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Technically speaking, South Asia entered the nuclear weapons age in April of 1974 when India, during the prime ministership of Indira Gandhi, exploded a “nuclear device” at Pokhran in the Rajasthan desert. This came almost exactly ten years after China became the first non-European state to achieve nuclear weapons capability in 1964. As China’s achievement had at the time led to expressions of dismay and prophecies of doom by President Lyndon Johnson and the US Congress, so also did India’s subsequent “peaceful nuclear explosion” eventuate in similar outbursts of outrage and condemnation by the Nixon White House and on Capitol Hill. These expressions were greatly intensified and were accompanied by a variety of sanctions when both India and Pakistan overtly went nuclear in May of 1998. 


However, despite the emotional reactions to both events, the achievement of nuclear weapons capability by both Asian mega-states meant that American attempts to stem the tide of nuclear proliferation was henceforth compelled to become genuinely global in its dimensions. No longer could the focus be primarily on the Western world plus China (now accepted as a member of the “big boys club”). Pandoras box had once and for all been opened which guaranteed that with the passage of time a host of new variables would have to be factored into America’s strategic equation. 


After India exploded its bomb, South Asia provided an especially daunting challenge to United States efforts to deal with both the moral and strategic implications of nuclear proliferation. This is because South Asia manifested political complexities of a special kind which had grown out of the circumstances surrounding the partition of the subcontinent into the separate states of India and Pakistan following World War II,  and the manner in which the United States had conducted South Asian affairs throughout the Cold War. In order to understand where we are today with respect to the nuclear agenda for South Asia, it will be necessary to review the phases through which US relations with India and Pakistan coursed over the past half-century, which can now be seen as prelude to what transpired at Pokhran and Chagai Hills on May 11 and 13, 1998, respectively.






PRE-COLD WAR PHASE

It is worth remembering that as early as World War II the United States displayed an interest in how evolving nationalism in the Indian subcontinent would eventuate in some form of political autonomy once the war ended. Even during the war itself, and particularly as the Japanese war machine drove relentlessly through Southeast Asia until its forces were washing against India’s eastern frontier, the United States government used its good offices to try and persuade its British ally to make concessions to the leadership of the Indian National Congress (most particularly Gandhi and Nehru) that would elicit their cooperation in the struggle against the Axis powers. Sir Stafford Cripps’s mission to India in early 1942 was an explicit concession by the British government to American concerns about the failure to involve the nationalists in the war effort. Leading up to this initiative, the Roosevelt administration engaged in persistent remonstrances that the British adopt a more conciliatory line toward its colonials in general and 

India in particular. These urgings were promulgated in the form of private diplomacy, however, because Roosevelt did not want open disagreements between the United States and Britain to jeopardize the public posture of unity which he regarded as vital to the preservation of the complex coalition of states that comprised the Western Alliance. Therefore, as Cordell Hull expressed it in his memoirs:



..... we kept our public statements general..... but in private..... the president



talked very bluntly about India with..... Churchill just as I was talking with



Ambassador Halifax..... While for the sake of good relations with Britain we



could not tell the country what we were saying privately, we were saying 



everything the most enthusiastic supporter of India’s freedom could have



expected..... (p. 1483) (2)

During the Cripps negotiations in New Delhi, Roosevelt demonstrated the American government’s serious commitment to a solution of the India question by deputing General Louis Johnson as his “personal emissary” to “observe” the deliberations and offer whatever good offices the United States government might contribute to a favorable outcome. Johnson hit it off famously with the Indian politicians, journalists and ordinary people whom he met and for a time raised hopes that American influence on the negotiations might prove decisive.(3) As is well known, however, the Cripps initiative failed, undoubtedly because Winston Churchill, an old imperialist curmudgeon, had no intention of allowing it to succeed. He basically went through the motions in order to placate his American ally. When the deliberations failed, Churchill was able to blame it on Indian intransigence and say, “I told you so!”.  The Congress leaders and Cripps had been set up for this failure by the reactionary leadership then in place in both London and New Delhi. The Congress leaders had demanded that Indians be given key command and administrative roles in the conduct of the war in the Subcontinent but were offered, on a non-negotiable basis, essentially second-class citizenship status in running the war in their own homeland. This goaded the Congress Party into ending participation in the talks and declaring non-violent resistance to British rule despite the looming Japanese threat to the Subcontinent. This in turn gave the British-run Indian government the excuse it wanted to round up and intern the party’s leaders for the remainder of the war. 


American concerns about the alienation of the Indian nationalists did not wane with the failure of the Cripps mission, however. In its wake the US government prevailed upon the British to appoint a senior native Indian to the sub-ambassadorial position of Agent General in Washington. The post was given to a very elite and “safe” Indian aristocrat, who was nevertheless pro-nationalist, named Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai. Reciprocally, Roosevelt appointed a very senior and talented  professional diplomat, William Phillips, as his next “personal representative” to India with the mission of trying to find some other formula for softening British intransigence and reconciling the differences between the colonial regime and the Indian National Congress. Phillips, a Boston Brahman and somewhat of an Anglophile, to the dismay of the British, proved to be highly critical of their political tactics in India and strongly sympathetic toward the nationalists. He sent many memoranda back to Washington in this vein including a final one a copy of which the investigative reporter, Drew Pearson, obtained in a highly circuitous manner, and excerpted in his syndicated column, Washington Merrygoround.. It generated a major eruption in US- British relations which included a demand that Roosevelt himself repudiate its contents. When this did not happen, recriminations festered for a long time. In the end, however, they faded away, because there remained a war to fight.


Essentially Phillips excoriated the British for their imperious attitudes toward their Indian colony. In his memoirs, Phillips relates his impression of an encounter with Churchill prior to his departure for India. “I realized,” he says, “that once Churchill had made up his mind nothing could change it. Later I was to discover the same uncompromising attitude about India.” (p. 346)  Not long after commencing his tenure in India, Phillips observed: “The British insisted that the Indians show a willingness and ability to get together, yet they were holding incommunicado the Indian leaders, Gandhi and Nehru.....”(p. 352) In one part of the memo which Pearson published, the Ambassador declares:



There would seem to be only one remedy to this highly unsatisfactory



situation..... and that is to change the attitude of the people of India



towards the war, make them see and feel that we want them to assume 



responsibilities to the United Nations and are prepared to give them facilities 



for doing so, and that the voice of India will play an important part in the



reconstruction of the world. The present political conditions do not permit 



of any improvement in this respect. (p. 388)


Phillips’s great sensitivity to the South Asian situation extended even to a prophetic speculation concerning what might be the implications of the Muslim League’s demand for a separate nation, to be called Pakistan. In his words, “the more I studied [Muhammad Ali] Jinnah’s Pakistan, the less it appealed to me as the answer to India’s communal problem, since to break India into two separate nations would weaken both and open Pakistan, at least, to the designs of ambitious neighbors.” (p. 359) The ambitious neighbor turned out to be the United States of America!(4)

What was important about the deputation of Louis Johnson and William Phillips to India during World War II was not the substantive effect they had on British imperial policy toward Indian nationalism. For they really had none. The British were too intransigent for that. What was important was the impact these two gentlemen had on the perceptions of Indian nationalists, especially adherents to the Indian National Congress,  toward the United States. These perceptions were uniformly positive, for they recognized that in Johnson and Phillips they had found sympathetic and understanding witnesses in high places to the emerging Indian freedom movement. It set the stage for the first phase of US-Indian relations that encompassed the early postwar years when India and Pakistan achieved independence. This phase lasted until the early 1950s when the Cold War came to entirely dominate America’s global political orientation


Political independence came to South Asia at a high cost. William Phillips’s misgivings came true. The partition of the bulk of the Subcontinent in 1947 into two separate states, one demographically predominantly (and doctrinally) Muslim and the other demographically predominantly (although not doctrinally) Hindu (5), which were from the outset politically antagonistic toward one another, clearly got the region off on the wrong foot in the postwar era. The exchange of populations between the two new states took on the characteristics of what these days is referred to as “ethnic cleansing” and resulted in the deaths of perhaps as many as a million people and the uprooting of several million more.(6) Within a matter of months after partition the two new nations were at war with each other over Kashmir which led ironically to another partition as India and Pakistan assumed de facto sovereignty over those portions of the province (now referred to as Line of Control or LOC) which each country’s armed forces were occupying at the time of the armistice in 1948.


For the five years that followed partition, despite the state of belligerency existing between India and Pakistan, the United States’s relationship with the two subcontinental powers got off to a very positive start. Especially with regard to India this was the case for two important reasons. First, India had opted for a democratic polity on the Westminster model, and had been led to this choice by Jawaharlal Nehru, one of this century’s most articulate Asian proponents of genuinely popular government. The fact that this made India the first major non-Western nation to wholeheartedly and unambiguously adopt fully representative government caught the imagination of many Americans. Second, the Truman administration appointed Chester Bowles as the United States’s third ambassador to India.(7)  

Pakistan, by contrast, hesitated to go as far as India along this path, in part because of the attraction of its leaders to Islamic theocratic predilections and in part because the dominant elites who inherited power in the new state were predominantly landed aristocracies and bureaucrats steeped in the old colonial civil service culture who saw mass politics as a threat to their sense of public order and special privileges. The result was the failure to carry constitutional development beyond the limited franchise structure which the British and the nationalists had negotiated in 1935 but which India had begun to supercede as soon as freedom had been won.(8) This process consummated in the 1950 Constitution of India, one of the most comprehensive democratic constitutions ever written. In Pakistan, by contrast, the retention of a limited franchise constitution which preserved the dominance of the propertied classes resulted in an autocratic/paternalistic pattern of government which by 1959 culminated in a military dictatorship under General Ayub Khan, and was followed by three more such dictatorship in subsequent years. This difference between the type of government that each state chose was destined to be a factor in determining America’s differential orientation to them over the ensuing years, as we shall see..


Even though the Cold War had begun to take shape in earnest by the commencement of Harry S. Truman’s  second (although first elected) term as President, initially its focus was primarily on Europe and somewhat secondarily on the Middle East, because at this point in time that is where the greatest threats to American security were perceived to be. However, the triumph of the Maoists in China in 1949 followed  by the Korean war in 1950 rapidly drew American attention to the political situation in Asia. Strategic doctrines were being developed at this time in the context of the National Security Council, the State Department,  and the newly created Department of Defense. But thinking on the European dimensions of international security was much more advanced than was the case for Asia for the simple reason that there were less people in high places who were experienced Asia-hands, particularly after many such experts whose insights might have been helpful had been discredited and purged by McCarthyism. Moreover, among the major Asian regions, South Asia and Southeast Asia ranked lowest in terms of either available expertise or policy concerns at this juncture in time. With regard to reportage on South Asia, the journalist Phillips Talbott, then a reporter for the New York Times (subsequently a senior diplomat and eventually Assistant Secretary of State for the Near East and South Asia)  was almost alone in providing anything resembling regular coverage of the region. There were no language and area studies programs in those days and the closest one came to scholarly treatment of South Asia were the Foreign Service Institute (that from 1947 taught Hindi and Urdu) and departments of Oriental Languages in a few of the Ivy League schools and a handful of others around the country, most notably Harvard, Yale, Columbia,  the University of Pennsylvania, the University of Chicago, etc., where Sanskrit, Hindi and perhaps one or two other Indian languages were offered. The first South Asian area studies program in the United States was established at the University of Pennsylvania in the early 1950s by Professor W. Norman Brown, a Sanskritist who had served with the OSS in World War II.


In the context of such threadbare expertise on Asia, it is not surprising that conceptualizations concerning the nature of threat structures and the manner of dealing with them were in large measure projections onto the Asian situation of America’s reading of European history and most particularly the perceptions of political cause and effect which were drawn from the recently concluded struggle against the Axis alliance. The motive power that feelings of  anti-colonialism imparted to emerging new extra-European nationalisms was never accorded the importance it deserved in American strategic calculations. Nor was there sufficient appreciation of the degree to which Islamic, Hindu, Buddhist, and other Asian religio-philosophical perspectives imparted content and meaning to the revolutionary movements that sprang from these Asian nationalisms as they gathered momentum in the wake of collapsing Western imperialism. Few comprehended, for example, the full extent to which Mahatma Gandhi’s doctrine of non-violent revolution, derived from the ancient Hindu concept of Ahimsa, had determined not only the manner in which British rule in India had been brought to an end, but the way Jawaharlal Nehru perceived and dealt with the world in his capacity as India’s first prime minister. Few comprehended the fact that Mao tze Tung was a Communist with a mandarin mind who was never either a mere clone of Karl Marx or a stooge of Joseph Stalin. Or that Ho Chi Minh was first and foremost a Vietnamese nationalist for whom Communism was an instrumentality through which he sought to achieve the unity and independence of his country. Generally speaking, the failure to understand that Communism was not a monolith and indeed had very different meanings, or in some cases no meaning at all, from one Asian state to another was perhaps one of the most glaring manifestations of the cultural ignorance that ran like a virus through American foreign policy toward this part of the world. It resulted in America’s failure to achieve a successful policy toward South Asia and culminated in a policy disaster in Vietnam. 


