Loya Jirga Elects Karzai as
New Head of State

by Dick Gupwell

step in the country's return to normal,

congtitutional government, after years of crisis and
civil strife. Afghanistan's future path had been mapped
out at the UN-sponsored Petersberg Conference, held
in the German town of Kdnigswinter, near Bonn, in
late November and early December 2001, which had
led to the appointment of the Interim Administration,
under the chairmanship of Hamid Karzai, at the end of
December. However, this Interim Administration,
which was not broadly representative, was scheduled to
last for only six months, before being replaced by a
Transitional Administration. The move to this second
stage would require the convening of a traditiona
Afghan "grand assembly”, caled a Loya Jirga. This
would elect a new Head of State and appoint the
Transitional Administration, which, in turn, would run
the country for a maximum of two more years until a
"fully representative government” could be elected
through free and fair elections.

I n June 2002, Afghanistan took another important

The key political decision was clearly that of choosing
the new Head of State. There were three leading
personalities who could provide obvious candidates for
this position. The first was the former king, Zahir Shah,
who had returned to Afghanistan in April from hislong
exile in Rome. The second was the former President,
Burhanuddin Rabbani, who had been ousted from the
capital, Kabul, by the Taeban, in 1996. He had
remained as leader of the anti-Taleban Northern
Alliance and titular President of the rival government,
which, until late in 2001, ruled over an ever-shrinking
part of Afghan territory largely confined to the
mountainous north-east. Mr Rabbani, who had
continued to be recognised as the rightful leader of
Afghanistan by the UN, had reoccupied the
Presidential Palace after Northern Alliance troops had
entered Kabul, in November, but had given way to Mr
Karzai once the Interim Administration had taken
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office on 22 December. The third obvious candidate, of
course, was Hamid Karzai.

idea of Zahir Shah being reinstated as King.

However, upon his return to Kabul, Zahir Shah had
made it clear that he had not come home to seek a
restoration of the monarchy but that he gave his "full
support” to Mr Karzai. Nevertheless, there were many
within Afghanistan, and among Afghan exiles, who
wanted to see Zahir Shah restored and this became a
complicating factor when the Loya Jirga convened in
early June. The former King was prevailed upon to re-
state his position that he would not be a candidate and
this was accompanied by a clarification from Mr
Rabbani that he, too, was not a contender. This left the
way clear for Mr Karzai to be elected, although two
last-minute candidates were presented, in order to give
the delegates an element of choice. Mr Karzai's
sweeping victory in the election for Head of State has
now given him a considerable measure of popular
legitimacy, which, hitherto, he had lacked.

I t was known that Mr Rabbani was hogtile to the

While the meeting of the Loya Jirga did not proceed as
smoothly as the UN representative, Lakhdar Brahimi,
might have hoped and, while there were many
complaints at the continuing influence of Afghanistan's
powerful warlords, the net result was positive. Indeed,
it was a remarkable achievement, particularly for the
UN organisers, given the rapid development of events
in Afghanistan since 11 September last year. However,
although the new Transitional Administration has now
been established without too much difficulty, most of
the problems faced by the ealier Interim
Administration  remain. These include, most
particularly, the continuing problem of interna
insecurity and the slow pace of reconstruction.

eanwhile, the War in Afghanistan, waged by

the US-led international coalition against the

Taleban and Osama bin Laden's Al-Qa'ida
network, virtually petered out during the months of
May and June. There were no major actions on the
scale of the Tora Bora campaign, in December, or
Operation Anaconda, in March. Operations consisted
mainly of sweeps across mountainous Afghan territory,
particularly near to the porous border with Pakistan, to
seek out residua bands of Taeban and Al-Qa'ida
enemy forces and to find and destroy their mountain
hide-outs and arms caches. Some significant successes
were achieved by codlition forces, including the
recently arrived British Royal Marines and US airborne
troops who had been deployed earlier, but there was
little direct contact with the enemy. An expected
"spring offensive” by the Taleban and Al-Qa'ida,
aimed at disrupting the holding of the Loya Jirga, did
not materialise. This was testimony to the extent to
which the coalition had now gained control of the
situation on the ground. However, there continued to
be disturbing incidents of "friendly" Afghans being

killed by codlition operations, particularly those
involving US air power.

