musharraf-Vajpayee megetioth leaders
emphasized that constructive dialogue would pronmtegress
towards the common objectives of peace, security esonomic
development for our peoples and for future genemat’® Besides,
Vajpayee’s remark that “one can change friends,neaghbours”
was indicative enough of the marked change in m@ialicy after
9/11.

Indo-Pak Relations under Congress Gover nment

With the change of government in India in May 208er the
Lok Sabha elections, there were confusions reggrdine
continuity of the peace process between India azkisRan. On
May 14, 2004 while congratulating the leader of @angress (1)

36 Dawn, January 7, 2004.
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Ms. Sonia Gandhi, on winning the elections, the 8ate
Department’s spokesman, Mr. Boucher commentinghenfuture
prospects of the indo-Pakistan peace processtlsstidVashington
would keep encouraging the two countries to settieir
differences through dialogié Similarly, while talking to reporters
in Beijing, a senior official of the Chinese Fomeilinistry, Mr.
Liu Jianchao said, “We hope both Pakistan and Insl@auld
maintain the momentum of improving their relatiéf%Speaking
at the Pakistan Institute of International AffamsKarachi, on May
13, 2004 the Ambassador and Head of the Europeamxsion
in Pakistan, Mr. Ilka Usitalo, referring to the ldigue process said,
“We very much hope that the surprise results ancedinoday
after elections, India would not in any way derdilese
processes® Likewise, Secretary of State, Colin Powell, in an
interview published on May 28, 2004 expressed thgelhthat the
new government in India would continue with thenieawork of
peace process between India and PakiStan.

It is important to note here that the compositelodiae
process, agreed to in February 2004, is based entbrking
Groups already identified during the India-Pakist&oreign
Secretarys’ level talks held in June 1997, to disall outstanding
issues in an integrated manner. The Working Grdahps made
were: (i) Peace and Security including CBMs and rdarmand
Kashmir (ii) Siachen; (iii) Wullar Barrage Proje¢iy) Sir Creek;
(v) Terrorism and Drug Trafficking; (vi) Economic n@&
Commercial Cooperation; (vii) Promotion of friendixchanges in
various fields.

It was in this context that during the initial dagféer coming
into power of the Congress (I)-led government ididn there were
concerns in Pakistan, and at the regional andnatiemal levels,
regarding the continuity of the composite dialogpeocess
between India and Pakistan. However, in view of iftak’'s
support for the continuation of the composite djak® process and
also the international community’s concern and $oon it, the

37  http:/lus.rediff.com/election/2004/may/14nehht

38  http://dailymailnews.com/200405/24/news/117lhtm
39 Dawn May 14, 2004.

40 Ibid., May 29, 2004.
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Congress government expressed its willingness toy ¢darward

the agreed dialogue process. The Indian Foreigniskéin Mr.

Natwar Singh during his first news conference invNeelhi, on

June 1. 2004 in an attempt to reverse his earfiage said, “The
future of Indo-Pak relationship no longer lies imetpast. We
cannot forget the past but neither can we be tiemers of the
past.*! He also announced the new dates for the talksuctear

CBMs and the Foreign Secretarys’ level talks. Tioeeg after

some rescheduling of dates, which was understaadablthe new
government needed time, the Congress governmeiitextidhe
policy of continuing the dialogue with Pakistan.

Meetings held under the Composite Dialogue Process
1. Talks On Nuclear CBMs
2. Talks on Peace and Security Including CBMs and Jamm
and Kashmir
Talks On Wullar Barrage/Tulbal Navigation Project
Talks on Promotion of Friendly Exchanges
Talks on Siachen Issue
Talks on Sir Creek Boundary Issue
Talks on Terrorism and Drug Trafficking
Talks on Economic and Commercial Cooperation

The first phase of the composite dialogue processvden
India and Pakistan ended on August 13, 2004 wighctinclusion
of the eight meetings schedule during the thirdsphzaving taken
place. This was a significant achievement givenréseimption of
the dialogue process after a gap of six years. Mewedo expect
major breakthroughs in the initial rounds was tpest too much.
Given the level of mistrust to be overcome and toenplex
modalities involved, it is likely to be a lengthyogess.

Now that the first phase of the composite dialogreeess has
ended, there has been some progress as regargsedp&e-to-
people contacts and the level of diplomatic retadibetween the
two countries, such as decisions to liberalize Y@ty on both
sides, release of civilian prisoners, restoratibrthe strength of

© NO Ok W
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High Commissions in each country and establishihdpai line

between the Foreign Secretaries of the two coumtities pertinent
to note that while the composite dialogue is ingpess, the
developments at the people-to-people level betwten two

countries have also started effectively with cricltiplomacy. For
example, for the first time, in July 2004 a grodgPakistani scouts
visited Srinagar to participate in the SAARC intgn camp held
in Gulmarg, near Srinagar, and on August 9, 200dialrand
Pakistan exchanged prisoners of war, held by the dountries
since the Kargil conflict. Prominent parliamentasa chief
ministers, opposition leaders, intellectuals antiucal dignitaries
have also exchanged visits to mark the changedndige
environment.

