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ABSTRACT
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Introduction

The end of the Cold War paved way for a unipolarleyowith
the United States as the unrivalled global hegenféost 9/11
developments provided USA an opportunity to actaterally. Key
elements of US Strategic Policy were rewritten he tvake of the
terrorist attacks on World Trade Centre (WTC) on Sdptember
2001.The principal threats to the US and the nattifature conflicts
were redefined.With omnipotent and decisive power, it has become
imperative for the United States to pay attentmiBouth Asia as one
of the important geopolitical regions of the world.

US ties with India and Pakistan after the demis¢hef Cold
War were miniscule to non existent. However, th@88l8uclear tests
by these two countries were instrumental in hidftiigg the
importance of South Asia to global security. Duritig following
years, the issues of non proliferation remainedtam of the US
agenda vis-a-vis India and Pakistan. However, tHel Qerrorist
attacks on the United States reinstated the impoetaf South Asia
as an important geopolitical region of the worlthisTled to a US tilt
towards Pakistan in the shape of greater cooperaiie@ater attention
and the status of a valuable ally and partnerénatar on terrorism.

However, the recent breakthrough in Indo-US retetiavhich
are characterized by the signing of a civil nucldaal raises many
questions. It may not be ignored that such a daslgaved the way
for Indian entry into the nuclear club. Nuclear Bligrs Group
(NSG) has allowed Nuclear Commerce to India inespit the fact
that India is not a member of Nuclear Non-Pralifiera Treaty
(NPT). All these factors show an emerging soft eorfor India and
acknowledgement of its ability to be a responsiidefacto nuclear
weapons state.

The article is an effort to present a comprehensinalysis
covering all dimensions of the US strategic policywards India and
Pakistan after 9/11, finding new parameters added their
relationships in the changed geopolitical environtmef post 9/11

1Rod Lyon, “The Eagle in a Turbulent World: US atgiGlobal Role” Aspi
Strategy ReportSeptember 2008.
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world. Recent discourse about US foreign policy démig India and
Pakistan raises many questions about the futureewnf US security
posture in South Asia. Some of the relevant questiare:

* What importance Pakistan and India have in the Békt US
strategy?

* How does the United States see India’s futureirofgouth Asia?

e Is the new partnership between Washington and &bach
temporary, immature and unreliable? And how Ind&ator affect
Pak-US relations?

* Is the US promoting India as a regional power aad the US-
India partnership made Pakistan feel insecure?

The main thesis of this article is that discrimorsitUS policy
towards Pakistan in terms of Indo-US Nuclear Dealuld have
negative impact on strategic stability in South&\and Pakistan’'s
commitments to global war on terrdrhe article has been organized
into three main parts, each part having sectiomssasection, with
the conclusion at the end.

Part-1: Theoretical Understanding of the US Strategic
Policy Making

The theoretical framework of this article is basenl the
neorealist critique as well as the impact of fongiglicy variables on
policy making in the international system. The o&gil, domestic and
international variables are taken into account|evanalyzing the US
foreign policy, as well as the enduring and flegilhriables and their
influence on strategic policy making. The emergeoicéhe growing
US influence after the Cold War as the sole gldimgemony has
been also taken into account. Similarly, the naairglobal relations
is analyzed, taking into consideration the conterapounderlying
currents of the recent foreign policy debates. mtitm is paid to
domestic factors in the US, especially the risenebconservatives
and their growing influence on foreign policy magin
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A. Neorealism and US Foreign Policy

As far as US foreign policy making in the post 94rh is
concerned, the influence of neoconservatives otherican foreign
policy makers and the United States’ unilatergdssture cannot be
ignored. The term neoconservative refers to thesidgor policy
inclinations of President George W. Bush and higsads, who lay
emphasis on a hawkish foreign policy posture, wienbourages the
use of force to gain foreign policy objectives. @tlhan the sources
of foreign policy analysis, most importantly, theonealist paradigm
shall also be taken into account, in order to ustded the rationale
behind the US foreign policy making in the posti9%lorid.

Realism has long been used to describe the cona#pts
anarchy, self help and the balance of power in ititernational
system. However, these concepts have been overshddaoy other
concepts, which explain the international systerttebeNeorealism
emerged in the 1970s as a response to the chadlguged by the
interdependency theory and also as a correctivetraditional
realism's neglect of many aspeéts. State behaviour has been
interpreted by many theories, some of which hawnbeodified with
the changing international environment.

Kenneth Waltz's theory of international politicsnrains the
most influential revision of realist theory in thdiscipline of
international relations. Waltz believes that earlitheories of
international relations including classical realibave flaws that can
be cured by applying a more scientific approactcoiding to Waltz,
the older realism was restricted to explaining imé¢ional relations
in terms of selfish human nature, whereas his rtheb defensive
realism rested on understanding the structufemternational
system. Kenneth Waltz's “neorealism or “structurablism” is a
critique of traditional realism. Waltz's neorealismvery relevant in
the present world as it breaks apart the units stnatcture in the
international system. The explanation of internaidbehaviour can
be found in the systemic constraints on each stdteer than their

2Scott Burchil and Andrew LinklatefTheories of International Relations
New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1996, p..83
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internal compositions. The systemic forces homagenioreign
policy behaviour by interposing themselves betwstates and their
conduct®

As compared to Morgenthau and Waltz, John Mearst®sm
theory of offensive realism explains what was migsin their
thoughts. Morgenthau could not explain why statesdaiven to be as
aggressive as they are, and Waltz's defensive sneatlid not
adequately describe the constant struggle for pameong states,
Mearsheimer's offensive realism claims to explaithb States are
aggressive due to the anarchic nature of the syatem, which leads
them to not only seek to ensure their survival, tmtalso try to
acquire power at every opportunity possible. Adawg to the John
Mearsheimer, “the structure of the internationalteyn is defined by
five assumptions that include : 1) states are #hedctors in world
politics and they operate in an anarchic systemgr@at power
invariably have some offensive military capabiliy,states can never
be certain whether other states have hostile ientowards them,
4) great power place a high premium on survivat] &h states are
rational actors who are reasonably effective aigiésg strategies
that maximize their chances of survival.”

Significant changes take place when the number refitg
powers reduces to two or one. With more than twates rely for
their security both on their internal efforts asllvas the alliances
they make® However, the structure of the international systems
been restructured by the disappearance of the Sdvigon$
Structural changes affect the behaviour of states the outcomes
produced at the unit level interaction, in terms mdture of
distribution of power at the international levelhi§ effect of the
change of structure can best be seen in US for@adjny behaviour
in the post Cold War era. Our focus is most spedliff, in the post
9/11 world, where America behaves unilaterally witiprecedented

3Ibid.
4John J. MearsheimeThe Tragedy of Great Power Politiddew York, W.
W. Norton, 2001, p. 390.

SKenneth N. Waltz. “Structural Realism after the €CdVar”, International
Security Vol. 25 (1), 2002, p. 5.
6lbid., p. 86.
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show of power.

The fundamentals of American foreign policy fromwne
perspective can be outlined as: maintaining a uarpgorld in which
the United States has no competitor; no coalitibrgreat powers
without the United States will be allowed to acleidvegemony; the
United States will not pursue a liberal strategyvimch institutions,
democracy, and integrated markets reduce the imupoet of power
politics altogether. As a result, America will deetglobal powerful
hegemon, much powerful than other major states #tedtegic
rivalries and security competition among great powell disappear,
thus leaving everyone behird.

The early years of war on terror saw a realignmeht
relationships among the great powers. Immediatitgr 8&/11, China
and Russia supported military action in Afghanisianorder to
legitimize their use of force against Islamist taifit groups. As can
be seen, Bush’'s message to the world after Septehibwas “either
you are with us, or you are with the terrorist” qguted many small
states to take u-turns in their foreign policietat&s like Pakistan
withdrew support to the Taliban in Afghanistan.

Summing up the argument, it can be said that thehBu
administration’s approach to the world “with us against us” has
been based on neorealism to describe the philosgphthe key
figures behind the president’s foreign policy. Neadist belief in a
muscular foreign policy has dominated the admiaigins thinking
since the 9/11 attacks.