From the end of World War II to the end of Truman administration, however, US relations with both India and Pakistan profited from the favorable image America had acquired in the Subcontinent as a result of the sympathetic attitude its leaders showed toward indigenous nationalism during the war years. Following Independence, there was great optimism in the West about the political direction India in particular seemed to be heading. Through the powerful leadership provided by Jawaharlal Nehru and his Congress Party, India had by 1947 established a provisional government dedicated to the creation of representative political institutions, had convened a constituent assembly in 1948 which produced  a democratic constitution by the end of 1949, and had called for national elections under that Constitution for 1952. Pakistan, by contrast, showed greater reluctance to move quickly toward full-franchise democracy and in the end failed to so during this period. Despite this, however, there remained strong expectations that Pakistan would establish progressive political and social institutions based somehow on “Islamic principles.”


But the most important step the United States government took at this time which reinforced its positive image in the region was the appointment in 1951 of Chester Bowles as the American ambassador to India. Ironically, the reason why Bowles was given this assignment had little to do with any kind of cultural or historical insight into South Asia on the part of the Truman administration. Basically, it was the first of two occasions (the next would occur after JFK became president) when consigning Bowles to an Asian ambassadorship was designed to move him away from the Washington political environment. 


The reasons for this were indicative of structural changes that had begun to take place in the Democratic party in the aftermath of Franklin Roosevelt’s death in 1945. These structural changes reflected both domestic and international developments associated with the end of World War II. Internationally they were associated with the emerging tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union. Domestically, they were associated with a swing toward the Right in the country writ large and the displacement within the Democratic party of the radical New Deal reformers who had surrounded Roosevelt during the Depression and the War by a much more conservative, hard-line coterie of advisors and policy makers whom Harry Truman had attracted into political entourage.


During the New Deal, Chester Bowles, a Connecticut Yankee who made his fortune on Madison Avenue, had risen to prominence in the Roosevelt administration as a dedicated liberal. During World War II, he had risen to become director of the Office of Price Administration, and in this capacity had been highly  effective in  preventing the business community from engaging in the kind of price gouging that had debilitated the American economy during previous wars.  Controversial, flamboyant, highly articulate, Bowles was proving to be unsettling to the more conservative circle of advisors and policy-makers with whom Harry Truman had surrounded himself. Bowles, in the spirit of the liberal and humanistic doctrines with which the Roosevelt administration had confronted depression and war, wanted to approach the reconstruction and revitalization of the postwar world in the same manner that the United States had dealt with poverty and despair in its own country. He opposed the growing appetite for hard-line, predominantly military approaches to containing Communism increasingly being advocated by the emerging post-Roosevelt political establishment. 


Bowles’s assignment to the Indian ambassadorship might have been a tactical device to remove his critical voice from Washington. But once he arrived in South Asia, Chester Bowles found the perfect venue for the articulation, indeed the amplification, of his political values, and because of this he was able to do his country a lot of good in the emerging Third World until the Cold War culture finally swept away the last vestiges of Rooseveltian idealism.


Bowles actually professed anti-Communism as stridently as did any of his Washington peers. His differences with the hard-liners were over methods. From the moment he reached South Asia,  he seems to have instinctively understood that a containment policy which gave priority to military alliances was unworkable as a means of garnering support for America’s strategic objectives among the former colonial peoples of the non-Western world. For him, the answer was economic assistance, and any and all measures that encouraged the development and perpetuation of secular democratic institutions. From the outset of his arrival in New Delhi he blended his “New Deal” orientation to India’s postwar social and economic requirements with a shrewd (for the times) realization that nationalism was the dominant ideological preoccupation of Asian leaders like Nehru rather than the ideological categories that were relevant to recent Western political experiences. He repeatedly emphasized these perspectives in reports to his superiors at State, in a steady stream of public statements,  and in numerous articles and interviews published in the press. In the words of Howard Schaffer, who has published a definitive political biography of Chester Bowles:(9) 


Bowles’s clear preference for aid to popularly based Third World



governments over help to authoritarian ones, especially right wing



regimes, reflected his strong democratic values. He was convinced



that only governments enjoying strong public support would be able



to create the climate of popular enthusiasm required for successful



economic development.(p. 76)


As Bowles himself stated it:(10)  

 
How silly we must sometimes seem reducing every question to the



Communist equation. Some of the questions are bigger than 



communism..... If all the Communists on earth disappeared overnight,



the need for foreign aid to assist new struggling peoples to achieve



stable democratic societies would still be there.(p. 343)


Chester Bowles’s activist style of diplomacy, along with his opposition to the rapidly crystalizing conventional wisdom about how best to checkmate Soviet expansionism, made him a highly controversial emissary. One might say that in Indian eyes he made US South Asian foreign policy appear more progressive than it actually was. Neither the Truman administration nor the US Congress were particularly enthusiastic about Nehru’s Fabian approach to Indian economic development or his reluctance to decisively lead his nation into the Western camp. The so-called “non-alignment doctrine” was interpreted as being equivalent in the international arena to what the term “fellow traveler” had come to connote in the McCarthyist atmosphere that prevailed in the domestic American political environment. It was mainly Bowles’s unremitting insistence that India’s maverick foreign policy was driven not by sympathy for Communism but by a genre of nationalism that was an endemic Third World reaction to the long night of colonialism, and constituted no threat to American strategic interests as long as she remained democratic, that helped keep the hardliners at bay for the remainder of Truman’s tenure in office.


Bowles’s achievement was quite remarkable in the face of the pattern of strategic thinking which already pervaded the State Department and the defense establishment. He was for a time able almost single-handedly to save America from itself, as it were. Dean Acheson, Truman’s secretary of state passionately believed that countervailing military power alone would successfully contain Communist expansionism. Men like James E. Forrestal and Clark Clifford in the defense establishment were if anything even more adamant about this than was Acheson. The mounting Republican opposition in the country was still more adamant. In 1949, the Subcommittee for the Near and Middle East of the State-Army-Navy-Air Forces Coordinating Committee (SANACC)(11) prepared a document which stated that “our national interests require..... the orientation of South Asia toward the U. S. and other Western democracies, and away from the USSR.”  The “basic strategic objectives of the U.S.” require, the report said, that Soviet encroachment or domination must be prevented; that the Soviets must be prevented from obtaining military support from these nations or given access to any of their facilities; that our side must endeavor to obtain the support and access to facilities denied to the other side; and that Pakistan should be cultivated with a view to gaining access “in emergency” to “base facilities in the Karachi-Lahore area.” In sum:



We must recognize that should we not provide at least the minimum



[military] assistance deemed essential by the countries of the area, South



Asia might give effect to its predilection [sic] for neutrality..... or at



worst might fall into the Soviet orbit. In either event we should find it



difficult to prevent the countries of the area from developing political



and economic principles incompatible with our own, and should war come,



we might find ourselves denied access to the raw materials, manpower,


             limited industrial capacity and possible bases of South Asia. (p. 13)


Doubts about which course of action was appropriate for South Asia ended in 1952 when Dwight D. Eisenhower led the Republican party back to the White House after a sixteen year hiatus. This heralded the demise of the Roosevelt political consensus that had remained in place for twenty years. With the change of administrations, and most importantly, administration philosophy, Chester Bowles was shunted into political oblivion for the time being. He would have to wait eight years before again becoming a significant player in the field of foreign policy.


As is well known, John Foster Dulles had no regard whatsoever for the “neutralist” or “non-aligned” position that Jawaharlal Nehru espoused. As early as January 17, 1947, while Nehru headed  a caretaker regime that was overseeing the transition from British rule to formal independence, Dulles heaped disdain on  India’s new government in a speech before the National Publishers association. “In India,” he declared, “Soviet Communism exercises a strong influence through its interim government.” Nehru issued an angry rejoinder to this assertion the very next day. “I have read with surprise and regret a report of a speech made by Mr. John Foster Dulles in New York in which he criticizes [the] policy of [the] interim government. I can hardly believe that report is a correct one. Mr. Dulles was one of [the] representatives of [the] US Govt in [the] UN general assembly and his words therefore carry weight.” (12)  The atmosphere of rancor and distrust between India and the United States intensified when Dulles followed up these remarks with his famous declaration that neutralism is “immoral.”  


Predictably and understandably, therefore, once John Foster Dulles became secretary of state, US policy toward South Asia turned decisively away from an emphasis on the patient nurturance of democratic institutions and economic development for which Chester Bowles had stood. In its place came a policy which denied legitimacy to India’s non-alignment doctrine and blatantly recruited Pakistan into the mosaic of mutual security structures that were already in place along the perimeter of Soviet and Chinese power (Western Europe, Greece, the Middle East, Southeast Asia, South Korea, Taiwan and Japan). Pakistan became America’s strategic partner in South Asia, both against the Communist bloc and India. 


Pakistan eagerly joined the Grand Alliance, not because it faced credible threats either from internal Communist subversion or external Communist aggression, but solely because it was perceived as a way to strengthen Pakistan’s military hand vis a vis India and enhance international diplomatic support for its claim on Kashmir, over which it had already unsuccessfully fought a war with India in 1948. Its eagerness to join CENTO and SEATO should, in fact, partly be seen in the context of the indecisive outcome of that war. For it enabled Pakistan to  “double-dip” on American military and economic resources as it sought means to bolster its military machine in preparation for a future military showdown with India.  However, the fact that bringing Pakistan into these alliance systems laid the foundation for a prolonged pattern of intra-regional conflict not over Communism but over a modern manifestation of centuries-old ethnoreligious antipathies was simply beyond comprehension to Eurocentric anti-Communist ideologues like John Foster Dulles and his supporters who saw the world almost entirely in one-dimensional terms.  This was vividly reflected in a conversation which Walter Lippmann claimed to have had with Dulles at a Washington dinner party shortly after the 1954 Geneva Accords. “Look Walter,” Dulles said, blinking behind his thick glasses, “I’ve got some real fighting men into the south of Asia. The only Asians who can really fight are the Pakistanis. That’s why we need them in the alliance. We could never get along without the Gurkhas.” When Lippmann reminded him that the Gurkhas are Indian, not Pakistani, Dulles replied, “Well, they may not be Pakistanis, but they’re Moslems.” Lippmann once more corrected Dulles, saying, “No, I’m afraid they’re not Moslems either, they’re Hindus.” Dulles merely replied, “No matter,” and proceeded to lecture Lippmann for half an hour on how SEATO would plug the dike against communism in Asia. (13) 

The Pakistan policy was set in motion during the first year of Eisenhower’s presidency. It’s impact in India is well known. The new ambassador who arrived with it in New Delhi was a career diplomat named George V. Allen. By all accounts, Allen was an able professional who found himself burdened with a profoundly unpalatable assignment. His burdens were probably increased by virtue of the fact that unlike Bowles he had no background or constituencies in the political arena. Therefore, he was not in a position to build public support for his designated role as Chester Bowles had been. Given the policy’s great unpopularity in India, however, it is doubtful in any event whether a more politically viable person would have made very much difference. Despite the vilification to which the United States was subjected by the Indian government and press, and the personal pressures which Allen experienced, it is clear that his enthusiasm for a policy that would disturb the political and military balance in South Asia was not great. In testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in May 1954, Ambassador Allen sounded more like Chester Bowles than John Foster Dulles. “I do not see a better alternative [than Nehru] on the horizon at the present moment,” he declared. “If the democratic processes were to fail in India, an extremist movement, either to the left or to the right would occur, either one of which would be bad for us.” Allen ruefully declared, “You may be sure that our decision to give military aid to Pakistan has not made my life in New Delhi any easier.” However, like any good soldier with a job to do, Allen concluded that “if the United States is going to carry out a policy of collective security, it seems to me we have got to go through with it rather stubbornly in spite of certain difficulties it is going to cause us in our relations with other countries.” And finally, “I have impressed on my staff that no matter how our relations with India may be affected by this decision, we must show that we are entirely ready to continue to be friendly with India.”


As the new policy toward South Asia unfolded, it became increasingly clear that the rewards to be garnered by incorporating Pakistan into America’s global treaty system were destined to be meager.  The results proved to be counterproductive from almost every standpoint. On the Indian side, the reaction of both the press and the political establishment far exceeded American expectations. Nehru was bitterly upset over the turn of events. In Robert J. McMahon’s words, “He blasted the United States repeatedly for its militaristic approach to world affairs, a charge repeated and embellished in the increasingly venomous Indian press.” (p. 214) His anger extended even to the US Information Agency which through the encouragement of Bowles had created a widely disbursed network of libraries, cultural centers and publications around India. All its branches outside the major cities of New Delhi, Bombay, Calcutta and Madras were closed. Nehru “accused the Eisenhower administration of subsidizing individuals and newspapers in India that criticized openly the government and its policies, a charge with some foundation.”(p. 214) (14)


But this was not the worst consequence of  the decision to convert Pakistan into a Cold War state. It must be remembered that the whole point of the policy was to prevent Soviet penetration of South Asia. Yet this turned out to be precisely the result. It didn’t come through any Conversion of Nehru to Communism, or by the kind of civil disintegration and grass-roots revolutionary upheavals which the United States, by projecting perceptions that had grown out of the orgy of witch-hunting which had consumed its body politic for almost a decade, imagined would be the case unless India could be persuaded or coerced into joining the Western alliance. It came on a state to state basis. For with the United States now supplying arms and providing diplomatic succor for Pakistan, Nehru, who believed (rightly) that India would eventually become the target of increased Pakistani military strength, turned to the Soviet Union in search of countervailing military and diplomatic support. Russia responded positively because it had wisely abandoned the old Stalinist position that the ruling classes of Third World countries like India were nothing more than brown-skinned versions of bourgeois decadence. 


