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The verbal sparring gained / " 6~.!! t - -, t' -tnothing for either side.GeneralMus arraf scored S ance Slml,ar 0' I S. points againstdomesticcriticswho accusehim of t-
compromising Pakistan's stand onJammu and Kash- current poliCY of not
mir under US pressure. t I'L,- .. I"'J L,- tMr Vajpayeeknocked the general with allegations a ft/ng &0raft/oS an-
of supporting terrorism, albeit with greater passion
and considerable anger. Rancour is not considered
a quality in international diplomacy. By reacting to
General Musharraf s reference to Kashlnir and Pal-
estine issues in one sentence the way he did, Mr.
Vajpayee did not impress many world leaders. He
also exacerbated the-fears of some Pakistani hard-
liners who hold thebelief that India wants the world
to torget Kashmir and that to avert that possibility",
Pakistan must keep up some kind of pressure on
India.

Since the NAM summit, there have been other
verbal duels between Islamabad and New Delhi. In
a media interview, General Musharraf referred to
claims about US pressure on Pakistan to control
militancyinKasluriiras'humbug'. An,Indianspokes-
man described his callsfor dialogue as 'hackneyed' .
Over the last few days, Indian leaders have also
complained about "US weakness" in dealing with
Pakistan. The harshness of the two sides' language
towards each other is depressing for thosewho,seek
accommodation between the nuclear-armed South

,Asian antagonists. There seems no willingness in
New Delhi to take even baby steps in the direction of
reducing hostilities and resuming dialogue.
Islamabad, on the other hand, does not see the need
to review its own strategy towards its now increas-
ingly richer and more powerful neighbour. There
are signs that the India-Pakistan rivalry is about to
be played out once again by proxy in Afghanistan.
And Pakistani intelligence isbeginning to complain
that India is trying to subvert Pakistan thrqugh
ethnic and religious terrorists (especially in Sindh)
in retaliation for what Indians see as Pakistani sup-
port for Kashmiri insurgents.

Despite India's numerous historic, political, eco-
nomic and strategic advantages, the ongoing luke-
warm war with Pakistan remains a stalemate. Paki-
stan has created a situation that ties down India to
South Asia, limiting its potential as a player on the
world stage. Of course Pakistan is paying a heavy
price but it can gain some comfort ITominsetting a
hyphen inIndia' sinternational relations.Theworld's
sofesuperpower, the United States,and other major
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powers all talk about India-Pakistan issues, dimin-
ishing India's size and stature. During a recent visit
to Washington the Indian Foreign Secretary ended
up spending much of his time talking about Paki-
~tcu\evenafters!,!yinghe did not want Pakistan to be
the.focus oflilif~cenversation. India has a strategic
partnership with the United States, forged through
high technology exchanges, burgeoning trade, and
expanding militaryco<:>peration,But Pakistan's re-
cently revived alliancewith tl:).eUS- symbolized last
week by the capture of AI-Qaeda's brain, Khalid
Shaikh Mohammed - is having a disproportionate
disruptive effect on the India-US partnership. ,

Much can be ,said on both sicfes about who is
wrong, where and how much but neither India nor
Pakistan is posting any practical gains from their
unending bitter exChanges.Assuminglhat in poli- ~
tics every action is part of a strategy, one cannot ~
discern what strategic advantage India hopes to
s~cure by responding cynically to every Pakistani
coIIWlentor step. And it also does not make sense
for Pakistan to use international forums only to talk
to itself. While mention of Kashmir internationally
is popular in Pakistan, there has/been no shift in
international opinion that can be construed as
amounting to substantive internationalization of
the dispute.

Both India and Pakistan need to change their
approach to each other. India, in the words of Con-
gress leader and former diplomat Mani Shankar
Aiyar, must recognize that "you cannot kick,Paki- f
stan out of this subcontinent. Peace has to be made I
here." Pakistan, too, musttake accountofthefatigue. c
and exhaustion of the international COII1Il1unitywith f

, the intractable nature of India-Pakistan relations. C
Just days before General Mu§'hartaf was invited c

for the Agra summit in 2001,mdia had adopted a t
stance similar to its current policy of not talking to t
Pakistan. On that occasionMrAiyar,who had served f,
in Pakistan as Consul- General. in Karachi, wrote, I
"The end of the Lahore process (was) written into its t
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beginning. Lahore was not diplomacy; it was po-
etry. Vajpayee isa poet, not a diplomat. Hence his

r
repeatedblunderings in foreign policy, his consist-
ent inconsistency.

Today, he makes great play of not talking to a
military dictator. When he was external affairs min-
ister, 1977-79, he prided himself on being the first
external affairs minister ever to visit Pakistan (Nehru
had gone as Prime Minister, .not External Affairs
Minister)". Another Indian intellectual, IQ.cler
Malhotra had argued at the time, "There is no doubt
that the Vajpa)'ee Government's policy of not talk-
ing to the Musharraf regime in Pakistan has wide- ~

spread public support. Also, there is logic in the
stand that after the perfidy of Kargil and Kandahar,
the Lahore process cannot be revived until Pakistan
ends cross-border terrorism. Even so, an inflexible ~

refusal to communicate with a neighbour, espe-
cially when armed with nuclear weapons, can be
sterile, even counter-productive".

Mr Malhotra had lamented that the policy of re-
l- fusing to talk would have a negative effect on inter-
it national opinion "that i~ at last changing in India's
b favour after a long spell of Pavlovian support to
i- Pakistan over Kasnmir. During his visit to the sub-
,e continent, President Clinton did concede at one
ic 1lstag~ that tqlk~dia andPakjstan~ula.
Lh not g~ on if 'violence in Kashmir continued.' But .. ~
IQ throughout his five-day sojourn he never let upon
e= his~demand for parleys between New Delhi and
st Islamabad. Resumption of the ruptured dialogue
id was one of his famous four R's". Mr Malhotra used ,.--
ie an interesting argument to support India-.Eakistan
. dialogue. 'He felt that India~s interests would be
is better served by agreeing to talk to Pakistan, if only

or to appease the international community.
Heeding the advice of people like Mr Aiyar and.

Mr Malnotra, Mr Vajpayee invited General-
Musharraf to Agra in the summer of 2001. But
instead of bringing the two nations closer, the sum-(
mit ended without agreement. Pakistan's revived'.:i
relationship with the United States in the aftermath
of the Septeml?er 11, 2001 terrorist attacks has gen-'
erated a misplaced confidence among Pakistani
decision-makers about how they can stay their course
in domestic and regional politics. India' ~leaders are
also failing to show statesmanship. Anti-Pakistan
sentiment in India has increased manifold since the -
December 13, 2001 attack on the Indian parliament
and subsequent developments.

India-pakiftan relations have become stuck in a
familiar pattern. General Musharraf is making re- 0

peated offers of unconditional talks with India with-
out substantive actions that would make such talks
fruitful. India's refusal to talk at all, accompanied by
dismissive comments about Pakistan's intentions
does little to break the impasse. Will the two nations
have to wait for a new set of leaders to transcend the
unbearable bitterness that has crept in into their
feelings towards one another?
E-mail queries and comments to:
hhaqqani@nation.com.pk
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