B. Understanding the US Strategic Policy Choices

Kurt Campbel and Derek Chollet have noted, a coasiere
administration become an exponent of grand intdieenand
democracy promotion, while Democrats often soughtdistance
themselves from precisely those traditional libestaimping-grounds.
Conservative strategic figures pursued courses ttivagiatened the
breakdown of the US Army, and placed the adminisinainto rough

7G.John lkenberry, “America’s Imperial AmbitionForeign Affairs Vol. 81
(5), 2002, p. 46.
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civil-military waters, while Democrats offered &uge to disgruntled
military officers8

In short, US strategic policies became radicallyntentious,
and not merely because the principle upon whichnthe policy was
apparently based were novel and disconcertingic€ritomplained
that the core of Bush’'s policy was ill-defined andsustainable.
Academic commentators, such as Stephen Biddlestétsithat the
new strategy had not been well articulated\nd public and
congressional support gradually became more frégile policy that
apparently demanded open-ended engagement, int@mngnin
hostile environments like Irag, and a continuiraylof US casualties
for decades to come.

Scholars disagree over whether — and by how mud8 grand
strategy has really changed. A broad historicatpective seems to
support the notion that Bush has not been the afi@mr some
suppose. For example, Walter Russell Mead (200es that US
grand strategy has not changed much in 200 y8asd John Lewis
Gaddis (2002) has argued that, while Bush has gehureshaped
US strategic policy, this must be seen in the odrdésimilar efforts
by earlier presidents faced with sudden and deasteuattacks upon
the US. Both are inclined to see Bush’s grand esgsatis consistent
with the broad sweep of precedents. On the othed,hsome insist
that Bush has essentially ‘undone’ US grand styatBarry Buzan
argues that Bush has burned the stored assets gbatfvill 11

8Campbell K. Chollet, “The New Tribalism: Cliquesdathe Making of US
Foreign Policy” Washington QuarterlyVol. 30 (1), 2006-7, pp. 193-203.

9S. D., Biddle, “American Grand Strategy after 9/#n Assessment”,
Carlisle/Pennsylvani&gtrategic Studies Institut2005.

10Mmead W. R.,Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and Hidw
Changed the WorldNew York, Routledge, 2002, p. 54.

113, Buzan, “A Leader without Followers? The Unit&tiates in World
Politics after Bush”,
<http://fora.tv/2007/11/08/United_States in_Worldlitkzs_after_Bush/
14 February 2009.
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Immanuel Wallerstein (2002) writes of the eagleihgvcrash
landed’12 Mead has long been a key supporter of the ideaUia
foreign policy is not a solo performance but a skony produced by
many players. He argues that ‘American foreign gqyldoes not
proceed out of a single, unified worldview'.

Part-1l: A Historical Overview of US Relations with India
and Pakistan

This part discusses the strategic importance oftSéasia for
the United States focusing on changing patterneofpolicy towards
India and Pakistan in the Cold War and the postl @é&r years.

A. Strategic Importance of South Asia for the US

South Asia is a very complex and volatile regiomicki has
long been the focus of many superpowers due &irigegic location.
The region is Indo-centric and all six countries Sduth Asia are
located around India, the largest and most poputoustry. The fact
that it is located between the energy rich PerGalf and the Asia
Pacific and borders Russia and China makes it itapbin itself and
also because it has the potential to affect devedmps in other areas
of considerable importanéé.

The weakening of the British Empire and the subsettise of
American might led the Americans to take interastrieas which had
the potential to have geopolitical and geostratégmortance-4

American strategic interests regarding South Asiarew
strongly influenced by the British. Sir Olaf Cardbe last foreign
secretary of British India characterized the imance of the Indian

12|, wallerstein, “The Eagle has Crash Landed”, FgmefPolicy, Vol. 131,
2002, pp. 60-68.

13A. 7. Hilali, US-Pakistan Relationshifgngland, Ashgate, 2005, p. 3.

14 loyd 1. Rudolph and Susanne Hoeber Rudolph, “Thakidg of US
Foreign Policy for South AsiaEconomic and Political Weekl2006, pp.
703-704, www.politicalscience.uchicago.edu/faculty/rudolpiss/
asia.pdf> , 25 November 2008
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subcontinent by using a phrase “tiaells of power”, referring to the
oil sources of the middle east in general and efGulf and Arabian
peninsula in particular. He wanted to use the diloc and military
resources of the region to secure Middle East @il the use of
America and Europ&

Primarily, the major American interest has beenptevent
Communism from spreading to South Asia. Washingt@aoncept of
containment, which required a chain of contiguollissaaround the
perimeter of the Sino Soviet bloc, pushed it towdedkistan as India
did not appear better placed to deal with its protd. This was also
partly due to India’s announcement of non alignmand its tilt
towards the Soviet Union. US policy in South AsasHargely been
guided by its global interests and it has tendedsieav regional
conflicts from a global perspectivé.

All three great powers, Russia, China and the dnB¢ates
have a major interest in South Asia. However, thly @ne of the
three currently to have highly promising relatiopshwith both India
and Pakistan is, of course, the United States.

The US interest in South Asia demands management of
regional tensions. This also means that relatits/den India and
Pakistan must remain stable. The importance ofalraaid Pakistan
remains on top of the American agenda due to theitear weapons
capability and this involves American nonproliféoat interests8
Pakistan has also been accused of nuclear praiderand this has
further brought Pakistan’s nuclear program intolitmelight.

Apart from this, China’s long history of relatiomgth India
and Pakistan and also America’s concern aboutdoraiterests of
China require it to continue involvement in the ioeg American
commitment to human rights and democracy in thdoreglso

15hid., p. 704.

16Hilali, US-Pakistan Relationshipp. 17-20.

17Devine T. Hagerty (ed.)South Asia in World PolitigsPakistan, Oxford,
2006, p. 1.

18shirin R. Tahir-Kheli,India, Pakistan and the United Statd€arachi,
Vanguard, 1998, p. 125.
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warrants American attention in the reg#nMore importantly, US
involvement in the region is unprecedented after 8eptember 11
attacks and the subsequent war on terror. Pakistarfiront line state
in the war on terror and although India is alsoadlg in this war,

Pakistan remains to be actively involved. Hence, pJ#8sence is
likely to remain in South Asia due to the contirgiiwar on terror,
threat of nuclear proliferation, strained relationstween nuclear
India and Pakistan, and above all, a threat ofjimls extremism in
the region.

B. Cold War Years
i. Pak-US Relations: An Opportunistic Relationship

The history of Pak —US relations has remained qlitgjuered
but the relationship has been sufficiently restliem sustain the ups
and downs, which it experienced during the longqgukenf almost
sixty one years. Admittedly relations between stadee based on
national interests; these can never be assumee é&elonal. It is the
convergence of interests, which brings two stalesecto each other
in the fields of cooperation and diplomacy. Oneghthat is unique
in Pak-US relations is that the two countries hawemveniently
managed to switch over from one shade of relatipngihthe other
and each time their getting together has been guisived with
remarkable ease.

Since independence in 1947, relations between faakesnd
the United States have been a cycle of boom and lRrebably the
single most important factor has been the fact Baltistan and the
West, principally the United States, entered intee tbilateral
relationship for different reasons: Pakistan joitgstled alliances —
the Central Treaty Organisation (CENTO) and thetlsdtast Asia
Treaty Organisation (SEATO) - as an insurance polie its
confrontation with India. Meanwhile, the United @& saw Pakistan
as yet another sentry post in its Cold War contaimnof the Soviet

19bid., p. 126.
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Union. Not surprisingly, therefore, these differimgptivations often
begat mutual disappointmett.

During the brief 1962 Indo-Chinese border war, tH&
administration provided weapons to India withousstficonsulting
Pakistan, and during the 1965 Indo-Pakistan War UB stopped all
shipments of military aid to both countries. ThigthPakistan much
more than India, as the former was wholly dependenthe United
States for weapons supplies. In 1971, when Indih Rekistan once
again fought, this time mainly in East Pakistar, thnited States did
send an aircraft carrier into the Bay of Bengalt Buis was in
reaction to India’s decision to sign a Friendshigaly with the
USSR. In any case, it did not deter India from disrhering
Pakistan, leading to the creation of Bangladesh. tRe next few
years, relations with the West went into a freespecially under the
left leaning government of Zulfigar Ali Bhutfd.

