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The overall reaction to President Bush's visit to South Asia is glaringly self-contradictory. We want America to fulfil our every wish, on the one hand, and curse it on every possible pretext -- even for our own failures. Why should a US nuclear deal with India or the latter's elevation to the world stage make us so despondent? Why should we expect George W. Bush twist India's arm and that too in public to deliver us Kashmir on a platter? Why should we demand what we do not deserve or expect that which is not due? While the wages of dependency make us beg more and rivalry with India makes us lose our sense of proportion, anti-Americanism takes us to yet another extreme of total isolation. Isn't it right to take a reality check, rather than cursing the US?

Perhaps we have had not understood the de-hyphenation of the mutually exclusive Indo-Pak-nexus. Had we followed the way media build-up Mr Bush's visit to India and Pakistan in most contrasting terms, we would not have been so much unprepared for a realistic stocktaking of its outcome. No doubt there was, and is, a big controversy going around the nuclear deal in the US media, but it was invariably enamouring the "Incredible India," its democracy, institutions, fast growing economy, knowledge-based industry and an immense potential.

The visit was essentially meant to reconfirm new post-Cold War Indo-US strategic partnership and extended relationship, besides sealing the nuclear deal, regardless of the fact that it was to overturn 30-years of non-proliferation efforts and the NPT. More importantly, just not the broad range of Indo-US partnership that was testified by two dozen agreements or MoUs that were signed, India is genuinely recognised as a world player.

The opposition to the civilian nuclear deal by the nuclear hawks and, ironically, the Left only remarkably helped India's nuclear establishment in not opening its fast-breeder reactors to international inspection and extracting guarantees from the US for the uninterrupted supply of nuclear fuel for the reactors placed on the civilian list in return for accepting international safeguards in perpetuity. By putting 14 reactors on the civilian list and to perpetual safeguards New Delhi will receive uninterrupted supply of nuclear fuel and related know-how and equipments and, thus getting this subsidy, put its eight reactors and its indigenous resources to full military use. India is now not only being exempted from the NPT regime and rules and standards evolved by the Nuclear Suppliers Group, but also being recognised as a responsible nuclear-weapon state, despite its being a non-signatory of the NPT.

In contrast to this, look at the context that was created around Mr Bush's visit to Pakistan. The whole American and British media were complaining about the Musharraf administration not fulfilling its commitments in the war against terrorism on both eastern and western fronts. The A Q Khan's "nuclear black-market" scandal continued to attract provocative questions that the US establishment hesitate to ask.

Still worse, General Musharraf continues to get a bad press for being a military dictator encouraging the rise of the religious right by closing the doors on the mainstream liberal parties, hijacking democracy and making judiciary and the legislature a hostage to his personal power. The allegations by the Afghan government and the concerns being shown by India over cross-border infiltration further narrowed down the scope of the visit to reassessment of whether General Musharraf was still committed to his pledge to fight terrorism.

The focus of Mr Bush and his secretary of sate was entirely on pulling Pakistan to the extent they want it to fight the war against terrorism. Hence, there was no question of rewarding for the job not being fully done, in their eyes. And, the reprimanding required not closing an eye to the future of democracy in Pakistan in return for General Musharraf's brave leadership. President Bush minced no words in asking for the revival of democracy and a free and fair election in 2007 and, in a way, he forced General Musharraf to make a public commitment. Finding himself on the wrong foot, General Musharraf could hardly defend an indefensible case of his 'real democracy'. (But there is not much on this count for the democratic opposition to go mad.

Not a single independent civil society representative or of the democratic opposition was invited to the US embassy for interaction with the US President who also avoided meeting any opposition leader.) However, General Musharraf's sincerity to fight terrorism, despite slippages on the operational side, was too obvious and the Americans could not have pushed him harder than they actually did. The un-palpable outcome of Mr. Bush's visit that did not even deliver on much desirable preferential trade and investment relationship has not augured well for General Musharraf.

The expectations built around Mr Bush's Asia Society speech and the interviews he gave to both Indian and Pakistani media regarding the need to find a solution to the Kashmir dispute to the satisfaction of the parties, including Kashmiris, were also dashed when he avoided going further than that in his public remarks on the issue. But it doesn't mean that the Americans did not want the efforts to be stepped up in finding a solution and Mr Bush did say that both in New Delhi and Islamabad. This is, however, obvious that there is a limit to US leverage on India and Mr Bush avoided making it an issue for public diplomacy, which General Musharraf likes too much.

The curt refusal to treat Pakistan on the same footing on the nuclear energy issue as with India should make us realize how reckless we have been regarding controls over possible proliferation that Dr A Q Khan and his much bigger network has been indulging. What else could we get from the Americans after having again been bailed out on the charges of proliferation? Thank God, we are not being tried by the IAEA and are being given a certificate of legitimately acquiring the nuclear capability by no less than a person of US ambassador to the UN. Expecting the US to offer Pakistan the same 'privilege' was asking for too much.

No doubt, the US by entering into a pact with India over nuclear fuel supplies has eroded the very basis of NPT and has fuelled nuclear proliferation and a new arms race in the region. It should also be blasted on double standards and has weakened the case against Iran. Wouldn't the new division be on the selective basis of good and bad proliferators?

But for the religious right to accuse General Musharraf for not gaining anything for Pakistan in return for his otherwise great role in salvaging Pakistan is totally hypocritical. Had General Musharraf followed their advice after 9/11 or now, it will not be Iran but Pakistan that will become the target on all counts. To blame Musharraf for saving Pakistan is the unkindest cut of all. Indeed, Musharraf can be blamed for giving too much space to them. And, imagine what are they asking for: Break diplomatic and trade relations with Europe and fight America? What else could be a best way to send Pakistan to the dogs? Musharraf saved Pakistan and credit must go to him. Knowing this shift, he went to China to balance the impending imbalance. But, General Musharraf should now know the difference between a democratic India and his "democracy." Why should Pakistan suffer for not being fully democratic? And, hopefully, we and our blood brother India will mend our fences, instead of being pitted against one another.
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