America’s relationship with its new ally, Pakistan,  proved from the outset to be a political quagmire. To paraphrase McMahon, ambivalence, misunderstandings, tensions and unfulfilled expectations plagued the relationship from the beginning.(p. 190) This is because it soon became clear that there was a vast chasm between what Pakistan expected from the United States and what the United States was prepared to provide. Once the Eisenhower administration became fully enmeshed in Pakistan, it discovered that the country was in every respect a basket case that could never develop in the foreseeable future into the kind of bulwark against Communist bloc power that Dulles had envisioned. With the dawning of this realization, a subtle shift occurred in America’s assessment of Pakistan’s strategic value, from seeing it as a pro-active partner in the great crusade (as Dulles in his naivete originally imagined would be the case) to primarily a client state that must be sustained in order to keep the wolf of economic collapse and social revolution from her door (as Eisenhower himself eventually realized). In the face of this altered perception of the possible, the United States indicated it was not prepared to provide unlimited additions to the Pakistani arsenal. They were only willing to provide enough to keep the keep the country from “going Communist”.  With this went the original raison d’etre for Pakistan’s willingness to join SEATO and CENTO in the first place.  Its leaders had clearly hoped that this would one day provide them with the wherewithal to settle old scores with India.


Negotiations had reached such an impasse by the end of Eisenhower’s first term that the General himself had come to realize that the Pakistan alliance had been a mistake. We are indebted to the seminal scholarship of Robert J. McMahon (Ibid., 1994) for clarifying this. Eisenhower, in fact, must be credited not only with seeing the futility of expecting anything worthwhile to come from the Pakistan alliance, but realizing that its effects on America’s grand strategy for South Asia was proving to be counterproductive. Says McMahon:



U.S. officials, who monitored closely India’s relations with China and



the Soviet Union, found ample evidence to support the view that..... a



shift was indeed underway. Throughout 1954 and 1955 they expressed



grave concern with what seemed to be unmistakable signs that India 



was forging closer ties with both communist states.


Shortly after the Pakistan policy had taken effect, India and China signed a treaty of friendship (April 1954). Chou Enlai visited India (June 1954), and Nehru reciprocally visited China (November 1954). A year later, the Soviet Union entered the arena of Third World politics with a flourish, coming at the very moment when India badly needed new friends. Stalinist orthodoxy was abandoned and replaced under Malenkov and Krushchev with the thesis that the nationalist elites of ex-colonial countries should be cultivated as potential opponents of Western capitalism and imperialism. As Dennis Kux (1993) observes: Nehru was now prepared to edge closer to the Soviet Union to offset US support for Pakistan. “At a time,” he continues, “when the West was trying to contain the Soviets – vigorously trying to limit Moscow’s contacts with the newly emergent nations – the chance to expand relations with the largest nonaligned country was an opportunity the Russians eagerly seized.” (15) 


In this vein, Nehru was in Moscow on an official visit in June of 1955. In November and December of 1955, Nikita Krushchev  (Communist Party General Secretary) and Nikolai Bulganin (Premier) traveled to  India on a three-week state visit, touring the country and drawing large and enthusiatic crowds wherever they went. Not only did the Soviets pledge all manor of military and economic assistance to India, they offered her diplomatic support as well by taking India’s side in the   Kashmir dispute and on Goa, (16) and promising to use their UN veto to protect India’s interests in the international arena. 


All in all, the alliance with Pakistan led to a diplomatic and strategic disaster for the United States, one from which it has still not recovered. Eugene Rostow voiced his fear that the United States might be facing “a diplomatic Pearl Harbor”in India.”(17) The specter of Russian penetration of the region eventually alarmed even Dulles. He started to back away from the attempt to isolate and punish India and moved toward the realization that economic assistance and real efforts at some kind of rapproachment were the only measures that would keep India from gradually slipping into the Soviet orbit. Dulles actually traveled to India in March 1956 in an attempt to try and mend diplomatic fences. The hostile reaction he got there made it clear that Eisenhower alone would have to step forward if any real change in relations were to be effectuated. “Public opinion had become so aroused,” says McMahon, that the government needed to take special steps just to insure Dulles’s safety.” (p. 225) The secretary of state confessed,  “while I knew they did not like our alliance with, and armament program for, Pakistan..... I never appreciated before the full depth of their feeling.” (18) As McMahon aptly puts it, “Dulles’s admission that he never really understood the reasons for the Indian furor over U. S. aid to Pakistan almost defies comprehension.” (p. 226) It reflects, of course, the vast quantum of cultural and historical ignorance about South Asia from which not only John Foster Dulles suffered, but most Washington policy makers of the day did as well.


It is also remarkable how clearly Eisenhower came to see that the Pakistan policy had failed. What had begun to open his eyes was the intransigence and obstreperousness of Pakistani leaders and officials in the course of trying to establish the magnitude of US aid. From the American standpoint, aid decisions had to reflect what American experts believed to be Pakistan’s appropriate requirements as a component of the anti-Communist strategic structure and the limits on Pakistani capacity to absorb aid. From the Pakistani standpoint, the modest amounts of aid that they were being offered, and the constraints being imposed on its use, flew in the face of why they had entered into the alliance in the first place – viz., to achieve as quickly as possible the military strength they required to successfully make war on India. As he became increasingly aware of this unsavory state of affairs, Eisenhower concluded that the alliance with Pakistan had been a mistake from which the United States was now unable to extricate itself. As McMahon relates it:



The president said he felt that “our tendency to rush out and seek allies



was not very sensible.” He voiced concern that “we were doing practically 
 

nothing for Pakistan except in the form of military aid.” The military



commitment to Pakistan was “perhaps the worst kind of a plan and



decision we could have made,” Eisenhower lamented. “It was a terrible



error, but we now seem hopelessly involved in it.” (p. 207)


There was no thought of reversing the policy, however. The compulsions and intellectual conventions of the Cold War had become so deeply entrenched in Washington that Eisenhower found himself imprisoned by political conditioning which McCarthyism, his own secretary of state, and indeed opportunistic aspersions he himself had cast upon the loyalty and integrity of his predecessors during his first presidential campaign had led to. Once you were in, you could not get out! “Not even the program’s most severe critics in the ICA and the State Department,” declares McMahon, “considered an aid cutback either practical or prudent.” (P. 207) Pakistan was America’s tar baby.


Eisenhower’s solution was to reach out to India and try to achieve some kind of compensatory modus vivendi. Nehru was invited to Washington in 1956 for face-to-face talks with Eisenhower which “stemmed from the president’s great faith in his own ability to overcome misunderstandings through the sheer force of his personality.”(p. 224) Eisenhower reciprocated and visited India in 1959. This interaction indeed improved relations between the two countries, in part because Nehru and Eisenhower did in fact hit it off personally, but more importantly because the failure of America’s militaristic policies toward South Asia  had brought the Soviet Union into the equation and forced  the United States to alter its strategic thinking. The Third World was in the process of becoming an arena where the two superpowers would fight proxy wars for both economic and military advantage. By the Kennedy years this would become the dominant motif of competition between the United States and the Soviet Union outside the European arena. In retrospect we can conclude that the foundations for this new form of superpower confrontation were ironically laid by John Foster Dulles’s Pakistan policy and Dwight Eisenhower’s attempt to 

ameliorate it when it became obvious that it opened the door for Communist bloc penetration of South Asia.

Cold War and Separatism 

From the standpoint of perspective distance, it is now possible to see the fatal flaw in the Pakistan policy. It was not militarization per se that doomed it. After all,  mutual security pacts with a number of nations around the perimeter of Communist bloc power proved to be fairly effective. Japan, South Korea and Taiwan come to mind as far as East Asia is concerned. Turkey and Israel proved workable in the Middle East, not to mention Greece in southeastern Europe. There was NATO in western Europe. Military procedures were coupled with economic assistance, to be sure, but in these instances, except possibly for Western Europe, the military dimension was clearly dominant. What prevented American policy makers from grasping the ruinous implications of projecting Cold War anti-Communist phobias into South Asia was a failure to accurately read the region’s history . This pertained especially to the roots of the contemporary ethnoreligious antipathies between Hindus and Muslims, that led to the separate states of India and Pakistan and the perpetual state of war which had followed in its wake


These ethnoreligious antipathies had their origins in the Muslim invasions and eventual conquest of most of Hindu India. This process commenced around 1000 AD. Islam penetrated deeply into Indian civilization and through a gradual process of intercultural synthesis over ensuing centuries led to a South Asian population that in terms of religious affiliation was seventy-five percent Hindu and twenty-five percent Muslim.  The disparity between Muslim political dominance and Hindu demographic dominance laid the foundations for the pattern of rivalry and conflict that ensued between these two cultural communities. Hindus saw the Muslims as an alien socioreligious system which had gained the upper hand over the Hindu majority at a time of internal political disarray and cultural decay. Muslims saw Hindus as a race of infidels whose moral and religious decadence made them a legitimate object of conquest and conversion to the True Faith. 


Following British conquest, which began in earnest in the 17th century and was effectively completed by the end of the 19th, a matrix of modern political, administrative and economic institutions crystalized across the South Asian subcontinent as the 19th century blended into the 20th. This led progressively to a colonial state system the control of which the British were finally compelled to relinquish in 1947 following a century of rising nationalism. Native political mobilization proceeded along two tracks which reflected the power relationship that had existed for centuries between Hindus and Muslims. The Indian National Congress that formed in 1885, despite being overwhelmingly Hindu in membership,  purported to represent all Indians regardless of race or creed and was firmly identified with the establishment of a secular state once independence had been achieved. Figures like Gopal Krishna Gokhali, Mahatma Gandhi, Motilal Nehru and his son, Jawaharlal Nehru,  were the emergent leaders who built this party. However, a dissenting faction within the Hindu community also emerged by the turn of the century that opposed a broadly conceived secular state. Smarting from centuries of Muslim political dominance, and blaming it on the corrosive impact of Western decadence and a decline in faith,  “manliness” and militancy among Hindus, a series of parties and “cultural” organizations formed, led by men like Bal Gangadhar Tilak and numerous “political sadhus” who advocated the eventual establishment of a socioreligious state grounded in Hinduism. The most noteworthy of these parties was the Hindu Mahasabha which in some ways is the lineal ancestor of the present Bharatiya Janata Party. They believed that Muslim political and cultural power must be suppressed, and that Muslims should either be reconverted to Hinduism or, where unsuccessful,  at minimum compelled to “Indianize” their life style. This militant faction promoted confrontation with Muslims, leading often to communal rioting, which in turn resulted in Muslim counter-mobilization and confrontation.


Counter-mobilization led to the Muslim League, established in 1906. Apart from self-defense, Muslim political mobilization was driven by fears of losing political importance in a gradually democratizing political environment where numbers would count in the electoral processes that the Indian National Congress was demanding and the British seemed increasingly prone to concede. Originated at the urging of venerable Muslim figures like Sir Saiyid Ahmad Khan and young modernists on the campus of Aligarh Muslim University and similar institutions around India, the League commanded the allegiance of most Indian Muslims by the time Independence was near. In the end,  the League had only one principal demand. This was that at independence India be partitioned into two separate states, one predominantly Hindu and the other predominantly Muslim. The principal architect of this “solution” was Muhammad Ali Jinnah. Despite enormous efforts by Mahatma Gandhi,  the secular-oriented Congress leadership and by the last British Viceroy, Lord Louis Mountbatten, who foresaw the divisive future implications of politically subdividing South Asia along ethnoreligious lines,  Jinnah and his associates would not compromise on this demand. Independence came for Pakistan and India in 1947 and within a year the two new nations were at war with each other over Kashmir. Kargil is merely the most recent manifestation, and perhaps the most dangerous, of this tragic cleavage.


The United States walked into this situation wearing cultural/historical blinders. No one in the higher echelons of the United States government had any real awareness of what might be the consequences of internationalizing this extremely deep-seated, intra-regional ethnoreligious cleavage. American foreign policy was so monolithically focused on Communist ideological and military expansionism that the most viable dangers to peace and security in South Asia were never accurately perceived. In the words of Ambassador Teresita Schaffer, Pakistan’s motive was always a search for “an ‘equalizer’ in its troubled relationship with its much larger neighbor, India.” Thus, “In the 1950s, it intended its alliance with the United States to serve this purpose.” (19)  

The exception in high places to these imperfect perceptions, as we have seen,  was Chester Bowles. He too was a creature of his time, of course,  in the sense that he framed his advocacy of non-militarized policies toward South Asia in terms of the belief that it would be the  most effective way to stem the rise of Communism. He believed that Nehru was much too sanguine about the Communist threat despite the fact, indeed because of the fact, that India seemed to be handling the threat so effectively. Said he: “Because of his very success in checking the Communists, he underestimates, in my view, not only the problems of world communism, but also the real dimensions of the Communist threat in India over the coming years.” (p. 108) Also, and prophetically: “It is in the broader area of communism in world politics and the Cold War that the differences between Nehru and his American critics become sharpest.” (p, 109) This, of course, because Nehru “has not yet drawn the conclusion..... that the whole world must finally choose up sides.”(p. 109)(20)   

Despite his stridency about Communism, Bowles, undoubtedly due to his long association with Roosevelt’s New Deal reconstructionist policies during the Depression era, nevertheless seems to have instinctively understood that economic development and the building of viable democratic institutions was the key to keeping India stable and outside the Soviet orbit as well as, like so many other newly emergent nations, from descending into some form of totalitarian miasma.      


