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The heated battle between Washington’s non-proliferationists and the overlapping US businessmen and pro-India community, has spread towards Pakistan. In an unprecedented step, leading US print media was far more critical about the proposed deal than even the Pakistani officials and media. In its March 8 editorial The New York Times wondered how a "war-on-terror" ally, miffed over the deal, would continue to partner the US in the war. Questions about destabilisation of the nuclear deterrent were raised. Others maintained that Musharraf would have difficulty placating Pakistanis criticising his alliance with an ungrateful Washington.

Bush’s main critics were Democrats and non-proliferationists. His supporters include the US business community, pro-Indian experts and non-proliferationists. The US Secretary of State personally wrote in The Washington Post seeking Congressional support for the controversial deal. The US Chamber also maintains that the controversial deal business would open up prospects worth 100-billion-plus for the US. It requires change in the United States’ own non-proliferation laws. And a bill has already been tabled in the House by Senator Lugar of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

With the backing of strong lobbies it is unlikely that Bush will lose this battle. The businessmen, academics/analysts and lobbyists, whose dollar-lines are tied to India, need this to work. Against these interests the non-proliferationists will appear unconvincing moralists. Realpolitik would win. Islamabad understood this.

Yet, Islamabad’s consensus response came later. First, there was vacillation between the Foreign Office’s pre-Bush statement demanding the "same treatment as India" and General Musharraf’s statement after Bush’s departure that Pakistan must not have a tit-for-tat approach wanting everything India gets.

Although the Pakistani negotiators devising the Joint Statement counted the setting up of an Energy Security dialogue as positive, the media reinforced the stark contrasts. Musharraf had raised partnership possibilities with Bush for nuclear energy. Pakistanis were hoping for a later, not an immediate, US consent to their request. The Chinese option was always an available one for Pakistan. As a man who speaks lightly and literally, Bush’s words squarely drew stark contrasts. India was Washington’s grand partner in global reform while Pakistan a partner, an errant partner to be kept on track to fight terrorism.

Significantly, while the content of Pakistan-US relations has not changed because of the US-Indo nuclear deal, increasingly it has raised broader questions with bilateral, regional and global implications. Five are noteworthy. One, would a deal that enhances Indian capability to produce nuclear weapons, undermine Pakistan’s nuclear deterrence? Deterrence, after all, is not a static but dynamic concept, and depending on the nature of India’s new generation of nuclear weapons, how will it affect Pakistan’s second-strike capability?

Two, how would a growing Indian arsenal effect the other Asian countries, like China and Russia, and overall the balance of power? Three, the unlimited supply of nuclear fuel to India, which frees up India’s own fuel supplies for production of nuclear weapons, renders the Commission on Disarmament’s discussion on Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty pointless.

Four, the cumulative impact of all this amounts to giving India, a non-signatory of the NPT, a special status as a nuclear power by violating both international and national non-proliferation laws. It sets up India in direct contrast with Pakistan, which despite its elaborate cooperation with the US on non-proliferation in the post-A Q Khan period, is still not considered a "responsible" and reliable nuclear state. Five, the deal sends a clear signal to Pakistan that even at the "high point" of its cooperation with the US which has been at the cost of Pakistani lives, for Washington it will always be an "under-trail" ally. The trust deficit abides.

The Bush administration’s romance with India is fascinating, if not unsettling. While India’s twin pillars of tremendous economic boom and its "miracle democracy" would be the envy of any nation, to portray India as the "perfect" force for global reform is both dangerous and naïve. Washington appears to be doing just that. It flows from Washington’s own global strategic picture.

There is a bipartisan wisdom in Washington that appears to ascribe to India a policing role, having assumed one itself. The nuclear deal is therefore more than just about energy needs The talk of India in partnership with the US promoting democracy globally, with the track record of India’s relations with its neighbours is unnerving. As a major regional power India has been aping the Americans ways; essentially a Monroe Doctrine role with a big stick. Given its trail of blundering policies in Iraq, Israel and Iran, and its pre-emptive strike, Washington needs to retrace its steps, not guide others on to the same blundering path.

India’s China policy is a pragmatic one. None else would work, given the Chinese big stick and its economic attractiveness. Detente with the Chinese is essential for progress. India’s approach towards its smaller neighbours still prevents Delhi from opting for just conflict resolution. India’s continuously growing military might, with its nuclear triad and military purchases running into billions, promises the militarisation of the South Asia and beyond.

This is the hazardous Indian story, along with its enviable economic achievements, its attractive soft power and its democratic successes.

The US-India nuclear deal, irrespective of how it is framed, also exudes of the crass old ways of conducting interstate relations and of maintaining balance of power; no less of establishing militarised hegemony.

Against the backdrop of the mega crisis of terrorism and of increasing inter-racial clashes, appointment of a Karen Highs, of global policemen or a nuclearised containment of "radical powers" is no answer. These destructive trends can be averted through justice, through processes of inclusion and ending marginalisation. But listening to George Bush at the Purana Qila it would seem that he believes Washington can appoint its counterparts in far away, critical zones to export democracy and freedom! The task of global reform has to be an inclusive one, addressing the concerns, frustrations and needs of the States that are located in the global heartland in Asia.

The Bush administration may view the nuclear deal as a principally commercial, peaceful one, but its outcome is a military one. And it’s one that appears to enjoy bipartisan support in Washington. Some argue that war-mongering is the Bush administration’s forte. That the NSS statement reinforces it. That the Bush team cannot work diplomacy.

This is not true. Until we see which way the vote on the nuke deal goes, it will be wrong to give credit for this militarised worldview to only this administration. The Democrats also seem to agree with the nuke deal; it’s only the non-proliferationists who are against it.

In our times when much has become "unhinged," there is no straw to clutch at here; no incrementalism to take refuge in. The renaissance that the collectively blundering and fast-endangered human civilisation needs to work for is in the realm of power; in the use of State power. But reform in the exercise of State power is not on the radar of the powerful. Instead the unintended consequences of "grand alliances" between merging major powers, is the appointing of global policemen.

Clearly continuing inter-state relations in the old ways, which further marginalises the weak and the underprivileged and ignores justice, means our world headed towards greater blundering zones.
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