However, when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanisian
December 1979, Pakistan became a critical playaashington’s
global game. Billions of dollars worth of militagnd economic aid
poured in, and Afghan and Muslim mujahideen wenmmear and
supported by the West and the Arab Gulf stateswin the Soviets
left Afghanistan in 1989, Pakistan was once agangdtten, with
relations hitting rock bottom following Pakistanfsiclear tests in
199822

“Pakistan’s relations with the United States halveags been
based on a transient compatibility of interests,vene of
comparability.?3 Pakistan was a strong ally of the US during the
Cold War. However, at the end of the Cold War, @éswacing the
adverse effects of anti-Soviet guerilla war andsggjoient civil war in
Afghanistan, while facing the pressure of million$ refugees,
smuggling of weapons and narcotics in the coufitys gave birth to

20Cclaue Rakisits, “Engaging PakistaRblicy Brief Sydney, Lowy Institute
for International Policy, December 2008, vavw.lowyinstitute.org, 14
February 2009.

2pid.

22pid.

23F. S. Aijazuddin, “The Empty Chair ClubDawn (Islamabad),11 July
2003.
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Klashnikov culture, religious extremism, sectariaviolence,

terrorism, and narcotic addiction. Simultaneoubly,tUS policy

makers, instead of addressing the difficulties dadwy Pakistan,
decided to punish their ‘erstwhile ally’ by impogisanctions. The
sanctions, meant to curtail nuclear proliferatibagd a more severe
effect on Pakistan than on India because of thendos less

developed economy and its traditional dependendbel/S24

There have been many phases in the US-Pakistaionslaip
during the Cold War years, which range from perioflsextreme
warmth to periods of stresses and strains. USdsterin Pakistan
have always been driven by necessity and urgentyexample of
which is the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Thexe difference in
the way the two countries look at the relationsfiipe US looks at
the relationship from the global perspective an#if®an views it
from the regional perspective of its dispute witldia and as a means
to acquire security, stability and economic develept2® In nutshell
it can be said that partnership during the Cold Wears has also
been incongruent and unstable.

ii. The United States and India: Estranged Democraes

The post partition state of India was also requiednake a
foreign policy choice, just as Pakistan had donannintensifying
Cold War political-military confrontation betweehet United States
and the Soviet Union. As the superpower competiitoposed a
bipolar structure on international affairs, viriyaevery country was
forced to make a choice. The options included Yaihg either of the
superpowers or by remaining neutral by forging gosldtions with
both the sides. Indian leaders preferred to stayraltand made anti-
imperialism a primary thrust of Indian diploma#y.

The United States viewed India suspiciously as Nasihi
extended diplomatic recognition to the People’suidip of China in

24Noor ul Hag, “Unipolarism and Pakistan-US Relatipn$RI Journal
Vol. 6 (1), Winter 2006, p. 101.

25Hjlali, US-Pakistan Relationship. 231.

28|pid.
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1949 instead of the US backed government in Taiwéms did not
come well with the US governments and India’s enmgydeadership
role in the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) in the 1950‘einforced
US doubts. India’s neutral posture during the e@dyd War period
was in stark contrast to Pakistan’s strategic adwiPakistan sought
superpower help vis-a-vis India as it was the weakdhe two new
countries. By the mid 1950i¢ was clear that India was not ready to
make a Cold War commitment to the US led Westeon.B India’s
anticolonial sentiment was reiterated repeatedtyuslit became clear
that India was not willing to be dictated by the Bi®d did not want
the extension of Cold War between New Delhi and &d®s in
195528

Throughout the 1950’s and 1960’'s, nonalignment svasajor
force in international relations and India becanme @f its most
prominent campaigner. Moreover, its effectivenesa aonciliator in
the East-West competition was circumscribed by Uimghess of
American leaders to respect nonalignment as aevipblicy and also
US annoyance with India acting as its proporént.

The relationship between the two countries durimg €Cold
War years was marked by many ups and downs antatine 960’'s
were marked by a gradual warming up of relatiorspite many set
backs in the previous years. President Richard iIN&ioned to have
good relations with both India and Pakistan and alsanted to
continue substantial economic assistance progfams.

India had conducted a nuclear test in 1974 anctlzehed that
it was for peaceful purposes. However, during timse, aid was
suspended to Pakistan on the grounds that it wasagng a nuclear
weapon. Pakistan resented the American stancewssiat this time
that New Delhi and Washington were engaged in naigms for the
supply of enriched uranium fuel for the nuclear poweactors at

27Hagerty,South Asia in World Politigg. 22.
281bid.
29shirin Tahir-Kheli,India, Pakistan and the United States 2.

30Dennis Kux, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies
Washington, NDU Press, p. 280.
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Tarapur, near Bombay. Pakistan was displeasea davouritism31

In short, it can be said that Indo-US relationk 191 were
greatly driven by the strategic calculations of theld War.
However, during the 1980’s, relations had startedriprove despite
the existence of a measure of mistrust.

C. The Post Cold War Years
i. Pak-US Relations: A Bumpy Ride

The post Cold War years witnessed a new turn inUPak
relations. After the Soviets pulled out of Afgisan in 1989,
relations between the two countries witnessed malia shift as the
United States strategic objectives in the regiogabeto alter. The
end of the Cold War also persuaded the US to rktate and
downgrade its relationship with Pakistan on theugtbthat the new
global environment did not warrant the old stratgggrtnership. An
immediate and far reaching consequence was thegenw of
differences between the two countries on the nucsae.

In October 1990, economic and military sanctionsrewe
imposed on Pakistan under the Pressler Amendmermouatry-
specific law that singles out only one nation om tuclear issue. One
consequence of the Pressler sanctions was the WSiate to
withhold Pakistan military equipment contractecdptio 1990, worth
about $1.2 billion, even though Pakistan had paid this. In
Pakistan's perception it was no accident that tpplieation of
sanctions coincided with the end of the Cold Walne TPressler
sanctions were applied when Pakistan’s cooperatias no longer
needed following the demise of the Soviet Urién.

The majority of the Pakistanis was not happy wite US
decision to cut off aid and reacted strongly toséhemeasures.
Islamabad saw these measures as selective, disatory and

3XKux, The United States and Pakistan 1947-2000 Diseneaatlies p.
239.

32Maliha Lodhi, “The Pakistan-US Relationshigefence Journal April
1998.
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detrimental to Pakistan’s securit§This punitive action triggered the
crisis phase in relations, thus also rendering rddfecult the task of
making a smooth transition to a post Cold War retesthip 1990-
1993 became crisis-ridden years. Instead of the twantries
directing their energy and focus to craft a nevatiehship geared to
embracing the future, both became bogged dowrréAfifjhting one
crisis after another in their ties - over the naclissue, terrorism and
also narcotics. Relations sunk to an all-time lotvew Washington
threatened in 1992/93 to designate Pakistan asresspof terrorism.
Then in the summer of 1993 additional sanctionsewsiposed on
Pakistan under the MTCR (Missile Technology ConRelime) for
allegedly receiving missile technology from Chi4a.

As a result, the bilateral interaction became wilfjuconfined
to crisis-management or damage-limitation effofitke relationship
seemed to be a state of free fall. The only sileing in this
downslide was Pakistan-US collaboration in intaora peace-
keeping operations, notably in Somalia. The irofpu US non-
proliferation policy in South Asia was that whilaet impetus for
proliferation at every step came from India, it wekistan, and not
India, that was subjected to penalties, embargogsanctions.

Perversely Pakistan became the victim of penafteswvhat
India had done in 1974 with its explosion of a eacldevice. US
nonproliferation laws such as the 1976 SymingtoreAdment which
was later modified by the 1977 Glenn Amendmentedafor halting
economic or military assistance to any country Wwhielivered or
acquired after 1976 nuclear enrichment materialstemhnology,
unless it accepted full scope safeguards. The [BreAsnendment
enacted in 1985specifically prohibited US assistance or military
sales to Pakistan unless annual Presidential icattdn was issued
that Pakistan was excluded from the ambit of Anzericnon-
proliferation laws.

