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The recent story published in the Financial Times regarding the Pasni port offer to the US by the government of Pakistan is full of contradictions. A senior security official has also issued a formal clarification denying that Field Marshal Syed Asim Munir has any official advisers, and no such idea has been floated or discussed at any level with US officials. The article presents an inconsistency in the following accounts. First, while it explicitly states the plan is not official policy, it implicitly suggests there have been official discussions and that the plan is closely aligned with the COAS’s agenda.
Secondly, the conversations with private entities like the Mota Engil Group are exploratory and should not be construed as state initiatives and don’t represent official representation. Thirdly, the concept has not been submitted through official channels and remains a commercial idea pending appropriate consideration.
The double standards of international media are badly exposed as India’s diverse engagements with rival powers like the US, Russia, and Iran are often framed in media and policy circles as pragmatic “strategic autonomy.”
The Financial Times article acknowledges that the proposal is not official policy, but it inaccurately implies a link to the army chief. The concept surfaced in private commercial chatter and is yet to be discussed officially.
As per standard policy, any economic or strategic initiatives originate through ministries, regulators, and cabinet-level processes, not through private conversations.
If any private concept merits consideration, it is logged, evaluated for national interest, security, and commercial viability, and then handled through due process. The article treats a private, speculative concept as if it were a state proposal, which is incorrect.
Anyone presented as “an adviser to the Chief of the Army Staff” should be described with care.
The piece blurs the lines between private outreach and official policy, which creates a misleading impression of institutional endorsement.
The most important aspect of the FT story repeatedly says the Pasni idea was “private,” “unofficial,” and “not official policy,” yet it still approached a senior White House official for “confirmation,” who predictably said no discussion took place. Seeking an official rebuttal to a non-proposal, then inserting that rebuttal into a piece that itself concedes there is no official initiative, manufactures an air of state involvement where none exists. This is a self-contradictory framing that conflates private chatter with government policy, and it should be explicitly corrected in the story’s own terms.
Suggesting that a private, not-yet-considered commercial idea should trigger external anxieties is an overreach. Pakistan routinely balances ties, like every sovereign state.
The double standards of international media are badly exposed as India’s diverse engagements with rival powers like the US, Russia, and Iran are often framed in media and policy circles as pragmatic “strategic autonomy”, a sign of a confident, rising power skillfully managing its foreign policy.
In contrast, when Pakistan engages in even preliminary or private discussions with multiple partners, it is sometimes framed through a lens of strategic inconsistency or as a potential disruption to regional balances. This overlooks the fact that, like India, Pakistan is a sovereign state with the right to pursue its national interests through diverse partnerships.
This differing standard fails to acknowledge that all sovereign nations naturally seek to balance ties and explore opportunities that benefit their own economic and strategic interests. Pakistan’s existing commitments, including CPEC, remain intact. Any new engagement would pass through transparent, institutional channels if it ever reached that stage.
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