Administration's lack of any real control over the

administration outside Kabul. Whereas, in and
around Kabul, Hamid Karzai's administration was
backed up by the 4,500 troops of the International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF), beyond Kabul both
security and, hence, administration, were undertaken
by various warlords. Prominent among these were
General Rashid Dostum, the Uzbek commander, who
effectively ran several provinces in the north, based on
the city of Mazar-i-Sharif, Ismagl Khan, who ruled a
number of provinces in the west, based on the city of
Herat, and Gul Agha Shirzai, who controlled several
southern provinces, based on Kandahar. In the south-
east, there was continuing instability, verging on
anarchy, particularly around the towns of Khost and
Gardez. Only in the Tgjik north-east was there a close
relationship with the Interim Administration, largely
because the three main leaders of the "Panjshir
faction", General Fahim, Dr Abdullah and Yunus
Qanuni, were al leading ministers in the Interim
Administration, respectively for Defence, Foreign
Affairs and the Interior. There were aso, however,
numerous petty warlords who held sway over ther
little local fiefdoms.

I n addition, there was the problem of the Interim

New coalition tactics

At the beginning of May, the main ground forces
available to the coalition consisted of US troops from
the 10" Mountain and 101% Airborne Divisions, British
Roya Marines of 45 Commando and the 3 battalion
of Canadds Princess Patricias Light Infantry
Regiment. There were also a number of smaller units,
often specia forces, from severa other countries. The
overall commander, based a Bagram, just north of
Kabul, was Major-General Frank Hagenbeck. As there
had been no major contact with enemy Taleban or Al-
Qa'ida forces following Operation Anaconda, near
Gardez, in early March, the coalition sought to adopt
new tactics. These involved day and night raids and
methodical sweeps by rapidly moving, highly trained
western troops and relied much less on air strikes or on
local Afghan dlies than in earlier operations. The aim
was described as applying "unrelenting pressure, so,
wherever they turn, they never find any breathing
space." The underlying objective was to prevent
trouble while the new Transitional Administration was
being set up.

Continued on Page 29
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VIEWPOINT

The Kashmir Dispute:
A never ending story

by Dick Gupwell

The countries of South Asia, which account for around
1,300,000,000 members of humanity, are joined
together in an organisation caled the South Asian
Association for Regional Co-operation (SAARC),
which was set up in 1985. If SAARC's progress has
been limited, this has been due mainly to problems in
the delicate relationship between India and Pakistan.
This key bilatera relationship has been dogged, since
1947, by the dispute over the territory of Kashmir.
India and Pakistan have been at war three times, in
1947, 1965 and 1971. The first two wars were fought
specificaly over the Kashmir issue and, while Kashmir
was not the cause of the 1971 war, it certainly figured
strongly in the subsequent Shimla Agreement. The
uprising against Indian rule, which broke out in
Kashmir at the end of the 1980's, was not provoked by
Pakistan but subsequent Pakistani interference in
Kashmir, especialy during the Kargil episode in 1999,
certainly brought India and Pakistan close to war for a
fourth time. Tension was again raised during the
summer of 2002, over the issue of the infiltration of
terrorists from Pakistan into Indian Kashmir but,
fortunately, war was again avoided.

The story of Kashmir and the origins of the dispute,
which has been the core issue in Indo-Pakistan
relations for over half a century, go back a long way.
The issues are not as simple as either Indian or
Pakistani representatives would like to present them. A
study of the development of this dispute over time is,
therefore, aworthwhile exercise.

Origins of the Kashmir dispute

The State of Jammu and Kashmir lies a the
northernmost part of the Indian sub-continent. It is to
the north of the great plains of the Punjab and the
Jhelum, the westernmost of the five great rivers which
water the Punjab, rises in the Vae of Kashmir. To the
north of Kashmir proper is the great arc of the river
Indus, bursting forth from the mountains of Tibet and
into which al the rivers of the Punjab eventualy flow.
An independent kingdom for many centuries, Kashmir
was converted to Islam in the fourteenth century. It was
incorporated into the Mughal Empire in 1558 and its
capital, Srinagar (reputedly founded by the Emperor
Ashoka in the third century BC), became a favourite
summer resort of several Mughal emperors. The land
and its people flourished. However, with the decline of
the Mughals, during the eighteenth century, Kashmir
was seized first by the Afghans, in 1751, and then by