In May 1999, Kargil Crisis caused a limited corfllmetween
India and the US . With the US involvement, thaiéssvas resolved;
but resulted in a friction between the military arnke civil

33Hilali, US-Pakistan Relationship. 234.
34Kux, The United States and Pakistanp. 319.
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government that led to military take over. Militalake over resulted
in imposition of sanctions against Pakistan.

In 2000, President Clinton visited South Asia. Herg five
days in India and the visit was highly successhd andicative of a
new chapter in Indo-US relations. After India, @in arrived in
Pakistan for a mere five hours and met with theefcleixecutive,
General Pervez Musharraf. The trip to Pakistan wey different
and President Clinton suggested on lowering thepégature on
Kashmir, by reining in terrorist groups, by presang the Taliban
and also by undertaking the nonproliferation messuMusharraf
was unable to give a timetable for return to demogrin Pakistan
although he expressed his intention to do so. @lintrged Pakistan
to move away from the conflict, avoid isolation andtead address
the needs of the people. However, the message leas tbat India
had taken precedence over Pakistan, and in US &gig, was the
chosen country.

ii. Indo-US Relations: A Reawakening

India’s virtues of non alignment were shatterechwiite end of
the Cold War. As the Cold War was ending, by thd 4®80s, the
United States had begun to treat India as a sagmifi Asian power
with which the United States should seek frienéhations, including
expanded security cooperation. India’s size, grgnétonomy and
military prowess reiterated its importance stratally as well as
economically for the US, which had started to domadg its
relationship with Pakistan with the demise of thevigt Union. In
New Delhi as well, there was a desire for bettdéatiens with the
United States after the end of the Cold \Afar.

The US interest in furthering contacts betweemiiteed forces
and those of India is evident from high level exuayes and also the
holding of joint naval exercises .The distant lielaghip of the Cold
War period was transformed into one of cooperatiand
enhancement of ties between the two powers. Thi# BhiUS
perceptions in favour of India caused concern aggkEmtment in

3%Kux, India and United Statep. 44.
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Pakistan. Despite the end of the Cold War, India &akistan
remained a focus of US concerns on account of tickear capability
and also because neither country had signed the NPT

India attracted US investment and trade during 1893han
ever before. This along with increasing economas tand military
cooperation paved the way for a new security pastnp. The United
States, in the post Cold War era, emerged as #enpnent candidate
for such a partnership. Many factors worked in tavof such a
partnership. Despite the American alliance withi&tak, India was
never completely ignored by the US. As mentioneavabmounting
economic ties, not just in trade and investment,at&o in symbiotic
development of information technology industries; iacreasingly
large, well educated and politically influential dian diaspora
community in the United States and overlappingtsgia interests,
all paved way for better ties with the 135

Relations between the two countries saw an upwamdtin
2000, when the American president had undertakéipao South
Asia. The marked difference between the treatmemdted out to
India was evident from the fact that President Glinspent five days
in India as compared to five hours in Pakistan.

Part-Ill: US Strategic Policy towards India and Pakistan in
post 9/11

There is no doubt that 9/11 tragedy was a paradigjfh event
for the whole global security environment, not jist Americans but
also for other countries. Winston Churchill oncédsdBut great
battles, won or lost, change the entire coursevehts, create new
standards of values new moods, new atmospheres)riies and in
nations, to which all must conform.” The US-led eimtational
coalition’s war against terrorism in Afghanistandaother parts of
world specially US unilateral war on Iraq has tigtathanged the
concept of international security and world po$ticThe post 9/11
events have also altered the strategic dynamicSoothwest Asian
region especially due to US military involvementifghanistan. Post

36Hagerty,South Asia in World Politigg. 137.
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9/11 has created severe crises for the whole wautdthe Muslim
world suffered the mos¥. The tragedy of 9/11 was condemned by the
Islamic world and most of the Muslim countries eyeimed the US
led coalition against terrorism and fully coopedaie its war on
terror but certain lobbies in USA and west startedsystematic
campaign to malign Islam as a religion of terrod aduslims as
terrorist38 This part analyses the changing patterns of USegfi@
policies towards Pakistan and India.

A. Pak-US Relations in the post 9/11 Era: A New Baning

The 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center andP#@agon
opened a new chapter in Pak-US relations and Haaeged much for
Pakistan, domestically as well as internationalighough September
11, 2001 was an uneventful day in Pakistan, howekewas to
change the future course of events in the regiahthe world itself.
On the eve of September 11, 2001, Pakistan wastamationally
isolated state, with a stagnant economy, a militgoyernment,
international pariah status and political and doamstitutions in
Disney3° Thus a new era dawned in Pak-US relations whictattid
changes in Pakistan’s domestic politics as wellchanges in its
relations with other countries and groups.

Ironically, it was after 11 September 2001, thakistan's
strategic importance was again realized by the R#istan acquired
a favourable status after President Musharraf'ssa®cto side with
the US after reversing the pro-Taliban policy o predecessors and
agreed to US demands, which included over-flyirgts, logistical
support, intelligence sharing, &It made available to Pakistan, US
financial, security and economic assistance. Howeuadia
“benefited strikingly from the US-led war on tensm and the US

3’"Muhammad Ahsan, “Post-9/11 Islamphobia: Promotitigrfaith Harmony
and Global PeacefPRI Journal Vol. 5 (1), Winter 2005, p. 1.

38Muhammad Munir, “Challenges for the Muslim World'Pakistan
Observer 13 May 2006.

39stephen P. CoheiThe Idea of Pakistariahore, Vanguard Books, 2005,
p. 90.

40For details see, Bob WoodwardBush at War New York,
Simon&Schuster, 2002, pp. 58-59.
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military actions in Afghanistan with respect to ilsverage on
Kashmir, at the expense of Pakistdhlt was able to strengthen its
occupation of the state of Jammu and Kashmir hymsitizing the
freedom struggle in Kashmir as “terrorism” and asmeeedom
fighters as “terrorists”.

At the same time, the Indian policy of isolatingkBtan
suffered a setback. India was opposed to the Pakelé&ons from
the beginning. The reason why India was opposedPdk-US
alliance, as stated by the British Secretary oteStdor India Lord
Listowel, was that the Indians were against Pakigtatifying itself
with assistance from America, Britain or any otpewer#2 With a
view to denying foreign support to Pakistan, amtikiBtanism in the
US and elsewhere and anti-Americanism in Pakigam consonance
with the Indian strategy.

i. Determinants of Pak-US Relations

Before 1989, Pakistan was “a strategic ally of th® and
fought a war in Afghanistan for 10 years.” Thewds left “high and
dry”. The United States then started to develop strategic
relationship with India, which was in the enemy patwhat would
the man on the street [in Pakistan] thifk?After the Cold War, the
US retained limited tactical interest in Pakistaine post 9/11 US
involvement in Afghanistan and its presence in Gdrsia and the
Middle East increased the geostrategic importaf¢takistan for the
US. The US needs Pakistan’s immediate supporsiwdr against Al
Qaeda and Taliban in Afghanistan.

As a long term measure, the main US concerns cantiend
enlisting Pakistan’s cooperation in the war agaimernational

41Rodney W. Jones, “United States and South AsiaeQoterests and
Policies and their Impact on the Security and EacdndDevelopment of
the Regional Countries”, paper presented atitiernational Seminar on
Major Powers and South Asidnstitute of Regional Studies, Islamabad,
11-13 August 2003.

42| ord Listowel (Secretary of State for India) to iddoMountbatten (Indian
Viceroy), 27 June 1947Mountbatten PaperdOR: MSS. Eur. F.200/176.

43pervez Musharraflime,25 September-3 October 2005, p. 14.
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terrorism; non-proliferation of nuclear and missitechnology;
destruction and elimination of weapons of massrdeson (WMD)
in possession of hostile states, radical extrem#std terrorists;
democratization; human rights, moderation and &tgigment as
opposed to fundamentalism, religious extremism,itamty and
armed violence; and freezing of tension in Soutla A% Other US
concerns may relate to such issues as money ldangdedrug
smuggling and arms trafficking.

ii. Fight against International Terrorism

Pakistan has no choice but to support internatioveal on
terror. Its policy response, besides supportingUBe lies in its own
enlightened self-interest. It is best reflectedhiea remarks, President
Musharraf made in a press conference on 16 Ocfiit:

We joined the world community in offering coopeoatito bring
perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of the tsrraitacks to justice.
... The extraordinary session of the OIC Foreign Bteis held on
10" of October has endorsed this position. ... the canises of most
acts of terrorism lie in political oppression anenil of justice. In
order to achieve durable results, the current watesrorism must

address and eliminate its caudes.