With the benefit of retrospective wisdom, I think it is now possible to conclude that had Chester Bowles’s vision carried the day during the early years of the Cold War,  the panoply of war, arrested development, public disenchantment, and strained relations with the United States that has plagued this region for almost a half century might well have been avoided. At that time, however, Bowles’s appeal for massive economic assistance to India ‘with no strings attached’ was regarded as both ‘soft-headed’ and fiscally unrealistic. Apparently he believed that the only way such a policy could be sold in Washington was to play on the anti-Communist fears which at the time drove US policy-makers. Consequently he couched his humanistic entreaties in a ‘threat mode’, by claiming that the only way to prevent India from being ‘lost’ to the West through an indigenous Communist revolution or outside penetration was by promoting prosperity and democracy there. This backfired, however, because the New Deal-style internationalism that drove Chester Bowles and his supporters was on the wane. His critics were, in fact, implicitly prepared to have it both ways in preference to acceding to his liberal critique. That is, his critics in the Truman administration and in Congress, when pressed, turned round and contended that India was not sufficiently imperiled by domestic Communism to warrant massive infusions of economic aid.  The cold warriors who were increasingly in the driver’s seat back home held that the most serious threat to South Asia emanated from the expansion of Communist bloc military power. McMahon (Ibid.) describes how John H. Ohly, one of Averal Harriman’s aides, attacked Bowles’s logic and concluded that in the absence of “unlimited funds” the US “cannot afford an economic development plan unrelated to the communist threat.” (21) Quite a striking turnabout in light of the fact that earlier analyses such as that by  SANACC  in 1949, referred to above,  had concluded that South Asia was in grave danger of “going Communist”, and that even a year before Ohly’s memo, “The State Department and CIA assessments of mid-1951 concluded with the somber warning that India stood a reasonable chance of falling to communism.” (McMahon, Ibid., p. 105) Officially expressed perspectives clearly changed between 1949 and 1951, possibly because Truman’s advisors and the policy analysts in State and the CIA really had concluded that the domestic threat in South Asia was after all minimal, or, more probably, because warding off the liberal critique of hard-line Cold War thinking, even at the cost of contradicting themselves, had become of paramount importance to the factions who had gained control of American foreign policy.


The advent of the Eisenhower administration consummated the triumph of the Cold War hawks.  John Foster Dulles, as Secretary of State, did not represent any new departures in US strategic and diplomatic thinking. He simply consolidated an evolutionary process that had commenced virtually from the moment Harry Truman assumed office. As I have noted elsewhere, Dulles infused “American foreign policy with an ideological intensity that was equal and opposite to the Marxist-Leninist ideology” then driving Soviet and Red Chinese foreign policy.  “It was not that the Truman administration had been any less preoccupied with Soviet and Chinese expansionism.” Acheson was as much a hawk as was Dulles. “What Dulles did, however, was to synthesize anti-communism into a global doctrine. He made anti-communism rather than the quality of political institutions (although lip-service was paid to the latter) the litmus test of which states were morally as well as strategically acceptable to the West.” (22)  Extremism bred extremism. The Soviet and the American leaderships had become dominated by rival fanatics.


It was, then,  the public hysteria and political opportunism of the 1950s which resulted in the decision by the United States government to hastily promulgate a policy for South Asia that even the Eisenhower administration itself who initiated it was compelled to privately repudiate only months after its inception. But because it was a policy failure that they decided to cover up and “live with”,  it set in motion an almost karmaic sequence of events that can be said to have led ineluctably to the nuclear crisis that now haunts the region. It is a type-case of how when a policy-subculture rooted in false premises takes hold of a country’s leadership, the capacity to abandon the failed policies it results in prove to be almost impossible to change or abandon because so many vested interests (in terms of both resource commitments and individual egos) have become locked into it. Ultimately, Vietnam would become  the case par excellence of this tragic inertia.


To repeat, the fundamental error was the failure to understand that incorporating Pakistan into the global anti-Soviet treaty system could be bought only at the price of appearing to intervene on a partisan basis in the Separatist Movement which had led to the creation of the two states of India and Pakistan, and was responsible for the perpetual pattern of enmity between them. For this action internationalized not only the Kashmir dispute but the communal antipathies that underlay it.  Once this happened,  Pakistan was provided with military and diplomatic incentives to avoid settling its differences with India over Kashmir on a bilateral, intraregional basis. Instead, membership in SEATO and CENTO nurtured a fantasy that eventually enough weaponry and diplomatic support would be forthcoming from the West to enable Pakistan to win control of Kashmir by force.  Since the Indian leadership fully understood the implications for them of this policy, it resulted in a permanent atmosphere of distrust and pique vis a vis the United States and a consequent systematic search for ways to cope with the strategic, material and diplomatic dilemmas it posed for their country’s future development and survival.           


Also analogously to the situation that prevailed at the outset of the Vietnam crisis, there was a paucity of  regional expertise upon which the administration could draw, and what there was of it was disdained by the hardline “realists” in any event. McMahon (Ibid.) notes that there were officials(23) who warned that the new policy might drive India toward increased ties with the Soviets and reduce chances for an intraregional settlement between India and Pakistan. But their misgivings were dismissed by the inner circle: “Convinced that broader global security issues were at stake..... Dulles, [Assistant Secretary of State] Henry A. Byroade , [Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Arthur W.] Radford, [Secretary of Defense Charles E.] Wilson, and other senior officials from State and Defense dismissed that perspective as a byproduct of the narrow focus so typical of area experts.” (p. 170)  Chester Bowles and the handful of American journalists and scholars who had hard knowledge of South Asia had widely publicized the fact that India was a stable democracy which in1952 had carried off the largest free election in human history; that Nehru had decisively suppressed all Communist attempts to seize power by violent means wherever they had occurred; and that India had plunged into systematic planning for the purpose of modernizing its economy and improving the quality of life for all its citizens. Pakistan, they argued, while not as emphatically committed to the adoption of a fully open democratic polity as was India, nevertheless revealed no leanings toward Communism. Its Islamic culture and religion strongly mitigated against the atheistic premises of Marxist/Leninist doctrines. If not tempted to travel down the road of militarization, it stood a chance of turning toward serious peaceful social, political and economic development. But it was all to no avail. The obsession with Communist expansionism had too pervasive a grip on official American perceptions of the postwar world.

 
There were painful consequences for failing to comprehend where the real security threats in South Asia lay.  Fundamentally, the United States denied itself the opportunity to play a sustained role in resolving the region’s most salient problems, and by doing so undermined the basic premises of its own foreign policy. The critics had been right. War was not kept out of the region. Using American arms supplied under the terms of the mutual-security pacts, the Pakistani military dictator, Ayub Khan, attacked India in 1965 in a desperate attempt to force a settlement on Kashmir by military means. War broke out again in 1971when the next military dictator (Yahya Khan), turned the country’s American equipped army against his own people in a brutal but unsuccessful attempt to suppress rebellion in East Pakistan. This escalated into another war with India when the consequences of genocide and millions of refugees spilling into India drove Mrs. Gandhi to assist the Bangladeshi freedom fighters. In this way, Soviet power was by default able to penetrate the region as an arms supplier and diplomatic ally to India, as broker of the Tashkent peace agreement that ended the 1965 war, and thereafter in a host of other well-scripted capacities.  Domestically, scarce capital resources were increasingly diverted from economic development to arms production and procurement until finally, under Indira Gandhi and her son and successor Rajiv,  most restraints on taking the road toward macho-statehood were removed. The Ahimsa-driven Non- Alignment posture India had maintained under Nehru was peremptorily replaced by a policy of opting openly for regional power status. The pace of political reform was also slowed. While India maintained her democratic institutions, new stresses developed. There was increased deployment of paramilitary forces, with a reputation for ignoring the fine points of human rights,  designed to control civil unrest within the country and control disturbed border regions like Kashmir and the northeast frontier. Bloated military budgets, staggering international debt, and consequent inability to significantly improve the lot of its people inhibited democratization processes in Pakistan as well. Even as late as 1993, Tahir-Kheli could say that national elections “were less a search for a mandate for change in Pakistan’s economic policies than a struggle for political power between adversaries.”(24)  
  The Dueling Models Policy  

From the time the United States incorporated Pakistan into its mutual security system in 1952, it set in motion a process through which it gradually undermined its capacity to control events in the subcontinent in a manner compatible with its perceived strategic interests. We have seen that the Eisenhower administration was aware that an alliance with Pakistan would harm US-Indian relations, but decided to go ahead with it anyway. There was a complacent belief that India’s neutralism made her a less valuable asset to US interests than a militarized, pro-American Pakistan. It was further assumed that India’s economic weakness made her in the long run so dependant on Western largesse that it could not afford to stray too far off  the reservation. In a conversation with the Indian ambassador, G. L. Mehta, in October 1953, Dulles responded to the ambassador’s concern about “the apparent deterioration” of relations between the two countries by saying that this was “unfortunate but not overly serious as popularity of Nations quickly change, and as long as there was no real divergence of interests between the United States and India, the matter would correct itself with time.”(25)  

It obviously did not correct itself. And when it became evident that Pakistan, on the one hand, was destined to be more a strategic liability than a strategic asset, and that India, on the other hand, was prepared to actively pursue countermeasures, particularly in the form of turning to the Soviet bloc for succor, even the Eisenhower administration felt compelled to alter course. As always, Cold War trepidations more than principle and cultural insight determined the rationale for this contemplated course-alteration.  


Economic aid to India and encouraging the development of her democratic institutions began to emerge as a systematized alternative model to the predominantly military model for blunting Communist bloc expansionism which had almost exclusively prevailed until this time. Even the NSC had come full cycle by 1959, as McMahon (Idem., p. 260) notes: Paper 5701 declared: “A strong India would be a successful example of an alternative to Communism in an Asian context.” This theme was picked up in several quarters of the American press and political establishment. It was heavily stressed when Nehru came to the United States in 1956. Significantly, “The President kept India’s bete noire, John Foster Dulles, in the background. The Indian leader, in turn, saw to it that Krishna Menon, the US bete noire, stayed away from Washington.” Despite the frankness of their talks, the outcome was that, “Eisenhower liked Nehru even though he found him ‘a personality of unusual contradictions’.” (Kux, Ibid., pp, 140- 143). Eisenhower’s reciprocal visit to India in 1959 also went very well from a public relations standpoint. None of this, however, led to full rapproachment because the Cold War culture that nurtured the anti-Communist hawks continued to thrive in America, because the Pakistan factor remained as a kind of diplomatic albatross which the US was not prepared to shed, and because India, consequently, at his time saw no reason either to dampen its non-alignment policy or its determination to sustain a countervailing relationship with the Soviet Union as long as Pakistan remained a threat to her security. 


Thus, the policy modifications that impelled the United States to try and have its cake and eat it too in South Asia  resulted in the emergence within the confines of the Subcontinent prototypes of both of the models that would for the next several years be deployed in the effort to prevent the Communist bloc from penetrating the non-Western world. That is, military pacts where possible, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, where subtler strategies were called for, economic aid combined with support for democratization, with a dash of military assistance as well where there was an inclination to accept it.. There was of course overlap between them, but the differences in degree were strategically significant. 


This, in a very real sense, and somewhat ironically, would be the legacy which Eisenhower would pass on to his Democrat successor, John F. Kennedy. The Kennedy administration, initially featured a strong preference for the economic aid model for both South Asian states but particularly for India, given its superior infratstructural capacity to assimilate large infusions of capital and expertise and to distribute its fruits into the society’s grass-roots.(26)  

However, for a brief time, the military model also increased its saliency for India when in 1962, during John Galbraith’s watch as ambassador, the Chinese attacked and routed Indian troops in the Northeast Frontier region. Under these circumstances India literally pleaded for uncreased American military assistance, including air support for its cities in case the Chinese kept coming into the north Indian heartland.  Once the threat ended, however, Nehru, to the consternation of Washington, returned India to its non-aligned posture and resumed his criticism of the military model from which he had just benefitted. (27)

The dualistic set of models helped for a time to keep US relations toward India and Pakistan in some semblance of balance, although never enough to satisfy either party or substantially improve American ability to decisively control the regional strategic agenda. Pakistan continued to fall short of being a viable military partner, due to its perilous domestic condition and its unwillingness to significantly curb its paranoia toward India. India, while benefitting considerably from increased quanta and quality of economic assistance could not be persuaded to significantly diminish her attachment to her Third World doctrines and her now-reified (due to wariness about both China and Pakistan) “special relationship” with the Soviet Union.


