Only US has different needs
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President Bush, in trying to find a plausible answer to the question whether he has in mind a civilian nuclear cooperation agreement for Pakistan on the lines he has signed with India, observed at Islamabad on Saturday, "Pakistan and India are two different countries with different needs and different histories...our strategy will take in effect those well-known differences." He had told the same media representatives a little while earlier that he would be sending Secretary of Energy Samuel Bodman "to work with Pakistan" on its energy needs. That at least suggested that he was not unaware of the fact that Pakistan's demand for energy outstripped available resources and it needed to complement them as well. 
Someone interested in probing the matter further would examine what these differences are, which have been perceived by the US administration and are preventing it from entering into the same arrangement with Islamabad. 
Pakistan is a different country indeed, with a different history at least of the past 60 years. Before 1947 when it came into existence, the Muslims constituting about 95 percent of its population formed part of India, but had a different attitude to life, different ways of living and culture and different aspirations that ultimately found expression in this independent homeland. But history in that sense has little relevance in the context of its needs for energy to run its industries, modernise its agriculture and meet the demands of its growing population. 
Apparently, President Bush had something else in mind. But if he was referring to the now disbanded clandestine proliferation network, it ought not to be a hindrance any more to extending the facility of sophisticated civilian nuclear technology the US possessed. The government has set up a strong command and control system and there is no chance of further proliferation. 
With India and Pakistan's transgression of quietly preparing atomic weapons and later in 1998 detonating them, the world has reconciled already. If both had done that wrong they should be punished equally and likewise rewarded equally. 
But when the US President put forward the excuse of "different needs" to turn down Islamabad's request for extending cooperation in nuclear technology, it hardly made sense. Pakistan, like India, needs nuclear energy. Both are desperate to supplement their insufficient local capability to produce power to meet the requirements of economic and social development. 
It seems Washington's reservations about coming to Pakistan's help to meet the challenge have some extraneous reasons. Possibly, it does not place complete trust in our commitments to non-proliferation and suspects that having once been guilty, some rogue elements in the hierarchy could fall a prey to it again. 
The fear, fuelled by the media hostile to Pakistan, that extremists could one day assume the reins of power in the country and might resort to the spread of this sensitive technology to other especially Muslim countries out of sheer animus against the West, could be another factor in the US calculation. Recall the shrieks of horror once heard from the Western media and public at the so-called Islamic bomb - a Muslim country coming into possession of the lethal weapon. 
Pakistan's democracy deficit in contrast to India's fully functioning democratic institutions is often cited as a determining factor in the US political circles to have a favourable opinion of the latter and must have weighed considerably in dispensing this prized privilege to it. A look at US foreign policy would not, though, always bear the democratic content out as a decisive issue of support. Note the examples of Hamas in Palestine and Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, which are Washington's pet aversions. 
Nor does dislodging oppressive regimes (like President Saddam's) reflect its good intentions of installing a democratic order instead. In fact, the US is known for supporting undemocratic regimes (as, for example, it once supported Saddam) ready to serve its interests. 
Some of the above issues must have factored in the denial of nuclear technology to Islamabad, otherwise a frontline ally against terrorism. Besides, the advantages Washington sees in sharing it with New Delhi that Islamabad cannot offer obviously clinched the issue in favour of India and against Pakistan. 
For one thing, equating the two in according this special favour would not have gone down well with India whose hostility against Pakistan is not likely to wither away with the phoney, lop-sided peace process. Certainly, it would have clashed with its big power ambitions. As a result, the equation that the US wanted to have with India would have suffered a reverse; for New Delhi would have felt annoyed and protested. 
For another, nuclear cooperation with India would serve US interests in more than one ways. It would be a disincentive to New Delhi to look to Tehran for procuring its natural gas. And once India abandons the idea, it would be easy to pressurise Pakistan to do so. In any case, with this agreement, the Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline has become a doubtful starter.
Close relationship with India also offers huge economic benefits to the US. Already suppliers of nuclear equipment in the US are eyeing the prospects of getting big contracts. Besides, a prosperous friendly country, which this cooperation would help it become, and having a population of well over a billion people would be an extremely attractive proposition for the consumption of American goods. After all, Indians like others in the third world, are eager to acquire Western goods. 
Officially not stated but an important underlying US objective of helping India attain global power status is to turn it into a counterweight to China whose fast emergence as an economic superpower with expanding influence is giving uneasy moments to Washington's political circles. Obviously, Beijing's economic strength would stipulate commensurate military might to protect its interests in a competing world. 
The Americans well understand Indians' craftiness in grinding their own axe, taking pride in following an independent policy line to suit their interests and their growing friendship with China - factors that must occasion uncertain feelings in the US administration wanting their commitment to contain the Chinese influence. But, nevertheless, it would serve its interest to have a big power like India well disposed to it in the region. 
Our smaller population compared to India's, long-standing deep friendship with the Chinese and twisted democratic system would not work to meet US expectations. 
But, then, isn't it good for us that the US is disinclined to offer us the nuclear cooperation? It would have been far more difficult (and maybe impossible) for the Bush administration to have the relevant law amended for us to benefit than in the case of India. We must also not forget that we would have been subjected to far more stringent conditions and our deterrent capability might have suffered. Our best bet remains Beijing. We have received its assistance in Chashma power plants and should look up to it to help us out in the energy crisis in the nuclear field. 
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