However, it is generally perceived that the US sstmdmake no
distinction between terrorism and genuine freeddraggle in the
state of Jammu and Kashmir or Palestine. Religielements,
therefore, consider that the US policy is hardlgdshon just and
moral principles but on sheer double standardsinflas feeling is
succinctly expressed differently by Mohammed eleshySaid,
Deputy Director of Al Ahram think-tank in Cairo, wtsays that the
US “need to act like any respectable commanderaddr of any
army. They can't just project an image of conterfgutthose they
wish to lead.*6

44Jones, “United States and South Asia...”.

45Dawn (Islamabad), 17 October 2001.

46yexan Crabtree, “Why do People Hate America? A Sargnof Anti-
Americanism”, 24 September 2Q0Xhttp://www.new.bbc.co.ok 14
February 2009.
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Pakistan’s joining the war on terror, has been eppted all
over the world. India’s past efforts to declare B a “terrorist” or
“terrorist sponsoring state” has failed. Insteadakiftan is
acknowledged as a “front line” state in the wariagfainternational
terrorism. The&/11 Commission Repastates:

Pakistan actively assisted: its authorities artestere than 500 al
Qaeda operatives and Taliban members, and Pakistaes played a
leading part in tracking down KSM [Khalid Sheikh Nammad], Abu

Zubaydah, and other key al Qaeda figures.

Yet, Pakistan’s image is somewhat clouded by medierage
of political Islam, and the misperception in digtishing mainstream
Islamist organizations that are peaceful, fromaotésts who invoke
the sacred name of Islam , as a justificationviolence. The latter
category was born and strengthened during the Afgiar against
the Soviets and unfortunately its negative fallaffected Pakistan.
However, such elements are a microscopic minoritd anostly
remain entrenched near Pak-Aghan borders, but thieie and
strength is blown up in the media, thus bringindpad name to
Pakistan. Pakistan is making an extra effort tot ldown those who
advocate hatred and violence. It is crucial forigtak to put its own
house in order, by clamping down hard on elememhgoeating
militancy and extremisr#

ilii. Strategic Partner or a Target: Operations in FATA and
Impact of US Strikes

Since 2003, Pakistan’s army has conducted unpratadi@nd
largely ineffectual counterterrorism operations tine country’s
Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) bordeyiAfghanistan,
where Al Qaeda operatives and pro-Taliban insusyemé said to
enjoy “safe heaven.” Militant groups have only grostronger and
more aggressive in 2008. Islamabad’'s new civileth-§overnment
vows to combat militancy in the FATA through a candtion of

479/11 Commission ReporNew York, W. W. Norton&Company Inc., p.
368.
48Noor ul Hag, “Unipolarism and Pakistan-US Relatipps 105.
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military force, negotiation with “reconcilable” etents, and
economic development.

Prior to 2007, the United States had praised thvemonent of
then-President Pervez Musharraf for Pakistani apiishments
against Al Qaeda, including the arrest of over AD@aeda figures,
some of them senior, since the September 11 attakfter the
attacks, Pakistan provided the United States witless to Pakistani
airspace, some ports, and some airfields for OweraEnduring
Freedom. Others say Musharraf acted against Al aety when it
threatened him directly; for example, after the ®uaber 2003
assassination attempts against him by that orgamizaThe US
shifted toward a more critical position followingNew YorkTimes
report (February 19, 2007) that Al Qaeda had raktished some
small Al Qaeda terrorist training camps in Pakistagar the Afghan
border.

The Pakistani military has in late 2008 undertakaajor
operations aimed at neutralizing armed extremismth@ Bajaur
agency, and the government is equipping local ltribbditias in
several FATA agencies with the hope that these sigmplement
efforts to bring the region under more effectivaetwrit.

In the meantime, the US military in the last fewntis has
launched a series of missile attacks by Bf@dator drones. For
example, between December 2007 and August 2008 there only
six US missile attacks in FATA but since August 2a0ere have
been 19 or so. The latest one was in Bannu in ¢tided area of
NWFP4°

Whether these are jointly coordinated by the USa/ékistan
military remains a hot and debatable issue in Rakidt is thought in
some quarters in Pakistan that there is “tacitegent” between the
two militaries to squeeze the terrorist from bdttes.

Pakistani government, on its part, has criticizedse cross
border violations of Pakistan’s sovereignty anditietial authority
but to no avail. On the other hand, the US autiesrihas neither

49The Smart Middle Way”Daily Times 18 November 2008, p. 7.
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denied nor claimed about these strikes but hasoadkdged that the
policy has blocked infiltration of militants insid&ghanistan and put
them under pressure from Pakistan army who arengdealith the
insurgency in Bajaur tribal agency.

Fresh reinforcement of nearly 20,000 troops aredepbught
to strengthen US forces in the south and southegasérrorist hit
regions of AfghanistaP? Thus increasing the number of troops in
Afghanistan to about 58,000 from the current lefe34,000 and add
to the approx 34,000 NATO led troops that are alyeaperating
there. The US has more than 19,000 soldiers unddNcommand
and another 16,000 in a separate counter-terrdiisoe in eastern
part of the country. It is thought that the Afgtfarces will ultimately
have to shoulder responsibility before NATO forseat thinning out
which may take ten years or so to establish stglaiB Afghanistan is
a “theme park of problems.”

A key, according to US commanders, is to reducdtant
infiltration into Afghanistan from Pakistan. To dw, US General
David McKiernan, the overall commander in Afghaaist is
“redefining” the Afghan battlefield to include theakistan border
regions, and US forces are becoming somewhat nggeessive in
trying to disrupt, from the Afghan side of the berd militant
operational preparations and encampments on thistBaikside of
the bordeP! Gen. McKiernan and other US commanders are trying
rebuild a stalled Afghanistan-Pakistan-US/NATO taily
coordination process, building intelligence andoiniation sharing
centers, and attempting to build greater trust gntbe senior ranks
of the Pakistani military?

S0Currently the US has about 19.000 troops under NAG@Inmand in
Afghanistan and another 16.000 as a separate cetenterism force in
eastern part of the country. See, “Afghan Strategges Stiff Challenges
for Obama”, The New York Time49 July 2008.

S)slamist Militancy in the Pakistan-Afghanistan Bier Region and US
Policy”, CRS Report for CongresRL34763, 21 November 2008.

52pid.
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iv. Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destructio

There is an increasing concern in the US about WMD
proliferation. This fear is intensified due to thpprehension that
these weapons may be used against it as in 9/11.

Clandestine nuclear proliferation activities arevalent all
over the world, especially in the developed coestrvith scientific
and technological know-ho®. In Pakistan an individual, Dr A. Q.
Khan, may be guilty, the state is certainly notoiwed. In any case, it
is a closed chapter. However, the anti-Pakistaneforare working
hard to target the country itself. Pakistan is orihg to assure the
global community that it scrupulously adheres ® declared non-
proliferation policy.

v. Freezing of Tension in South Asia

The US is interested in sustainable peace in Sésih. It
desires resolution of longstanding and festeringputies between
India and Pakistan, including that of the statdashmu and Kashmir.
This is to avoid nuclear war and destruction, whicles against its
global strategy. At the same time, the US wantgalid become a
major power. Perhaps, the US would not like to Bakistan strong
enough where it could challenge the preeminenbregiand global
status of India. This might be the reason why thttirgy edge of the
military arsenal is made available to India, dikectr through Israel,
but grudgingly given to Pakistan. At the same tithe, US would not
like to weaken Pakistan to an extent that it i&éailzed, or made into
a client state of India, because in such a sitoatioould not play the
Pakistan card against India or vice vérs&rom a South Asian
perspective, there is a requirement for economabildty and
progress as well as ensuring a balance of powethén region.
However, Pakistan should not be very apprehendivieeonew amity
between India and the US. Pakistan Foreign Offipekesman,
Masud Khan, has described the growing US-Indiaectetations as a

53Dawn (Islamabad), 22 February 2004,
<http://www.dawn.com/2004/02/22/ed.btni4 February 2009.

