Viceroy Dubya comes calling

IMRAN HUSAIN
Virtual master of all he surveys, George W Bush, President of the USA arrived in Afghanistan the other day at the start of his much publicised visit to South Asia. His "subjects" readied themselves to receive their honored leader; one can hardly call him guest by the way in which preparations have been made by the governments of the concerned countries. While in Afghanistan he made plain his intent as to how he proposed to deal with the issues confronting success in the war against terror just as he did his attitude over the remaining issues. Hundreds of personnel have almost invaded the residential resources of Islamabad, so I can only imagine that Kabul must have been worse. Delhi of course can cater to them and more. The "officer" dogs, too, have been properly cared for, thank God for his smaller mercies. 
Even before Manmohan Singh had been body searched, at Indira Ghandi International Airport, waiting to receive him, Bush had told Afghan President Hamid Karzai that he intended to raise with Musharraf the issue of cross border terrorism. This was said almost at the very moment Musharraf had scoffed at the list of terrorists operating from Pakistan that Karzai handed over to him the week before. There is no question in anybody's mind that the body language of the Bush aides towards Pakistan's President is totally different than Bush's. The rabid neoconservatives that form the major part of the Bush administration do not take well to Musharraf's efforts to control the Taliban upsurge in this area.
Bush as Viceroy and Musharraf as his general, are both gung-ho, straight talking types with little care for finesse. They don't mince words and both have objectives, not necessarily identical, but objectives nonetheless. Bush suffers from the neocon sponsored idealism of using American power to enforce democracy and human rights in other countries, seeking unprecedented success as his legacy. Musharraf, on the other hand, wishes to use this strategic alliance, to sustain himself in power and toys with democracy just enough to keep Bush interested. Of course, Bush sees Musharraf as a major ally in his plans and gives him outright support. The neoconservatives and American people see it differently though. 
In an article written jointly, former ambassador Teresita Schaffer and former Assistant Secretary of State Karl Inderfurth have considered Bush's engagement with Pakistan as based on the single issue of fighting this war on terror, while neglecting other "important US interests in the country". They quote critics voicing the opinion that Bush's personal equation with Musharraf is too myopic and that there is a Pakistan beyond Musharraf, which if not Bush, other US administrations will have to engage. This angers the democratic forces in Pakistan who feel the lack of interest in the country's democratic institutions. 
This brings us to the important fact of who is and who is not doing "enough". Well let us ask ourselves first. I believe Musharraf is, within the parameters available, doing one heck of a lot. Short of running riot and killing everything in sight the way US bombs did in Afghanistan, he is, at great personal risk, delivering the goods. Yes, the confines of equipment and the sentiments of the people must be considered and that does slow one down. But allowing these recent protests to prolong and having them fanned by inflammatory speeches given by functionaries of his government has earned him negative points rather than, as believed, alerted the minds and hearts of the western world. You have to think like they do to understand how they react. Unfortunately, Musharraf's reading of the west is less than limited. A quick look at the results should put an end to whatever is going on. The big "if"' is whether they now have control and how much of this is against the government rather than in protest of the publications. 
Is the United States doing enough for Pakistan is my question? Very firmly, Schaffer and Inderfurth have suggested to Bush to visibly support his statement that next years Pakistan elections will be an important test of its commitment to democracy. They suggest he address the Pakistani parliament. A brilliant idea for sure, but with the situation as it is, when even the Pakistani President cannot address it, I feel he will think a hundred times before does it. But if he does do so, it will certainly serve as a formidable step towards the eventual restoration of democracy. Their other suggestions are equally positive. Bush needs to engage the Pakistani press, Pakistan's successful civil society, its talented women and its educational institutions. These are the important sectors that need to be developed and the US has the resources, not just financial, to come forward. Who better to kick start this than the US President himself. 
But just as Bush wishes to discuss cross border terrorism with Pakistan, one strongly urges Musharraf to forthrightly tackle Bush on the issue of the terrorism that is being perpetrated against Pakistan from the Afghan side of the border. India has installed more than seven consulates in various parts of Afghanistan, even a few miles from the Chaman border, from where sophisticated arms are being supplied to the tribals leading the insurgency in Baluchistan. These arms are being used to create a major upheaval in our country. The bomb that went off in Karachi on Thursday is ample proof of the fact that large sums of money are being spent to undermine Pakistan's security. And Afghanistan needs to urgently contain anti-Pakistan activities being conducted from its territories rather than simply dump the dirt in our laps.
Considering that both America and India have come out in the open and sealed the controversial civilian nuclear technology transfer agreement, regardless of how much of a staunch "good steward of nuclear materials" Bush must realise this will create a strong negative perception in Pakistan. After all we are on the frontline for the US, not the Indians. Undoubtedly this is an historic decision and India will make great strides in development with cheaper energy to fuel it. And yes, one must also take note of the proliferation factor. But we too need the best possible energy resources and we too are a country with massive poverty conditions. It is imperative that the Bush administration engages vigorously by Pakistan on this issue. India has expressed setting up a separate civil power institution but signing of the NPT has still not taken place. If facts can be condoned to engage India as a "bulwark" against China, perhaps the US should consider giving Pakistan's its just due. Kashmir must be resolved too. In today's violent world amicable interaction may be the best bet. 
America's attempts to use its power to exert "benevolent hegemony" from a high moral ground, to fix rogue states and correct human rights abuses while democratising the "other world" have failed miserably. The Iraq fiasco, a product of disastrous intelligence collapse has led them into an abyss and into a situation where a pull out at this stage could seriously damage its prestige. Its credibility is already under question. But the interesting part is that this attitude has created a massive democratic resurgence of the forces pitted against the United States. The strong showing of the Islamic Brotherhood in Egyptian elections, Iraq's election ascendancy of the Shias close to Iran, Ahmedinejad's victory in Iran and now the huge Hamas election victory in Palestine will certainly force America to put its faith in its pseudo-democratic strongmen. But the age for US friendly dicto-democrats suppressing benign populations and providing indefinite stability has long gone. 
If the US government is serious about good governance, then it should focus on the reform and financing of those of its institutions that will actually promote development and rule of law all over the world in order to win over its foes. These two factors provide the foundation for poverty alleviation and good governance requires this as much as it does democracy to quell violent conflicts. The fact that the original neocon agenda is being distanced should now change the projection of democracy phenomenon in US foreign policy. The obtaining situation in the Muslim world certainly will drive more democracy towards more radicalisation and therefore more terrorism sadly. Critics expect that Hamas running Palestine may finally produce, in time, peace based on the fact that the realities of governing will compel them to rationalise. 
The Washington Post has been highly critical of Pakistan's President and talked of his "aides" and "surrogates" but it must realise, while it advocates a coercive regime change at this point, the famous intelligence failure which has led to the major fiascos in Bush's expansionist policy may well lead to a victory by fundamentalists in 2007. Who should the US administration deal with in that case. The Viceroy must pull out the plugs in all his benevolence and give Pakistan what it needs most; development, poverty alleviation and high-class education. We are a country with high ideals and huge resources all we need is a break. 