However, the dual-models policy was not destined to survive in its full force for very long. For all practical purposes its rationale ceased to exist after 1965. Ayub Khan’s attack on India in that year forever shattered America’s illusion that it could have its cake and eat it in South Asia.  The assumption that US power and prestige would be able to compel Pakistan to confine its use of military assistance to countering Soviet expansionism proved to be illusory. The assumption that US economic assistance, coupled with assurances that the Pakistan policy would not be allowed to harm India, would suffice to placate India and deter her from looking to the Communist bloc for compensatory support proved to be illusory. India responded to the Pakistani attack by openly declaring her intention to look to her own security first, which meant acquiring the necessary weaponry to do so from wherever it was forthcoming.. Equally, the Pakistani assumption that her membership in the US’s global strategic system  implied implicit if not explicit support for their obsession with settling the Kashmir dispute on their terms was rudely shattered when the US severed the  military supply line. Pakistan responded, as had India, by looking elsewhere for the means to feed her ethnoreligious obsessions, including in the end both the Soviet Union and China. In short, this was the fateful turning point where it became evident to all who were prepared to look reality in the face that the Separatist legacy rather than the Communist menace had all along been the overriding strategic threat to the region. The 1965 war proved that the false premises upon which US South Asia policy had been founded had resulted in a failure to control the strategic agenda in the region. War, insecurity and Soviet entree had been its byproduct. All subsequent attempts by American administrations to craft policies for South Asia hopeful of influencing regional security to the US’s advantage, and within that the nuclear agenda for the region, once this challenge arose, would suffer from this failure. Periodically, semblances of the dualistic model would be tried, but never again in a systematic fashion as part of a comprehensive policy orientation. A rather desultory pragmatism took its place which could be regarded as more realistic under the circumstances. It spoke of pursuing “bilateral” relationships with the South Asian states on a more piecemeal basis which allegedly reflected the perceived needs of the moment, and certainly reflected an at least implicit acceptance of the fact that there were henceforth severe limits on the US’s capacity to control, or indeed even influence, the region’s strategic agenda. In a sense it could be said that the American agenda for South Asia moved from trying to decisively determine the broad patterns of economic, political and social development in the region to attempting to contain those aspects of their consequences which were perceived to have significant implications for American global policies.

.


During the Johnson and Nixon administrations,  the Vietnam and Bangladesh wars, plus the opening to China, generated at times strong disagreements between the United States government and the Indira Gandhi regime and resultantly hastened the move toward situational pragmatism. The confrontations of this period played an especially important role in India’s decision to eschew what came to be viewed as excessive dependence on American aid and toward the adoption of a more “hard state” demeanor with explicit regional hegemonic ambitions. During the Carter administration, pique over India’s maverick position on the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and frustration over both India’s and Pakistan’s reluctance to abandon the closet pursuit of nuclear weapons dominated the foreign policy agenda. With Reagan/Bush, the dominant issues were the climax and conclusion of the Cold War on terms favorable to the United States, the attempt to parlay the collapse of the Soviet Union and the emergence of a more reforms-minded, high-tech-oriented regime under Rajiv Gandhi into a new relationship that downplayed ideological stridency in favor of pragmatism and bilateralism. All this, of course, while simultaneously attempting to placate the Pakistanis and sustain their crucially important strategic role in the growingly successful campaign to push the Soviets out of Afghanistan. The challenges to the Clinton administration have mainly pertained to evolving post-Cold War relationships with India and Pakistan focused upon promoting economic liberalization and pressuring both states to sign the CTBT and conform to other international instruments designed to reduce the danger of nuclear war.


What changed in recent years was the transformation of global politics from a bipolar structure dominated and (and most importantly) regulated by the world’s two superpowers (viz., the Soviet Union and the United States) into a unipolar structure where the remaining superpower (viz., the United States) has found itself in the position of trying to play a supernumerary role vis a vis a variety of regional political arenas wherein normally one  intermediate level state endeavors to establish hegemonic power and challenge attempts by outside powers to control the intraregional agenda.  The Middleast, where Iraq has sought hegemonic dominance over neighboring states, to the point of eventual confrontation with the United States and its allies, comes to mind. As does the Balkans where dreams of a Greater Serbia by Slobodan Milosovic have produced enormous turmoil, bloodshed, and two violent confrontations with NATO. Northeast Asia, where North Korea’s attempted development of a nuclear arsenal threatens to disrupt decades of relative regional stability is still another challenge to the managerial capabilities of the world’s only superpower. 


In South Asia, this new international structure has assumed unusual importance because the two dominant states there now have nuclear weapons and appear to have created a regional ‘balance-of-terror’ structurally analogous to that which existed at the global level during the Cold War. With the present hostilities over Kargil in Kashmir, the dangers inherent in this confrontation have understandably aroused great international anxiety. The policy dilemma confronting the United States in the face of this situation assumes special poignancy because the background of past mutually incompatible policy models that were evolved for dealing with South Asia were as much a cause of the region’s security problems as a solution to them. 


We have traced the roots of the fundamental ethnoreligious cleavage which has been the motivating force for conflict between India and Pakistan since the two nations achieved independence from Great Britain to the Separatist Movement of the pre-independence era. Disagreement over which nation was entitled to annex Kashmir at the time of independence led to war in 1947. This “internationalization” of  ethnoreligious conflict resulted in a stalemate after the two new nations won control of about half of the province (with India clearly having retained control of the most lucrative half). Mediation attempts by the UN that were supposed to eventuate in a plebiscite bore no fruit. All subsequent attempts  to resolve the dispute have failed as well. We have contended that the fundamental error in the formulation of US policy toward South Asia in the postwar era was to incorporate Pakistan into the system of treaties that were designed to contain the expansion of Communism beyond the Sino-Soviet bloc. By following this course, we believe that the United States foreclosed any chance for India and Pakistan to achieve an amicable, bilateral resolution of their differences over Kashmir, following which both nations then might have been free to concentrate on nation-building and economic development. This was the case because Pakistan’s ethnoreligiously driven grievances against India and not anti-Communism was the primary reason why it joined the Grand Alliance. Its hope was that through association with SEATO AND CENTO Pakistan would receive from the United States the weapons and diplomatic support its leaders felt would be required to achieve military victory over India and gain the accession of Kashmir to its territories.


As noted, India rightly objected to this policy because its leaders foresaw its consequences. So did America’s ambassador to India, Chester Bowles. Like Nehru,  he realized that keeping the Cold War out of South Asia offered the best chance for political stability, the evolution of democratic political  institutions, and economic development. Instead, Bowles’s and Nehru’s worst fears were soon realized. Irreconcilable conflict between India and Pakistan resulted in two more full-fledged wars plus the recent undeclared war in Kargil; perpetual pique and frustration in US-Indian relations (leading once even to saber-rattling between the two states during the Bangladesh war) paved the way for the very Communist-bloc influence which US policy sought to prevent as India turned to the Soviet Union for compensatory material and diplomatic support against the militarization of Pakistan.

American Efforts to Deter The Quest for Nuclear Capability

 


In the post-Cold War era, the contradictions inherent in this dualistically structured policy orientation toward India critically impaired from the outset the United States’s capacity to prevent nuclear proliferation in the region.  The important point is that the quest for nuclear capability was ongoing and when it’s time came, as it were, simply got factored into the rollercoaster relationship between Pakistan, India and the United States in the same manner as had issues with respect to access to conventional weapons. 



The potential for the militarization of nuclear technology in South Asia arose almost from the inception of India and Pakistan as independent states. This, of course, because the nuclear age itself was born around the same time. And as the postwar era proceeded it became obvious that all national states of any significance would seek to acquire nuclear technologies both for power generation and the pursuit of political power. India and Pakistan were no exception to this fact of life. Determined under Jawaharlal Nehru to plunge headlong into the modern era, the Indian parliament passed an Atomic Energy Act in April 1948. The Bhabhaba Atomic Research Center (BARC) opened in 1954. A uranium heavy water research reactor went “critical” in 1969. A “peaceful nuclear explosion” took place at Pokhran in 1974, a decade after China’s first detonation. signifying India’s arrival at the threshold of becoming a nuclear power. Being a poorer country, and constrained somewhat by its client status vis a vis the United States, Pakistan got into the game a little later. It established an Atomic Energy Commission in 1956, and with Canadian assistance had its first nuclear power plant on line in 1965. Pakistan did not move to nuclear testing until May of 1998. But, as Tahir-Kheli (1994) states: “The U.S, arms-cutoff in the midst of the 1965 Indo-Pakistani war and the loss of East Pakistan..... in 1971 left Pakistanis feeling vulnerable, which fostered thoughts of a stronger nuclear program.” (p. 71) To her way of thinking, and probably rightly, “National prestige was less weighty a factor in Pakistani thinking than in Indian.” For them, the nuclear weapons option was more an act of desperation to build a weapon of ‘last resort’.” (p. 72) Ambassador Teresita Schaffer, as noted, agrees with this assessment. (28) We know, of course, that the quest for a nuclear capability was nevertheless ongoing and would factor into the rollercoaster relationship between Pakistan, India and the United States in the same manner that the debate over access to conventional weapons always had. 


The particularities vividly illuminate why this was the case. The ambivalent structure of US policy was a critical factor in creating the atmosphere and conditions under which India and Pakistan progressively melded their quest for nuclear capability into their ongoing attempts to politically and strategically checkmate each other. The foundations that had been laid during the Cold War had become wholly reified by the time it ended when issues of regional nuclear proliferation, rather than defeating the Russian Bear, had become paramount.  Cultures change slowly and the Cold War had become a cultural system into which two generations of American politicians and policy-makers had been assimilated.  Retrospective 

wisdom makes it evident that clinging to the Pakistan policy yielded contrapositive results. Instead of promoting peace and political stability it promoted war and political instability. Instead of keeping the Soviet Union out of South Asia, it provided avenues for its penetration of the region. Although economic assistance to both states yielded many positive results, the benefits to the civilian economy, to infratstructural development and to ordinary citizens in general would have been far greater had not the intraregional rivalry and conflict which America’s Cold War policies promoted impelled their governments to divert so much of their countries’ scarce resources to building large, expensive military machines. From the American standpoint this policy severely constricted its latitude for maneuver because whatever was done for one country was resented by the other. Military aid to Pakistan drove the Indians away. Economic assistance and other gestures of good will toward India drove the Pakistanis away. The major beneficiary of this policy asymmetry was the Soviet bloc. 


 McMahon (Ibid.)contends that Ayub Khan’s use of American military equipment in 1965 to attack India dealt a death blow to whatever chances the United States had left to play an impartial, constructive role in South Asia. It was, he says, “a watershed in the history of American relations with the Indian subcontinent.” The US condemnation of the Pakistani attack and the corresponding embargo of arms shipments shocked their leaders into a realization that the purposes for which they had entered the alliance with the United States had failed. The attack itself convinced India’s leaders that they had been right all along about the United States. What there was of trust of American bona fides evaporated. The outcome of this event so badly shook United States policymakers that they capitulated on it, stepped aside and gave the Russians free reign to broker a peace agreement at Tashkent. The American approach to controlling the security agenda in South Asia had proved to be a complete failure in the one most important respect that it had been conceived to accomplish. The Soviets had replaced the United States as the leading influence and arbiter of the subcontinent’s affairs. This because it failed to accurately read the region’s history and correctly grasp its cultural nuances, and as a result unknowingly inserted  itself as a partisan player in the ethnoreligious cleavages that were the bottom line source of conflict and instability there.  In McMahon’s (Ibid.) words:

Pakistan’s alignment with the United States combined with subsequent U.S. efforts to balance its South Asia priorities by pumping massive amounts of economic assistance into India..... had been predicated on the belief that the United States could cultivate friendly, productive relations with both countries. Four presidential administrations had formulated policies for South Asia that sprouted from and were nourished by that same fallacious assumption..... Now those illusions were shattered. (p. 333)


Kux’s (1993) research reinforces these conclusions. He calls Operation Gibraltar (the code name for the Pakistani operation) “a gamble to seize Kashmir” that was supported by most factions in the Pakistani political spectrum. However, he gives a slightly different spin to the Pakistani calculations leading up to it. His evidence suggests that with his American equipment in hand, and even in the face of doubts about how much American support could be expected,  Ayub went ahead, believing that the new Indian prime minister, Lal Bahadur Shastri, (29) might prove reluctant to commit India to full scale resistance out of fear that China, Pakistan’s newly acquired friend, might intervene. When this failed to be the case India and Pakistan went at it hammer and tongs, so to speak. Whichever interpretation one chooses, the impact on American morale was the same. The  Johnson administration, now in power following Kennedy’s assassination, decided to cut American losses in South Asia. “If South Asians were indignant about Washington’s reaction, the United States,” Kux declares, “was dismayed that the two nations went to war with each other after a decade of heavy American investment in economic assistance and major infusions of military equipment to Pakistan and lesser amounts to India.” (239). In other words, after a decade of pursuing the dual-models policy. Secretary of State Dean Rusk emblemized this “major turning point in South Asia policy” by ‘shrugging his shoulders’ and exclaiming, “Well, if you’re going to fight, go ahead and fight, but we’re not going to pay for it.”(30)  

US policy in South Asia, as already noted,  was a desultory exercise after this, oscillating between greater and less involvement in the region on an immediate-interests basis without the kind of systematic commitment that had previously been the case. There was  an intensely unpleasant interlude around the time of Shastri’s death and before Mrs. Gandhi had consolidated her power during which the President fell in line with his food-aid purists who believed that India must be coerced into becoming more self-reliant in food production and less dependent on American grain shipments. A “short tether” policy was initiated following the report of a joint congressional committee that was sent out to India for the purpose of undercutting  Ambassador Bowles’s objections to using food as a cudgel at the very time when drought and famine were afflicting the eastern portion of the gangetic plain, India’s bread basket. (31) The rationale for pressuring India was a belief that “the availability of US food – at little or no cost – removed the incentive for New Delhi to adopt policies encouraging farmers to produce more.” This allegedly ensured low priced grain for Indian consumers which in turn was “a political boon to the Government of India.....” (Kux, Ibid., p. 242) Why this would have been bothersome to the White House has never been explained, since one would have thought that economic conditions that contributed to political stability and governmental continuity were devoutly to be wished. There is a hint that pique over Indian criticism of American involvement in Vietnam, however muted at the time, had something to do with it. Kux mentions that a conversation between Under Secretary of State Thomas Mann and Ambassador B K Nehru over the short tether policy “became somewhat heated, especially the Indian attitude toward Vietnam.....” (p. 241) One also suspects that a degree of ‘Protestant ethic-style” paternalism may also have been a subliminal factor.