S4Tougir Hussain“Washington’s Term of EngagemenDawn (Islamabad),
6 September 2003.
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“window of opportunity which could help persuadevwN®elhi to

cooperate with Islamabad in developing a workinigtienship for

bringing peace and stability to the regidh.Christina Rocca, US
Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia, whildNew Delhi in

September 2003 said:

Pakistan is a country in the midst of a major it economic and
ideological transformation. It has not yet safedgaped the dangers of
serious crisis on multiple fronts. It must be assigo achieve a soft-
landing that corrects disturbing internal tren@sligns its direction as
a moderate Muslim state, and defeats definitively tarrorism
emanating from its soil. We believe Indians showelcome such

assistance, and | know that many“§o.

The US seems keen to build up a long-term partienstih
India to promote its strategic and economic intstelt would like
détente if not friendship between India and Pakistn that South
Asia is built up as a counterweight against thegipower of China.
In fact, it is in the interest of the US that théseno conflagration
between the two neighbours. Pakistan also needsepesa that it
could develop fast in the competing world of*'2dentury for the
betterment of its people. At the same time, it setd maintain its
deterrent capability in nuclear and conventionalapans and
simultaneously set its own house in order by stiemgng itself
through economic progress and political empowerment

vi. Future Outlook of the US Policy Towards Pakista

The election of Barak Obama as thé' #£tesident of the US in
November 2008 is felt as a breath of fresh air dvavide. It was
particularly received with exhilaration by the Isl@, African and
Latin world. In South Asia, especially in Pakistawas greeted with
joy and high hopes. People by and large nurse éxjp@as that
Bush’s arrogant policies of unilateralism, intintida and use of
force might now give way to more temperate and iseaspolicies
leading to a more peaceful world. No doubt demacaae generally
pro-democratic than republicans. In case of Pakigtere is an

55Dawn (Islamabad), 16 September 2003, p. 16.
58|bid., 12 September 2003.
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elected political government in office following rggral elections of
February 2008 which saw the ouster of PresidentdPeMusharraf.
This government has come into power through gelyeiatepted fair
and free elections with moderate parties now ingrow

During the US electioneering Obama’s speeches toeigh on
Pakistan as he was critical of Pakistan’s rolehanwar against global
terrorism stating that on “actionable intelligencahd failure of
Pakistani government to deal with it would havequalms to strike
terrorist havens in the tribal areas. He was atéical of Pakistan
‘using the US assistance to train armed terrof@tsnfiltration into
and talked of accountability and performance ofriye®l2 billon aid
to Pakistan over the last seven years. Lately, kiewére has
considerably modified his stance saying that it Mfoloe better to
work with Pakistan and perhaps increase non-mylitard and
increased economic aid for better performance. Atsarly three
brigade level of additional troops may be senteeflup the present
US forces to a level of 50,000 by spring 2009t the same time,
more emphasis would be laid on monitoring of basdeontrol of
narcotics and corruption that are fuelling the ngsmcy. He is also
coming around to the view that based on Iraqi €rpee certain
‘moderate’ Taliban elements may have to be co-ofiiegeace in the
region. President-elect Obama asserts that hisiganaat will follow
a comprehensive and integrated approach to Pakidtasaid that he
will “pursue a tough, smart and principled natiosaturity strategy
— one that recognises that we have interests mbtifuBaghadad,
but in Kandahar and Karachi, in Tokyo and LondenBeijing and
Berlin.”>8 His main five goals of making America safer aradiag
the war in Irag responsibly; finishing the war agiAl-Qaeda and
the Taliban; securing all nuclear weapons and nagerfrom

57This has been confirmed by Defence Secretary R@batets. According to
him, it would take 3-4 years for Afghan forces &ach a ‘tipping point’
leading to less reliance on some 70,000 foreigopiso See, “US to Deploy
Three More Combat Brigades in Afghanistaawn (Islamabad), 12
December 2008.

580Obama’s Remarks on Iraq and Afghanistan”, 15 2098,
<http://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/15/us/politics/16tdzma.html?sq
obama%20and%20South520Asia@st=cse&scp=21&pagewantie
14 February 2009.
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terrorists and rogue states; achieving true enesggurity, and
rebuilding our alliances to meet the challengethef2f' century.’?

The US military thinking about South Asia is thatrorism in
Afghanistan is closely linked with the India-Pakistdispute over
Kashmir. In other words, any settlement of Kashdigpute might
enable Pakistan to direct its forces and energgamter-terrorism
rather than remain obsessively focused on India.islt now
increasingly felt that paucity of US and NATO tr@opnd Pakistan’s
incapacity for poor control over its FATA regionadaPak-Afghan
border is a serious issue. In this regard, Brudedkea former CIA
officer has characterised Pakistan as “the mosgetanis country in
today’s world.®0 There are strong fears in US policy circles that t
next attack on the US mainland could originate fribve Pakistan’s
tribal regions. Obama and his advisers have enddsmgressional
efforts to provide a more equal balance betweeitaryl and non-
military aid to Pakistan. Since September 2001UBehas provided
approximately $11 billion in assistance to Pakistartluding about $
6 billion in “coalition support funds” to reimbursthe Pakistani
military for its contributions foOperation Enduring Freedo#t.

B. US Strategic Policies towards India in Post 9/11
i. Indo-US Strategic Cooperation-New Beginnings

The major South Asian power, India, during the Cwiar,
propounding the philosophy of non-alignment, did alty itself with
either superpower but exploited both to its advgata After the
collapse of the Soviet Union, India turned towattts United States.
The liberalized economic policies for repatriatioh capital from
India attracted US multinational corporate invesitaen India that
offered a vast market. The US economic interestipleal with
strategic objective to contain China, helped irersing the coolness
in Indo-US relations and brought them closer. Tliss a primal

S9bid.
60As cited in Richard Weitz, “Obama Team Ponders N&pproach to
Pakistan”, CACI Analyst, 26 November 2008,

<http://www,caianalyst.org/?q=node/498814 February 2009.
61ypid.
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factor for India attaining the status of a “strategartner” of the US
resulting in the US-India defence agreement sign&dine 2005.

India, on its part, made a significant departui@rfrits pro-
Arab policy in the Middle East by upgrading its Idimatic presence
in Israel to ambassadorial level in 1992. This @ukan “unexploited
avenue” for boosting its economy and security, desigiving a
further fillip in its relations with the US. The oonservatives
supporting President Bush administration and thd-established
Jewish lobby in the US, preferred looking at Pakisthrough an
Indian prism.

Thus, a glaring change in US policy was that “USpged its
long established practice of attempting to mainteuen-handedness’
between India and Pakistan on matters related e tlespective
security concerns?? In fact, there seemed a reversal of the US
policy. During the Cold War, there was a tilt invéar of Pakistan
and after the war the tilt changed sides in favofirindia. A
significant demonstration of this policy was made 1999 when
President Clinton paid a five-day visit to Indiat bestricted his visit
to Pakistan to only five hours.

The conservative President George W. Bush admnmatisir,
which came to the White house in January 2001, desasrmined to
substantially alter the US strategic plan for falistinctly separate
regions: 1) relations with the European Union; Zwnsecurity
architecture and its scope; 3) new approach forn&hifrom
constructive engagement to strategic competitionstdengthening
relations with India and downgrading the traditionelations with
Pakistan. Clearly, before 9/11 the Bush administration’s @pli
toward South Asia was to continue to tilt towarddiénp and
downgrade its relations with Pakistan.