During the first phase of the composite dialoguathlsides
have expressed support for continuing the proddssvever, as
regards the specific issues between India and faakikeeping in
view their respective national interests, thermaschange in the
official positions as yet. Therefore, progresshe tase of issues
such as Jammu and Kashmir, and Siachen, WullaraBasrSir
Creek, are presently not substantive, though théglie process
would and must continue. However, the importanhpto note is
that both sides have expressed satisfaction oeedéwelopments
during the first phase and have renewed their vest continue
the process. Pakistan’s Foreign Office spokesmaasodd Khan,
on August 12, 2004 said, “it is a matter of satstn that in
accordance with the agreed schedule between thedwmtries all
the eight agenda items have been covered in thepasita
dialogue.** On August 14, 2004 in a speech on the eve of dia
Independence Day, Indian President, A.P.J. Abdlaidasaid, “I
note with satisfaction our continuing efforts todsr good
neighbourly relations, particularly the sustainedgpess of the
peace process between India and Pakistan.”

Conclusion

Pakistan has managed to safeguard its strategetsaby
joining the U.S.-led war on terrorism in the pot¥environment.

42  Reported iThe NewsAugust 13, 2004.
43  The Times of IndigAugust 15, 2004.
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But the ongoing U.S.-led war in Iraq on the Weapohdviass

Destruction and U.S. watch on the “axis of evil'uotries may

pose a serious threat to the South Asian regiosalrgy in the

future. Moreover, in response to the post-9/11 lgreents, India
and Pakistan have shown considerable positive igssto make
joint periodic assessment of the developments énrdgion and
around the world to adjust their effective respsnaed resources
accordingly.

There is a dire need now, more than ever beforeoesfy
after 9/11, of fresh thinking in both India and RB&kn about their
bilateral relationship. The case for re-evaluatidmecomes
irresistible when it is realized that a nuclear wad the present
arms race, including the development of short amtylrange
missiles, carries the serious risk of bringing amanutual
destruction. The politics of the status quo maydl¢awards
nuclear destruction and economic ruin. On the olttzerd, peace
and compromise, based on a drastic reduction iaments, would
be definitely more advantageous for both. The comman in the
two countries would be the greatest beneficiaryndde the
establishment of a harmonious relationship in thicentinent has
now become an imperative of the national self-egts as well as
that of the humanity at large. As for the Kashmiiewnted
approach, suffice it to say that the policy of meéisdogue may not
serve the purpose. Despite the past two wars ohriasand the
several rounds of parleys held between the twoestand
conducting of the nuclear tests, the resolutionte Kashmir
dispute remained as distant as ever. Firmly adgeto their
respective stances, India and Pakistan did not memveinch
towards the peaceful settlement of their conflicts.

The big question is as to how should the two coesiproceed
to improve their bilateral ties? The political eliand intellectuals
in both India and Pakistan may do some real saalebéeng and
honest self-appraisal to see why things have gomagvfor the
last fifty-eight years? They may hold a genuinewviction that the
policies pursued so far by them have hurt both tresand that
the politics of hate, misrepresentation and infidity have been
barren, wasteful, and destructive. Neither couhtty gained in the
process. More so, after the acquisition of nucleaapons
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capability and missiles technology by both coustrite situation
has taken a qualitative turn for the worse. Thecped of the status
qguo will no longer work since they will lead ineabty towards
nuclear brinkmanship and unthinkable destructidrer&fore, both
sides have to make a conscious effort to move afn@y the

barren old policies and stereotyped logic.

The U.S. failure in fighting terrorism by purelylitary means
is evident in the case of Afghanistan and Iraq snd lesson for
India-Pakistan and the whole world. Military meansuld not
work in South Asia either. India and Pakistan nsigtly the root
causes of their regional conflicts and act accalginEven the
international community cannot curb terrorism thglouerrorism.
Thus India and Pakistan have no option but to vestileir issues
through result-oriented composite dialogue.

The aftermath of the 9/11 and the ongoing U.S.ved on
Terrorism has marked dual effects on Indo-Pak ioglat (a) To
test the nuclear capability as a deterrence as aslholding
effective balance of power, (b) To convince botheasolve mutual
conflicts through peaceful dialogue instead of iregfyon military
buildups. Therefore, both countries should try meffectively to
find bases for permanent peaceful co-existenceebglving their
conflicts through sincere, result-oriented, comggoslialogue to
promote mutual economic cooperation and peacefidxcstence
for regional as well as global peace and prospenitgtead of
maintaining the status quo as ‘nuclear flash point’