However, things turned in a more positive direction for a time when it was concluded that India had accepted American dicta about cleaning up their food production act and had swallowed the rupee devaluation which Western economists believed was necessary in order to improve the country’s trade balance.. A brief love fest with Indira Gandhi followed when after the 1967 national election she emerged as the India’s incontrovertible political leader. A visit to the US occurred soon after this and went well; she appeared to have persuaded President Johnson to seek congressional approval for a resumption of massive food imports and a strong endorsement of India’s loan requests. The day after her departure, the same person who only weeks earlier had been sanctimoniously reduced the flow of food to India during a massive drought was praising the Indian prime minister and sending “a vigorous food message to Congress,” urging 3.5 million tons of emergency food aid for India, that would bring the year’s total to 7 million tons. He ended the message on an almost euphoric note: “India is a good and deserving friend. Let it never be said that bread should be so dear and flesh so cheap that we turned in indifference from her bitter need.” (Kux, Ibid., p. 251)(32)  

In keeping with the reactive nature of US involvement with South Asia after Tashkent, the Gemuetlichkeit achieved in 1967 waned quickly. Mrs. Gandhi returned home to confront a  host of domestic challenges that basically compelled her to move farther to the Left in order to politically survive.

Her position had been damaged by the inflationary effects of a devaluation that had not been followed up with promises which the White House had made as part of the deal. She was also compelled to battle the remnants of the Congress Right from whom she had snatched power after Shastri’s death. With these new factors in the political equation, Mrs. Gandhi’s criticism of Johnson’s Vietnam policies intensified and relations between the two countries cooled once again. 


Nixon followed in 1968 with a whole new Asian agenda  in which cordial relations with India would play no part. He was blatantly pro-Pakistani and determined as well to unfreeze American relations with China. These policies culminated in Nixon’s trip to China, whose way had been paved by Henry Kissinger’s secret comings and goings via Pakistan, and by his “tilt toward Pakistan” in the 1971 Bangladesh war which included the famous touch of gunboat diplomacy when a carrier task forces sailed into the Bay of Bengal in an attempt to intimidate India as it approached military victory over the Pakistanis. Kux (Ibid.) notes that the Enterprise episode really was for that purpose. “The unstated mission of the Enterprise , never spelled out to the US navy, was to send a signal to the Indians and the Soviets – as Kissinger put it, “To give emphasis to our warnings about West Pakistan.” It was also designed to use threats to India as a ploy to impress the Chinese that “if they entered into a relationship with the United States they could count on US steadfastness in times of trouble.” (p. 305) (33) The point, of course, is that in sum, this pattern of ambivalence, of  no real policy systematization, dramatized the collapse of both American models for dealing with South Asia and in a sense left both states to their own devices as far as how they wished to look to their own security in the future. One of the ways, of course, was pursuit of the nuclear option, which moved ahead in earnest from this time onward. In Terasita Schaffer’s words: “Pakistan’s defeat in the 1965 and 1971 wars, and especially the Indian military role in assisting the former East Pakistan to secede and became the newly independent Bangladesh, precipitated then Prime Minister Bhutto’s decision to establish a nuclear program. India’s 1974 ‘Peaceful Nuclear Explosion’ spurred it on.” (34)  

The Carter administration represents the point where the US began to grasp the urgency of this development and assigned high priority to nuclear proliferation. The real pressure to control the nuclear agenda in South Asia commenced here and carried through the Reagan/Bush and the Clinton administrations that followed. In Tahir-Kheli’s words, “the Carter administration elevated nonproliferation to the forefront of American foreign policy concerns.” (Ibid, p. 73) In dealing with this phase of US 

relations with South Asia, one must factor in not only the behavior of the White House but of Congress and the activities of the pro-Pakistani and pro-Indian lobbies that vied with each other (and indeed continue to vie with each other) on behalf of  their respective clienteles inside the Washington Beltway. These competing interests weighed heavily on Carter’s attempts to weave a policy path through the thicket of mounting tensions being generated by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, by Pakistani encouragement of and Indian failure to manage insurgency in Kashmir, and by both Indian and Pakistani efforts to find alternatives to the now evaporated clientage each had enjoyed when the Cold War’s bi-polar global structure of power was in place. Like so many secondary-level states around the world, both were searching for new harbors from the political storms that were flickering on the international horizon.


As might be expected, a fragment of the dualistic model that had functioned two decades ago surfaced again for a while when Soviet  troops crossed the Afghan border. Almost immediately, representatives of the Carter administration were enroute to Pakistan, whose “president” was the country’s latest military dictator, Zia-al-haq, to try and resuscitate some version of the old Cold War alliance. Simultaneously, another team was enroute to New Delhi to elicit their acceptance of bolstering the Pakistani military as a counter-foil to Soviet depredations  in Afghanistan. National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski and Secretary of State Warren Christopher went to Islamabad where they offered Pakistan $400 million worth of “immediate assistance” as an inducement to strengthen their frontier forces. General Zia sniffed at this, calling it “peanuts”, because he knew the United States would have to do better. He expected, of course, that the military model of Cold War days would be revitalized, at least in part. Presidential advisor Clark Clifford and  State Department representative Howard Schaffer arrived in New Delhi on the same day as their counterparts reached Islamabad to try and convince the newly installed Indian government of Indira Gandhi that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan represented a threat to India’s security interests as well and to take a more forthright stand against it.


There are some differences between the American and Indian interpretations of what actually took place in New Delhi. By contrast with the American version, P V Narasimharao, the incumbent external affairs minister, told this author, in the Fall of 1981, that Clifford responded to Indian objections over providing $400 million in military assistance to Pakistan by saying, “If you are uneasy about our sending $400 million to the Pakistanis, we would be willing to give you $400 million as well!” Rao claims that he replied by saying, “we would prefer it if you refrained from giving $400 million to either side, because it means introducing more weapons into South Asia.” Rao’s mention of $400 million is particularly debatable since Ambassador Schaffer contends (35)  that the New Delhi mission had no specific figures for what was to be offered to Pakistan and that, in fact, Brzezinski, had made this offer on the spot. Clifford, on the other hand, had no authority to offer India anything and was known as a meticulous public servant who would never exceed his authority in such a fashion.


On the effect of the Clifford mission from the standpoint of its stated objective, there is this to add. It is known that Mrs. Gandhi pulled her punches and failed to emphatically condemn the Soviet action. This, of course, angered the Carter administration. Given the complex relationship with the Soviets following Tashkent, and as a testament to how much the Soviets had profited from American policy defaults in South Asia, the Indian government did not wish to unduly offend its Soviet patrons and decided to pursue quiet diplomacy in an effort to persuade Brezhnev to amicably settle the Afghan situation. Narasimharao spoke of a meeting in Moscow during this period where he expressed Indian displeasure with the invasion and told Andre Gromyko, “You are making it difficult for your friends to help you.”(36) 



It is clear that in the aftermath of these comings and goings, the gap between the amount of   influence on the course of events in South Asia which the US hoped to exert and the amount actually achieved was very wide. The assistance which the Carter administration and the ensuing Reagan administration were able to funnel to the Mujihedin undoubtedly had a decisive impact on the eventual outcome in Afghanistan. The military model had performed well in this respect. This was indeed a positive. However, in terms of the dangerous antipathies that lingered between these two states, their mutual quest for nuclear capability, and he dual models employed during the Cold War with limited success were proving to be even more inapplicable than ever in its aftermath. Put another way, the last remaining superpower found that the methods conventionally employed to try and control events in the old bipolar political environment were even more inadequate to cope with the rising tide of regionally driven self interest, leavened by an intensifying new-style nationalism, in the unipolar environment that had succeeded it. 


While the Carter administration adopted a highly moralistic stance on nonproliferation issues, which held to ransom almost every other policy concern in the US portfolio, the Reagan administration decided that a kind of bilateral realpolitik was preferable. The idea was that if India and Pakistan were dealt with in a business-like, essentially non-ideological manner, receiving from the United States the kind of assistance and cooperation that each deemed important to their security requirements, consistent, of course, with American security interests, then neither state would feel an urgent need to build the bomb. With the electoral victory of Rajiv Gandhi, following his mother’s 1984 assassination, India had a leader who warmed the cockles of the Reaganites’ heart. Young, handsome, with a chairman-of-the board image, surrounded by what seemed to be a new breed of youngish, ‘can-do’ associates, Rajiv appeared willing to work with the United States on a pragmatic basis. When Rajiv visited Washington in 1985, Reagan was impressed. “Personal chemistry between Reagan and Rajiv Gandhi was exceptional,” says Tahir-Kheli (Ibid.). He interpreted Rajiv’s emphasis on high-tech as a “pragmatic desire to go to the best source,” and “as reflecting a change in the international environment.”  (p. 43) This view of a changing relationship between India and the US had been in the wings even before Mrs. Gandhi’s death as a result of the turn which his brother, Sanjay, as his mother’s closest advisor, had been making toward a more market oriented economy, and more hard-line domestic policies, until his own death in an airplane crash. So much so, in fact, that Orrin Hatch had sung India’s praises in a speech on the Senate floor: “I believe a historic shift is underway,” he had intoned.(37)  

Responding to the Reagan administration’s fresh, ideologically minimalistic approach to South Asia, Rajiv seemed to confirm the emergence of a more congenial atmosphere than had been experienced in a very long while. This encounter facilitated a raft of technology transfers to India that included the Cray XMP-14 supercomputer and “the GE F-404 engine for the projected Indian light combat aircraft.”(Tahir-Kheli, Ibid., p. 47) The Reagan administration’s expectation was that these concessions would convince the Indians that they had more to gain through constructive cooperation with the United States than through an adversarial relationship, and that this, in turn, might reduce the influence of hardliners in the government who were claiming that national self-respect and international respectability could be achieved only after India had become a nuclear armed macho state. 


The focal point of the approach to Pakistan was the threatening implications of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.  Under these circumstances, the Reagan administration was willing to partially fulfill Pakistani longings for a return to the good old days of the Cold War relationship. US strategic interests for the moment converged sufficiently with Pakistan’s to make such an arrangement feasible. So much so, in fact, that the White House was prepared to circumvent a variety of Congressional initiatives, whose purpose was to punish Pakistan economically, technologically and militarily (by embargoing arms sales) for her nuclear sins, in order to sustain Pakistani commitment to supporting the Afghan resistance. As Cohen (1992) pointed out, the Reagan administration tried to link increased military assistance to Pakistan to their nonproliferation policy. No doubt this was in part a strategy designed to elicit Congressional acceptance of it as well.  “It was thought (and as of 1991 correctly so),” declares Cohen, “that as long as Pakistan received American military equipment it would halt or restrain its nuclear program, slowing the pace of regional proliferation.” (p. 148)(38)  

This was a point in time where interests on all sides converged in such a way that the dualistic model enjoyed a measure of revival. Once the Afghan invasion was repelled and the Soviet Union collapsed, however, the conditions that favored its workability came to an end as well. India turned to the right politically, as the BJP rose to political prominence, and Pakistan once again fell off the American  gravy train. Tensions between India and Pakistan escalated, now with the ethnoreligious bogeyman back on center stage as the Sangh Parivar unveiled its Hindu chauvinist agenda, Lal Kishan Advani’s Rath Yatra in the late 1980s, the prolonged telecasting in soap opera fashion around the same time of the traditional Hindu classics, the Mahabharata and the Ramayana, and the destruction of the Babri Masjid in Ayodhya in December 1991 (39)  were events that got the communal ball rolling once again in India and evoked alarm both among the country’s Muslims and across the border in Pakistan. Not less important was mounting ethnoreligiously inspired political unrest in Kashmir. Although at the outset essentially an attempt on the part of the indigenous, overwhelmingly predominant Muslim population of the province to acquire a greater voice in their own governance, it very rapidly acquired international ramifications when Pakistan fished in those troubled waters, and as unemployed mujehidin  from the Afghan war found their way into Kashmir (with Pakistani help, to be sure) to become what India’s ambassador to the United States recently referred to as “guest terrorists”. (40) These were domestic developments concerning which the United States could do little except counsel restraint. Yet as had repeatedly been the case in the past they were essentially manifestations of the same  intraregional cleavages which had confounded American attempts to control the political agenda in South Asia since Independence. Only now, the nuclear factor had become an amplified aspect of the equation. 