The Indian reaction to Bush’s concept of the newlavorder
was enthusiastically supportive; Europe’s was canl the Chinese
opposition was loud and clear. China saw thatri@ications of this
strategic design were directed to inhibiting itewgth as a military
superpower. Why was India so enthusiastic? Seegrdhnations can

62Jones, “United States and South Asia...”.
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be offered: 1) India wanted the US to lift the damts imposed over
nuclear explosions; 2) India wanted US supportaim @ permanent
seat on the UN Security Council; 3) India was keenreplace
Pakistan as Washington's strategic partner in Séuia; 4) India
desired to capitalize on growing economic ties leetw the two
countries, driven by the increasing contributiohdnalian-American
engineers and entrepreneurs in the high-technaegtore3

By June 2001 the Bush Administration had taken ifiaamt
steps to improve the relationship with India. Ia thilitary to military
dimension the US initiated one joint military exeeor engagement
each month. These exercises covered a wide rangelitdry skills
and attempted to improve the capacity for combimailitary
operations across the board — by Special Forcemsig@rrorists,
maritime interdiction, search and rescue, airlifipisort, logistics
transport, and airborne assault. In June and J0022the Indian
Navy ships Sukanya and Sharda conducted escort patrols for
American ships through the Malacca Straits, in suppf Operation
Enduring Freedom Afghanistan. American warshipsabetp refuel
in Chennai and Mumbai. The largest ever US-Indisah&xercise
was conducted in September 2002. In 2003 more t&h high-
ranking leaders from the Indian security communétended
conferences sponsored by the US Department of Defen

Delivering a luncheon address before the Confeiberabf
Indian Industry in New Delhi in 2003, the US Ambadsr Robert D.
Blackwill paid the most flattering compliment toetbndian military:
‘Indian and American soldiers are warriors. Theanital mission is
to fight and win wars. How many armies can one g®t about
today?’ In 2001 and 2002, many Pakistanis were degdrom the
US whereas the US consular offices in four Indidies issued more
than half a million business and tourist visasndidn citizens. The
visa issuance rate for India was the same as ibbad before 9/184

In May 2001 Deputy Secretary of State Richard Aaggt, to
add insult to injury to Pakistan, just barely stegshort of directly

63Roger Cohen, “What the World Wants from Americ@he New York
Times,11 January 2005.

64Robert D. Blackwill, “The Future of US-Indian Retats”, speech of 17
July 2003 in New Delhi.
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naming Pakistan as a rogue state in a press cootene India. Asked
to name rogue states, he referred to Libya, IragitiNKorea, and
other countries ‘in your neighbourhood’. When pees$o elaborate,
he said: ‘We have questions about Pakistan whiehwaall known,

and of which you are equally awafé Armitage was in New Delhi to
seek support from the Indian government for Busess on the new
strategic framework for global security. He dectatiee start of a new
relationship between India and the US. He called®Pdme Minister

Vajpayee and handed over a letter from Bush aaugie invitation

to visit India in the near future. Also Bush assuk&jpayee that he
intended to work closely with him to ‘promote commimterests in

Asia and beyondf6

The current relationship assumes much significance
only for India and the United States, but also tfee world at
large. The process began with the Kicklighter peap® of 1991
which paved the way for defence consultative grogpmbined
naval exercises (1992) and 'Agreed Minutes on [efen
Relations' (1995). The defence ties of the 199@saneed meas-
ured and cautious, however, clearly devoid of atiat
underpinnings; and were further hampered by thealsdl998
nuclear tests. But the 'Pokhran-2 rift' did not lasg. The turn of
century witnessed a visible intensification of telas, as
indicatedinter alia by the reinvigoration of the consultative groups
(late 2001), commencement of combined exercisesveeet
armies and air forces (2002), India's escort of $b§s in the
Malacca Straits (2002) and coordination of tsunamerations
(2004-05). These culminated in a 10-year DefenaamEwork
Agreement (June 2005) to further advance ties. Merently
defence interactions have acquired greater mometittough US
defence sales to India, high-level visits, trainesghanges, and
combined exercises. The United States wants tovgn &urther,
as evident from its efforts to bring India into aargements like
the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and lisics Support
Agreement (LSAP’

65Bush Proposals Aimed at Rogue States: Armitadéie Hindu,12 May
2001.

661bid.

67Gurpreet S. Khurana, “India-US Combined Defence ré&iges: An
Appraisal”, Strategic AnalysisVol. 32 (6), November 2008, pp. 1047-
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li. 9/11 and Indo-US Counter-Terrorism Cooperation

Following the9/11 attacks India offered substantial support to
the United States in its counter-terrorism effanté\fghanistan. This
included 'the use of numerous Indian military basesoffer that was
never made even to the erstwhile Soviet Union, Wwhimctioned as
New Delhi’s patron during the last decades of tleddCGNar. India
also provided satellite imagery of Afghanistan e tUnited States
before the initiation of the US-led Operation Endgr Freedom
(OEF). The Indian Navy contributed to the US effduting OEF by
escorting vessels carrying cargo for military opierss through the
Strait of Malacca and the Andaman Sga.

During Prime Minister Manmohan Singh's visit to \Wiagton,
his July18 joint statement with President Bush reiteratedribed to
‘combat terrorism relentlessly' through 'vigorowsurtter-terrorism
cooperation’. The declaration reinforced the praslg concluded
June 28, 2005 defence pact between the two cosritréd called for
strengthening their militaries' capabilities tooymote security and
defeat terrorism8®

The process was carried forward during PresidenshB
three-day trip to India in March 200&here he discussed further
strengthening of a bilateral 'global partnershijie Joint Statement
issued on that occasion 'noted the enhanced -cet@nterism
cooperation between the two countries and stresgderrorism is a
global scourge that must be fought and rootedmoetvery part of the
world'.’0

1048.

68an Storey, “Indo-US Strategic Ties on the Upswinigne's Intelligence
Review March 2003, pp. 40-43.

69See, “Joint Statement between President GeorgeBuMgh and Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh”, Office of the Press Stme 18 July 2005,
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/0 BQDD8-6.htn#, 26
December 2008.

70see, “US India Joint Statement: President's Viitridia and Pakistan”,
Office  of the Press &retary, 2 March 2006,
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releasE03/20060362¥8>, 27
January 2008
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The need for greater ties with India has beendiageiodically
by US officials, In April 2007 Under Secretary ofag for Political
Affairs, Nicholas Burns, published an opinion ddicin the
Washington Postauding stronger Indo-US relations and calling for
t'wo more giant steps' that must be taken to aehiavglobal
partnership, greater bilateral counter-terrorisnopayation and a
stronger military partnership that includes defesales’!

The bilateral defence cooperation between the dn8tates
and India, which had grown significantly by 2004 viewed by US
diplomats as among the most important aspects eoftrdmsformed
relations between the two countries. US policy-makessentially
view defence cooperation with India in the contett'common
principles and shared national interests' suchedsating terrorism,
preventing weapons proliferation and maintainingioeal stability.
The need and future potential to expand militargpsration with
India emphasized by key US commanders. In April220@ head
of the U Command, Admiral Tim Keating, stated befarSenate
panel that the Pentagon intended to ‘aggressivelysue
expanding military-to-military relation with Indi&.

India and the United States have thus embarkedoperative
endeavours in the military and political spheresthBnave launched
numerous counterterrorism initiatives and have tmaien a wide
spectrum of joint military exercises. Along withchreased military
cooperation, US arms sales to India have gathereneased
momentunY3 Greater military-to-military ties have included
company-level joint counter-insurgency training afny units and
since 2002 India and the United States have heldngber of naval,
air, and ground exercisetn October 2006, a company of US
marines travelled to India for a counter-terror reise with the

"INicholas Burns, “Heady Times for India and the U®4shington Posf7
April 2007, <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/aeft@7/
AR2007042702014.htm| 23 December 2008.

2New Framework for the US-India Defence RelatiopthWashington,
DC, 28 Jun€005,
<http://www.indianemba press_release/2005/June/B8t:ht21 January
2008.

73Rajat Pandit/India Eyes $ 2 Billions Defence Deal with UShe Times
of India,29 January, 200&. 1069.
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Indian army. In September 2006 the Indian Army secdmpany
to Hawaii to train with US Army Pacific forces. Beé that, in
August, Indian Army had sent two experts to observmailitary
exercise in Hawaif*¢ Both countries scheduled at least five joint
combat exercises in 2008. In addition, Special &®rfrom both
countries have focused on high-altitude operatiand training in
Jammu &Kashmir and near the India-China border. Severahth$y
personnel have undertaken jungle terrain trainingha Counter-
Insurgency and Jungle Warfare (CIJW) School in &ajte in India's
north eastern state of Mizoram. The US assistanméded to India
under International Military Education and TrainiftMET) has
increased three-fold since 2000, although in 200®B/2there was a
marginal decreas®.

iii. Implications of Indo-US Nuclear Agreement

The US-India nuclear deal, which took off as aneagrent
between the two heads of state in July 2005, hasggd the
bilateral relationship in a significant wa$.