In the unipolar world order that emerged at the dawn of the 1990s, there were really only two dominant issues confronting US attempts to control events in South Asia. The Soviet Union was gone. And with it the Afghan affair. What remained were the interconnected issues of Kashmir, the ethnorelgious antipathies that give Kashmir its saliency, and the pursuit of nuclear weapons. From the  standpoint of America’s strategic orientation to South Asia in this new environment, policy formulation was deeply affected by the interplay between the White House, Congress and certain interest groups headquartered inside the Beltway with strong motivations to side either with India or Pakistan, depending on where their material interests and ideological predilections lay. Congressional attitudes had always affected US policy toward the region, of course, but especially since the potentiality for developing nuclear weapons had entered the picture. 


This concern commenced in earnest, of course, after India exploded its nuclear device in May of 1974. Leading up to this event, however, the United States and other Western countries had helped create the infrastructural basis for the development of  nuclear facilities in both states. The Canadians had provided the wherewithal to make CIRUS possible while the commercial light-water power reactor at Tarapur was provided by the United States. Like the Indians, Pakistanis had received training in the nuclear sciences in the United States and elsewhere. They had benefitted from American and Canadian assistance in creating their first nuclear power plant in 1965. In 1976, France signed an agreement to provide Pakistan with a nuclear reprocessing plant, which the United States deplored but could not initially prevent. Later the French did cancel their reprocessing contract under heavy US pressure. But the lag between reaction and response afforded technological benefits to the Pakistan nuclear program and, at the same time, revealed how even under the bipolar structure prevailing during the Cold War there were already limits on how effectively the United States could control the nuclear agenda within its own alliance family let alone outside it. 


A 30-year nuclear cooperation agreement was signed with India in 1963 under which the United States pledged to help with the construction and provide for the refueling of the twin reactors at Tarapur near Bombay. But when India and Pakistan refused to sign the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1968, alarm bells went off both in the White House and on Capitol Hill, resulting in calls for sanctions and restrictions designed to compel Indian and Pakistani conformity to the treaty. The din reached a crescendo after the 1974 Pokhran explosion. 


This event “created shock and consternation in the West,” declares Robert Goheen, US ambassador during the Carter administration, “particularly among India’s principal nuclear suppliers, Canada and the United States.”(41) At the time of the Indian explosion, of course, the US had no nuclear sanctions in place. The Glenn and Symington initiatives over the ensuing four years were very much a response to what was obviously an accelerating pace of nuclear development in both countries whose ultimate goal was the achievement of weapons capability. The fact that Pokhran had happened at all, and that in general neither India nor Pakistan had shown any inclination to respond to American pressures against pursuing the nuclear option, thus necessitating in American eyes the promulgation of legislative measures designed to deter this trend, clearly demonstrated how fragile the US capacity to control events in South Asia. had already become.

From the time nuclear proliferation began to replace the Communist threat as the primary strategic preoccupation of the United States vis a vis South Asia, the formulation of policies designed to deal with the issue were beset with cross-cutting perceptions and competing interests. Controversies over how to proceed reflected ideological differences both in the White House and in Congress, and between Congress and the White House, as well as pressures emanating from lobbying groups representing the defense industry, the scholarly community, and the growing number of South Asians resident in the United States. Between the Congress and the White House the principal difference revolved around the efficacy of rigidly imposed sanctions and other coercive measures as the best means to deter India and Pakistan from pursuing the nuclear option under any and all circumstances. Such differences between the two branches were never absolute, of course, but the attraction to rigidly applied sanctions and other legislatively derived coercive measures was strongest in the Congress. That is because the executive branch, regardless of which party was/is in power,  invariably found/finds itself compelled to deal with exigencies arising on the ground that are not easily handled by moral absolutism. Events suddenly transpiring in South Asia presented an instance where a series of administrations believed they needed latitude to adapt American policies, even nonproliferation policies, to challenges that did not lend themselves to easy or straightforward solutions. Thus, while Pakistan in the 1980s was despite all entreaties to desist from doing so obstinately pursuing the bomb, making them especially a target of Congressional wrath, it had also been designated a frontline state in the resistance to Soviet aggression in Afghanistan whom the Carter, Reagan and Bush administrations wanted to keep in the game. Since the executive branch strongly believed that pragmatics (i.e., arms shipments) must take precedence over the letter of the law under these circumstances, resolving this dilemma meant finding ways either to get Congress to relax the rules or to circumvent them in Iran-Contra fashion.  


The road blocks began accumulating in earnest in the immediate aftermath of India’s 1974 test. Representative Clarence Long, chairman of the foreign aid appropriations committee got a bill passed directing the United States to vote against all loans that India requested from the World Bank. This legislation had no teeth in it because the United States didn’t command a majority of votes in that body. As Kux (Ibid.) observes, “It was, however, a symbolic slap that made clear the force of congressional annoyance about the nuclear test.” (p. 316) Worse was to come from the nuclear nonproliferation lobby, “far stronger among Democrats than Republicans” (Idem.), on Capitol Hill. In 1978, the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act became law. It mandated that all nuclear cooperation be terminated with any country (specifically India in South Asia with reference to Tarapur) which failed to institute “full scope safeguards” against the use of its facilities to manufacture atomic weapons, or reprocess nuclear fuels supplied by the United States to that end. Amendments (sections 669 and 670) to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1978, known as the Symington and Glenn amendments, “Prohibited aid or arms sales to countries that deliver or receive nuclear enrichment equipment or technology and do not accept IAEA [International Atomic Energy Agency] safeguards” (42) 

Over ensuing years, the battles between Congress, the White House, and the various non-governmental lobbies concerning the South Asia agenda ultimately revolved around which strictures to 

enforce and which to circumvent, depending upon whose interests were involved. The pro-Pakistan faction in Congress, consisting mainly of conservatives with lingering Cold War ideological affinities and substantive links to the defense industry, who had profited from the Pakistan alliance when it was in full flower, tended to support circumvention of the rules (in the name of the Afghan war and what was left of “anti-Communism’) where Pakistan was concerned, but enforcement of them where India was concerned (out of resentment over Indian refusal to outwardly condemn Soviet aggression, and its non-alignment policies generally).  When the administration was proactive on utilizing the military model, as it naturally was during the Afghan conflict, it turned to this faction. When the administration was tilting toward India, usually in the name of “balancing” its relations with the two South Asian states, it turned to the “India caucus” on the Hill which, at least in the 1960s and again in the 1990s, was usually willing to go along with conciliatory gestures to the Indians in matters where their need for loans and their desire for high-technology imports could have been blocked because of  their unwillingness to accept controls on reprocessing nuclear fuels and other restrictions designed to deter the achievement of weapons capability.(43) 

Rubinoff (Ibid.) offers an excellent insight into how erratically the balance could swing from one side to the other. Just when during the 1980s the bilateral structure that the Reagan administration had been trying to establish between India and Pakistan appeared to be on track, a scandal broke which created a legislative furore. As Rubinoff puts it, “developments outside Congress reversed the fortunes of India and Pakistan in Washington.” He continues:

In mid-July [1985], a Pakistani-born Canadian citizen, Arshad Parvez, was arrested for allegedly trying to purchase and export to Pakistan 25 tons of a special steel alloy used in the manufacture of nuclear weapons. Following a June 1984 incident in which another Pakistani citizen, Nazir Vaid, was arrested in Houston trying to smuggle krytons..... Congress passed a measure in 1985 jointly introduced by Representative [Stephen] Solarz and Senator Larry Pressler stipulating that American assistance should immediately be cut off if the president found that a country had tried to illegally acquire American material for making nuclear weapons. (Ibid., p. 169)
 



In the face of Pakistan’s strategic importance to current US South Asian policy, the outrage that turned to harshly punitive legislation created additional obstacles to the pragmatic requirements of the moment. With the Reagan administration pleading for a way out of its dilemma, Congress was compelled to backtrack de facto while de jure adhering to principle. The solution that finally emerged was what might be called  “waivers diplomacy” which kept all punitive legislation on the books while nevertheless empowering both Congress and the President under various circumstances to suspend enforcement of instruments like the Pressler Amendment for specific periods of time as long as the White House could certify that a target country, viz., Pakistan, had not actually produced atomic weapons. Basically, the only 

way to resolve differences between Cold War hardliners, nonproliferation purists, the proponents of realpolitik, plus Indian and Pakistani lobbying efforts undertaken through the K-Street public relations firms both had engaged to coordinate support for their respective interests, proved to be to maintain an atmosphere of policy ambiguity.(44) The “result of the multiplicity of plans and the failure of anyone on the authorization committees to coordinate an approach to the matter,” says Rubinoff, was a Senate initiative which attempted to formulate a position that essentially ratified the ambiguity. This occurred when the Senate Appropriations Committee came up with a provision “denying assistance to any South Asian country that produced weapons nuclear grade material.” (p. 170) India’s gains early in the debate were eradicated by this “final solution” because it equated India with Pakistan as proliferation miscreants, something which India regarded as unfair. The much more sophisticated Pakistani lobbying campaign which led to this outcome, in Rubinoff’s words, “succeeded in changing the venue from the authorization committees to the appropriations committees and the issue from nonproliferation to aid to Afghanistan.”(p. 171) In this arena, the Pakistanis held the best cards which they would effectively play later on down the road. To save as much of the situation as possible,  “a compromise at eleven o’clock at night on December 31[1987]” initiated by Senators Inouye, Kasten, Moynihan and Pell, was adopted by the Senate. This was a revised amendment to Continuing Resolution H.J.Res. 395" which “dropped all references to India and effectively gave Pakistan a six-year waiver of the Symington and Glenn amendments on the condition that the president certify annually that termination of assistance to that country would damage the national security interests of the United States.”(p. 172) 


After the Clinton administration came to power, Washington experienced a revival of the pro-Pakistan lobby. This time, however, the opposition assumed a somewhat different form. Instead of being dominated by Chester Bowles-style, pro-Indian liberals they were dominated by John-Glenn-style non-proliferationists. This is because the main concern was no longer which strategies would prevent the spread of Communism or keep the Soviet Union at bay, but the spread of nuclear weapons. Both camps professed deep concern over this matter but differed with regard to the best methods for preventing it from happening. The pro-Pakistan lobby, with whom the White House sided, took the position that resuming the arms relationship was a confidence-building measure that would reassure Pakistan that they had a friend in America, encourage them to proceed with the democratization process that was allegedly underway and, most of all, persuade them to desist from further pursuit of the nuclear option. The opposition contended that any form of assistance to either South Asian state unless they abandoned their pursuit of the nuclear option would merely encourage them to go on doing so. The battle was joined in relation to the Pressler Amendment. The administration and the pro-Pakistani lobby sought the authority first to circumvent it and then to erode its authority by degrees, while the nonproliferationists understandably wished to maintain it, as well as other legislative mechanisms designed to penalize proliferators like Pakistan, to the full. 


The campaign commenced in 1995 and focused on two pieces of legislation. One was an amendment to the Foreign Operations Appropriations Bill that was passed by the House of Representatives on October 24, 1995. The other was a “new section” inserted into the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961[22 U.S.C. 2199]. (45)

Initiated on the Senate side of Capitol Hill at the behest of Senator Hank Brown of Colorado, and passed first by the Senate on September 21st, the purpose of the former piece of legislation mandated  a one-year suspension of the Pressler amendment so that a “modest” quantum of armaments could be sold to Pakistan. The obvious long-term goal was to make this assault on Pressler a tactical first step toward its eventual elimination.  The rationale behind such a maneuver, as noted above,  was a reiteration of the time-worn logic of the old military model -- viz., that strengthening Pakistan in terms of conventional weapons would diminish her security anxieties, which in turn, along with the tranquilizing effects of knowing that America still appreciated Pakistan’s “loyalty” and “friendship”, would persuade them to abandon the pursuit of nuclear weapons. The argument on Pakistan’s behalf was unchanged from the days of the height of the Cold War. In this1990s incarnation, the promise was that less that $400 million of military supplies was somehow going to save Pakistan’s  virtually non-existent democratic institutions, put the country on the road to economic prosperity, and transform her military into a dependable component of America’s global security system. It was also depicted as some kind of sentimental payback for Pakistan’s loyalty and fidelity to the great anti-Communist crusade throughout the Cold War. 


During the debate, Senator Brown recited a litany of services which Pakistan had rendered in America’s behalf during that period: “In 1950, we asked them to condemn the invasion of Korea and they gave us unqualified support,” including a condemnation of North Korea as well. In 1954, we asked them to be an initial member of the Central Treaty Organization and help contain communism..... In 1955, Pakistan joined the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization, SEATO.....”  In 1966 (pointedly) they condemned the Hungarian invasion. “In 1959, we asked Pakistan to sign a mutual defense treaty with the United States at a tough time, and they did.”  Brown, of course, cited Pakistan’s role “in fighting the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.” He even mentioned the fact that Pakistan helped us with troops sent to Haiti! What he did not mention, of course, were Pakistan’s thoroughly parochial reasons for rendering these various services to the cause of “freedom.”


Senator John Glenn led the outnumbered opposition. They included Senators Paul Simon, Diane Feinstein, and John Kerry. Glenn stated that: “What this is all about is whether the United States has a nuclear nonproliferation policy and whether we are truly willing to stick to it or are we not.” If not, then “it sends all the wrong signals to the 178 nonproliferation members around the world who are doing what we want them to.” Strong supportive statements came from Glenn’s allies. Their upshot was that more arms to Pakistan would be a destabilizing not a stabilizing factor in South Asia both because it would impel India toward compensatory arms enhancements and fail to induce either country to give up the quest for nuclear weapons. “The supporters of this amendment,” said Senator Kerry, “want to lavish Pakistan with destabilizing conventional weapons while that country proceeds full throttle with its nuclear program.” 

The House hearings followed the same pattern, with opponents of the amendments, including the Government of India’s lobbying resources, unable to muster sufficient support to stem the stampede back to past. The administration weighed in with emphatic endorsements from Defense and State Department notables, and a clear indication that President Clinton accorded a high priority to its adoption. Numerous “arms control experts” were summonsed from Washington think tanks and university campuses to testify that the contemplated military infusions to Pakistan were insufficient in magnitude to “upset” the strategic balance in South Asia.(46)  

Thus, as a legislative initiative, the passage of the Brown amendment was highly successful. 

As a piece of legislation indicative of a decisive turn in South Asia policy, it was not. Very little of substance followed from it. Pakistan did receive a trickle of military equipment, but never obtained the F-16s it so sorely wanted and for which it had already paid. It complained that the three P3 surveillance aircraft that came with the package were obsolete rust buckets. The Pakistani economy continued to sink toward bankruptcy. The country’s already fragile democratic institutions continued to erode. And most important, Pakistan continued, with overseas technological acquisitions and closet support from America’s great East Asian friend, China, to develop the bomb. 

But the determination of the White House and the pro-Pakistan caucus on Capitol Hill had gained considerable political, if not substantive, momentum from the Brown Amendment victory. This was evident when in 1997, a further step was undertaken on the road to by-passing Pressler and partially restoring the old mutual security relationship with Pakistan. In this case, the coalition’s approach to reopening the door was through an attempt to meld the military and economic models into a single package which made the purely military aspects appear to be an almost incidental part of the whole. This occurred under the rubric of an amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. It would authorize restoration of Pakistan to the list of eligibles for the International Military Education and Training (IMET), and the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) and Trade and Development (TDA) programs. Her removal from eligibility had, of course,  been the consequence of having run afoul of Pressler and other nonproliferation sanctions. 


Senator Tom Harkin, a major spokesman during the Brown Amendment deliberations, was the amendment’s point-man in the Senate. The debate that occurred provides in many ways a clearer insight into the maneuvering and thinking that underlay the strategy for nullifying the effects of the Pressler Amendment than did that which accompanied the passage of Brown. Harkin entered a letter from Defense Secretary William Cohen into the record which both summed up the Cold War logic that underlay these  legislative initiatives and, at the same time, of course, signaled  the Clinton administration’s concurrence with what was being undertaken.. Cohen’s letter stated:

I am writing to express my strong support for your legislation to restore [military assistance] and democracy-building (sic!) in Pakistan.....

We believe it essential to pursue these means – not just as a reward to Pakistan – but as a means of further important U.S. interests. Pakistan is now and, and long has been, a friendly, moderate Islamic democracy (sic!) in a very difficult region. We believe that by enabling it to participate in IMET, OPIC, TDA and democracy-building programs we will strengthen democracy in Pakistan as an institution, strengthen Pakistan’s troubled economy, and strengthen our relationship with the Pakistan military – all of which serve important U.S interests in South Asia.(47)  

Other similar endorsements were entered into the record along with Secretary Cohen’s, most notably one from Deputy Secretary of State Thomas Pickering. A very large number of testimonials by notables from many walks of life were included in the record which had been addressed to Deputy Secretary Strobe Talbott. Harkin added his version of gilding the lily by asserting that he (despite the fact that Harkin was a Middlewestern politician with no expertise whatsoever on the region) could “personally testify“ to the bona fides of the Pakistani regime. “I visited Pakistan earlier this year,” he declared. “I met with Prime Minister Sharif and other members of his government.” On the basis of this cursory and obviously well-orchestrated encounter, Harkin had allegedly convinced himself that “Mr. Sharif has learned from past mistakes and is moving Pakistan in the right direction.” In the light of these and other positive developments to which he alluded, the Senator concluded that “the United States must send a strong signal [A familiar phrase!] of support and encouragement for Prime Minister Sharif’s initiatives.”(CR–Senate, July 16, 1997, S7750)(48)


In the end these two struggles proved to be little more than symbolic exercises, since, as noted, very little of substance came from them. But they were important from the standpoint of what they revealed about the condition of American South Asia policy almost fifty years after its inception. Namely, its futility. The fact that this rather tired and irrelevant drama could rear its head so late in the day is both disconcerting and sad. The outcome demonstrated once again that the United States had still not emancipated itself from the consequences of having misread the most fundamental source of cleaveage and potential strife in South Asia, namely the ethnoreligious antipathy between Pakistan and India



THE NUCLEAR TESTS EXPLODE AMERICAN ILLUSIONS

The nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan two weeks apart in May of 1998 were in a way merely the climactic manifestation of the process of gradually eroding legitimacy which America’s South Asia policy had undergone for almost two generations. By the time the Cold War ended and nonproliferation became the overriding security issue in South Asia, the United States discovered that neither persuasion nor coercion, nor any combination of the two, could successfully compel India and Pakistan to forsake their pursuit of the nuclear option. This outcome was presaged by America’s unsuccessful attempts to induce India and Pakistan to sign the CTBT which, ironically, it has now proved impossible for the Clinton administration to induce even the United States Senate to do. It was this failure, of course, that can be said to have been the prelude to the final act of defiance. Both states had reached the conclusion that American coercion could be endured while American assurances were unsustainable. US military power had not only been incapable of preventing war in South Asia. The ill-conceived use of its power in the region had actually, albeit unintentionally, provoked war there. US economic power failed to achieve the results it might have because at critical points in the relationship between both states, but especially India, it came to be seen as dependent upon willingness to endorse American ideological and global security preoccupations. The counterproductive consequences of the “short tether” policy of the mid-1960s is probably the most glaring illustration of the employment of economic assistance as a political cudgel. Unfulfilled expectations on the part of Pakistan, and frustration with the cultural and historical shallowness of American foreign policy on India’s part, eventually impelled both countries to seek their own path in the unipolar global system that has replaced the bipolar system that dominated the Cold War era. 


The challenge now facing the United States is how to employ what influence it has left in South Asia to help create a wholly new structure for peace and prosperity in the region. Kargil and the recent coup in Pakistan show that the perils are many, especially now that India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and have indicated a willingness to employ them as a last-resort means of staving off military defeat. What has thus far prevented escalation to the ultimate level is an emergent regional balance-of-terror thesis not unlike what prevailed between the US and the Soviet Union throughout the Cold War. More obviously needs to be done in order to reduce the risks of accidents.


The talks that have occurred between Strobe Talbott and Jaswant Singh, on the one hand, and his Pakistani counterparts, on the other, are both a positive development and a measure of how difficult is the task that lies ahead unless certain changes are made in US foreign policy. It is clear that the United States must get over its pique at having been unable to prevent the nuclear explosions. Recovery will be signaled when the United States acknowledges that India and Pakistan, whether we like it or not, are now nuclear powers who must be dealt with as such. Petulantly keeping them out of the Club merely reinforces the paternalistic atmosphere that, first, incorrectly assumed that American threats and arm-twisting could make them conform to our behavioral specifications, and second, that their concerns as “mere Third World states” about their own security in the post-Cold War nuclear environment is not as legitimately vital to their well-being as those concerns are for the world’s “major powers.”


It has by now been almost forgotten that the American reaction to China’s first nuclear detonation in 1964 was comparable to that which followed Pokhran and Chagai Hills 34 years later. When news of the detonation reached the White House, Lyndon Johnson cried doom in much the same manner as Bill Clinton did in 1998. In Gould’s words:, “yet 35 years later, China, now possessing 400 warheads and missiles capable of delivering them anywhere in the world, is now an accepted member of the Club of Five, a signatory to the..... CTBT, and a ‘responsible voice’ piously deploring India’s (but less so Pakistan’s) decision to use the same tactics it used to gain big power status.” (49)  

The operative phrase for dealing with a nuclear armed China has become “constructive engagement.” It proceeds from the assumption that China’s status as a nuclear power is an accomplished fact, whether the US likes it or not. If this is the case, so the argument goes, then what is to be gained by refusing to recognize this fact of life – i.e., that we were no more successful in controlling the nuclear agenda in East Asia than we were in South Asia – and move toward doing the things that attract the Chinese into the community of responsible nuclear powers? Trade, of course, has been a major impetus for this. The allure of the old “China market” still lives! Incorporating them as much as possible into the international structures designed to promote feelings of equal participation in nonproliferation processes, it is contended,  hopefully will avoid driving the Chinese into xenophobia and increased escalation. Sanctions and other punitive measures directed against India and Pakistan for following the same course as China have not worked because the record is clear. Sanctions have not worked except in the most limited and arcane circumstances anywhere in the world. National states will see to their own security needs according to their own light as long as they perceive no constructive alternative to doing so. It was recently pointed out by Dan Poneman, a former NSC member, that states facing real threats of nuclear attack, such as India and Pakistan do, or at least seriously think they do, can hardly be expected to surrender their nuclear option without receiving credible “security assurances” in return.(50)  Both Indian and Pakistani resistance to signing the NPT and the CTBT have centered upon this very point. Tahir-Kheli points out that in spite of American “encouragement”, India and Pakistan continued to resist signing the NPT [and by extension the CTBT, of course]” for very obvious reasons. The Pakistanis “would do so only if India signed.” India wouldn’t because she felt the treaty [and also the CTBT] “was inherently discriminatory in favor of the nuclear-have states,” and because “subscribers to the treaty [and by extension the CTBT] violated it through tests and explosions.” (Ibid., p. 87) Finally, from the Indian standpoint, there was additionally the ever-present specter of a less than friendly nuclear armed China on her northern order. 


How to achieve the security guarantees that might encourage middle-range states to place their trust in internationally structured nonproliferation mechanisms?  Apart from Poneman’s suggestion, and in the light of the US Senate’s rejection of the CTBT, it seems clear that fresh thinking and renewed negotiation is called for. Perhaps, with respect to South Asia, a “peace process” on the Middle-East model might constitute a first step. Within such a framework, all parties would in principal at least have an equal voice and an equal stake in a constructive outcome. Such a process, if it could be undertaken, would augment the bilateralism which has proved to have such limited scope minus the availability of a somewhat more widely integrated deliberative and legitimizing framework that is perceived by all parties involved as in no fashion compromising their sense of individual sovereignty. Such an approach might as well finally provide the means for the United States to liberate itself from the asymmetrical policy model that has for more than four decades dogged its efforts to achieve decisive control over the security, and within this, the nuclear agenda in South Asia. 






CONCLUSION

The United States got off on the wrong foot in South Asia following the establishment of India and Pakistan in the wake of World War II. The failure to realize that the right policy for the region was to try and ameliorate the dangerous ethnoreligious antipathies that threatened peace, security and economic development in the region, rather than concentrating on defeating a non-existent Communist menace, led in almost karmaic fashion to the series of catastrophic policy failures that  ultimately destroyed US credibility in both India and Pakistan, most importantly by leading to the very consequences these policies were designed to avert – viz., intraregional war, the erosion of democratic institutions, the persistence of poverty,  and Communist bloc penetration of the region.


For two generations, US diplomacy, as the saying goes, tried to work both sides of the street – using the military aid model to try and keep Pakistan in the anti-Communist camp; using the economic aid model to try and prevent an alienated India from slipping too deeply into the Communist camp. The strategy failed because these models, as well as the bilateralism that followed in their wake, were mutually exclusive, because they were rooted in faulty historical premises concerning South Asian political realities. 


The bottom line is that the Cold War need not have, indeed should not have, been introduced into South Asia. There was never a threat either of indigenous Communism or Soviet aggression credible  enough to warrant the militarization of Pakistan and the consequent alienation of a democratic, nonaligned India. This is what liberals like Chester Bowles realized and right wing ideologues like John Foster Dulles failed to realize. Each milestone in the subsequent history of US relations with India and Pakistan reveals the regrettable consequences of this initial error in judgement. Once Initiated, it was inevitable that whatever the US tried to do to placate Pakistan negatively reverberated in India and vice versa. These contradictions nullified the basis for executing a successful foreign policy. Thus, in the end, war was not kept out of South Asia. Instead it became an endemic aspect of the internal affairs of the region. Nor was Soviet influence kept out of the Subcontinent. Instead, Indian alienation plus American inability to prevent periodical eruptions of intraregional war enabled the Soviets to become major players in the region. From Tashkent onward, one can say they became the predominant player as far as brokering Indo-Pakistani relations were concerned. The United States by contrast saw its capacity to influence events in the region progressively decline despite the investment of billions of dollars and untold man-hours of strategic calculation. The recent nuclear explosions and Pakistani coup placed the final stamp of failure on the US’s half-century efforts to conform South Asia to its strategic vision.


This outcome is the more regrettable because America’s South Asia policy arose from good intentions and a genuine desire to get things right, for the people of the region as well as for its own strategic interests. The inability to find a formula which could reconcile and satisfy the felt needs and aspirations of both India and Pakistan, towards whom there was no surfeit of good will, proved to be a perpetual source of frustration and despair. The anguish rose to especially painful heights once the nuclear factor entered the picture. But in the end no resolution satisfactory to all parties could be found. This is the case not because the desire was ever lacking but because from the outset the premises were wrong.
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