The India-US civil nuclear deal has been paintebhdia by its
supporters as necessary for securing fuel and oémiw for India's
nuclear energy programme and nothing else. Howethar, US
officials have made it clear from the beginningtthtiing nuclear
sanctions was a concession they were willing te gidia in lieu of
India entering into a "strategic partnership" witle US. In addition,
selling India reactors from their moribund nucleasatustry also meant

Country Reports on Terrorism”, Office of the Coiator for
Counterterrorism, 30 April 2007, h#tp://www.state.gov/s/ct/rls/C1
B2734.htrr, 21 December 2008. Also see, “Exercise Cope 10dia
<http://indianairforce.nic.in/sk, 14 February 20Q9

75Shanthie Mariet D'Souza, “Indo-US Counter-TerrorigBooperation:
Rhetoric versus SubstanceStrategic AnalysisVol. 32 (6), November
2008, p. 1070.

76Ramianu  Malika, “India-US Relations in the Shadofvan Uncertain
Nuclear Deal” Asian Journal on Terrorism and Internal Conflictéol. 11
(41), October 2008, p. 17.
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billions of dollars in orders and thousands of jéts Americans’’
Condolezza Rice, testifying before the Senate EaordRelations
Committee on 5 April 2006 stated that:-

This initiative will create opportunities for Amedan jobs. Nuclear
cooperation will provide a new market for Americanclear from
[...] The initiative may add as many as three to fikeusand new
direct jobs in the United States and about tenifteeh thousand
indirect jobs in the United States, as the Unitadtes is able to
engage in nuclear commerce and trade with India.

The larger strategic vision that the US has on Asigpelt out
in its various strategic documents. It has idesdifindia as a crucial
strategic partner in Asia and the nuclear deal lesyaelement in this
strategy. WilliamJ. Burns, under secretary of state for political
affairs stated on 18 September 2008t the nuclear sanctions were
the principal obstacle in India-US relations. "Bydeessing, and thus
surmounting, the principal obstacle that has, fradles, stood in the
way of better relations, the nuclear agreementotsomly important
on its own terms but has moved our relations faridued faster
forward than any other step"

The US-India nuclear deal has also exposed Wasimlsgt
favouritism in dealing with India. As India is natsignatory to the
NPT, it is unofficially recognized as a nuclear gowPresident Bush
sees India as a friend in pushing onward US glpbhty goals, from
free trade to democracy and energy cooperationedls The nuclear
deal has greatly upset Pakistan, an importantirflige war on terror.
This shows that the US has the propensity for tamdh actions with
little or no regard for consequences for regionabiity and balance
of power.

The nuclear deal with India is not only bad for B&aq, it is
also instrumental for NPT giving India completesflem to continue
and expand its fissile material for weapon, whishtantamount to
virtually accepting it as a nuclear state. ThemfdwWashington's

77R. Nicholas Burns, “America’s Strategic Opportunitith India: The New
US-India Partnership’Foreign Affairs November/December 2007.

78illiam J. Burns, “Statement to the Senate Foreign Relatimrar@ittee”,
18 September 2008h#tp://foreign.senate.gev 14 February 2009.
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strategic decision to build India into a major gbblayer is evident
from its policy towards the country. However, thertpent fact is
that this deal is at the expense of the India Pakibalance of power.
This deal will enable India to multiply its nuclearsenal and India's
growing arsenal will undermine Pakistan's secud{gart from the
nuclear deal US invitation to India to involve ifsemore in
Afghanistan is seen with insecurity by the Pakiséstablishment.

It may not be ignored that unlike Pakistan, Indas mever
accepted dictation from the US in this new partmigrsTherefore,
India is the equal partner and a kind of warmthviglent in Indo-US
relations along with permanence of character. lhtipal strategic
terms, clearly India is being seen as the regioralager allied to the
US. The important fact is that US-India relatiopstirectly impacts
and aggravates Pakistan's security milieu. Fordeaki the India-US
strategic partnership has a direct bearing on tla&isRan-US
relationship. Notwithstanding the close cooperatetween the US
and' Pakistan in the pursuit of important objedjvespecially the
global war on terror, this has not resulted inredationship acquiring
a strategic dimension.

Pakistan has expressed its fears about the US-imattear
deal. Pakistan’s National Command Authority (NCAhaired by
President Pervez Musharraf, has declared: “In wéwhe fact the
US-India agreement would enable India to producsigaificant
quantity of fissile material and nuclear weapomsrfrunsafeguarded
nuclear reactors, the NCA expressed firm resohad tur credible
minimum deterrence requirements will be met.” Thisggests a
South Asian fissile material race may be immin&oich a race would
be both dangerous and costly, and set back theteffor peace and
development in South Asia.

Conclusion and Likely Future Policies

US involvement in South Asia initially began in t8eld War
era, a time when Washington was trying to win czemp followers
or the two important and strategically located estatindia and
Pakistan, the former chose nonalignment whereatattex, chose to
be an ally of the United States. Fierce competibetween the two
super powers compelled policy makers to have adliesinfluence in
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every corner of the globe. The stunning growthhef United States
has been fueled in good part by realist logic alaittp the need to
prosper, benefit and expand economically as welndisarily. All
this coupled with a powerful sense of ideologicassion called for
influence and expansion.

Although American foreign policy has remained oyerl
independent in the post Cold War years, assertivataralism has
been at the outset of the distinguishing featurémierican foreign
policy in the 2%t century. This unilateralism is not something new,
as discussed in part one of this article. The newmdstrategy’s main
features are unending war on terror, pre-emptiver vead
maintenance of the US supremacy. This grand syagedriven by
the neorealist school of thought and framed byni@con strategists
and military industrial complex advisors in the Buslministration.

As mentioned before, the Bush administration's geriereign
policy departures, especially America's reliancearolitary force, its
narrowad hocsupporting coalitions, along with a hard line pglof
pre-emption has made American foreign policy seesa tefined and
consistent. Prior to the Septembertédrorist attacks, policy makers
in Washington treated India and Pakistan very cifily and had
very different perceptions about the two countriPgskistan was
viewed as a state, virtually on the brink of fa@uwhere as India was
being viewed as a rising power with decisive infice in the region.
This acknowledgement of India was evident from idesg Bill
Clinton's visit to South Asia in the year 2000, gthgave a very clear
message that India was to be the new partner irethien.

In order to make Pak-US relations sustainable and term
there is a need that their cooperation should etain confined on
war on terrorism. Their relations should be brbaded. Every day
changing statements of US leaders relating Paksstate in war on
terrorism are creating doubts about the US comnmtrfeg long-term
cooperation with Pakistan.

In Obama’s view, Pakistan’s war against terrorisith nemain
half-hearted and ineffective if Kashmir dispute aéms unresolved
and is allowed to linger on. In the event of noselation, it is
thought, Pakistan will remain distracted by threat its eastern
borders with India than focusing on north westeorders with
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Afghanistan. Terrorism cannot be dealt “without iB&la’'s help”

given the “porous and very difficult” nature of thend’® Hence, in

his view, a peaceful resolution of the Kashmir digpis needed for
peace and stability in South Asia and for enlistiagter Pakistan’s
cooperation in the war against terrorism in Afglséanh and its own
FATA regions.

Likely future policies are:

= There should be little doubt that any US Presidbatpnging to
any party (Democratic or Republican) will not tetadpursue the
US “national” and “global interests.” History is twess that the
populist Woodrow Wilson, John Kennedy and Roosegi&ltthe
same despite their pre-election attractive stylel gersonal
charisma.

= Itis often said that the US government’s poli@es like a big sea-
liner which cannot make sharp turns. The new gowent under
Obama will not be able to effect abrupt foreignipokchanges as
there is no major ideological divide between th@udicans and
Democrats.

= Terrorism will remain high on the US agenda as mpartant
threat for the next decade or so.

79%http://www.dawn.com/2008/11/04/ed.h#nl 4 February 20009.