Ranjit Singh, the one-eyed leader of the Sikhs, in 1819.
Both Afghan and Sikh rule was alien and harsh and the
Kashmiris suffered grestly.

y now, British rule was spreading across
northern India, filling the vacuum left by the

collapse of the Mugha Empire. After the death
of Ranjit Singh, in 1838, relations between the British
and the Sikhs deteriorated and the first Sikkh War was
fought in 1845-1846. In this conflict, a key role was
played by the Dogra ruler, Gulab Singh. The Dogras
were Hindu Rajput warriors living around the upper
reaches of the river Chenab, north of the Punjab plains
and south of the Vale of Kashmir. Gulab Singh had
been a commander in Ranjit Singh's army and, in 1822,
was rewarded with the title of Raja of Jammu, which
was the Dogra capital. However, in the culminating
battle of Sobraon between the Sikhs and the British,
Gulab Singh remained neutral. For this, he was
rewarded by the British, in the Treaty of Amritsar, by
being able to annexe the Vae of Kashmir for a small
fee. Gulab Singh had already expanded his origina
territory of Jammu by first conquering the Buddhist
land of Ladakh to the east of Kashmir, in 1834, and
then the Musdlim territory of Baltistan, further down the
Indus valley, in 1840. In 1846, therefore, he became
the ruler of one of the most extensive territories in
India with the title of Maharga of Jammu and
Kashmir.

rule was now replaced by alien Dogra rule and,

throughout the period up to partition and
independence in 1947, there was continuing resentment
in the Valley. Meanwhile, British concern at the threat
of Russian imperial expansion in Central Asia led to
the further annexation of the Gilgit Agency, to the
north of Kashmir and west of Baltistan, a process
which was only completed in 1891. (A similar process
to stabilise the north-western frontier of British India
led to the creation of the North-West Frontier Province,
with territory annexed from Afghanistan, in 1905.)

I or the people of Kashmir, however, aien Sikh

A combination of Dogra misrule and British
interference led to the setting up of the Jammu and
Kashmir Mudlim Conference, of which Sheikh
Mohammed Abdullah became the first President and
Ghulam Abbas the first General Secretary, in 1932.
Sheikh Abdullah, who had been educated in the
tradition of Sufi humanitarianism, was not so much a
Muslim reformer as a social reformer and he wished to
liberate the poor of Jammu and Kashmir, irrespective
of their religion, from the feudal yoke of the current
Mahargja, Hari Singh. This led several of the
prominent Muslims to bresk away from the
Conference. In 1939, the party changed its name to the
Jammu and Kashmir Nationa Conference, open to
membership by al religious communities.
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eanwhile, the British passed the Government

of India Act of 1935 as a magjor step forward

towards  granting responsible  self-
government. Each of the eleven British-ruled provinces
would have an elected legidative assembly and there
would aso be a federa legislature in which the
autonomous Princely States would be represented, as
well as the provinces. In the provincial elections, which
followed in 1937, the Indian National Congress
obtained clear majoritiesin five provinces and won two
more, including the North West Frontier Province, with
close dlies. The rival Muslim League won none. Two
years later, the Second World War broke out and the
British put a stop to further congtitutional progress for
the duration of hodtilities. The Congress, under
Jawaharlal Nehru, opposed Indids participation in the
war and its provincial ministries al resigned. The
Muslim League, led by Mohammad Ali Jinnah,
supported the war, curried favour with the British, and,
in 1940, launched its campaign for the creation of a
separate  independent state for Indias Muslim
population. Jinnah clamed that Indids Mudims
congtituted a separate nation from the Hindus. Both the
Muslim-mgjority provinces and the Muslim-majority
Princely States would be brought together in the new
Pakistan - and Kashmir was to be the "k" in Pakistan.

Sheikh Abdullah was opposed to the concept of
Pakistan from the start and, in 1941, he took the
National Conference into the pro-Congress All-India
States' Peoples Conference, which brought together
political movements from several of the Princely
States. He became the organisation's president in 1946.
Abdullah formed a close personal friendship with
Nehru, who, himsdlf, was a Kashmiri Hindu or Pandit.
Some, however, did not agree with Abdullah and, in
1941, Ghulam Abbas and others broke away to re-
constitute a Jammu and Kashmir Muslim Conference,
favouring accesson to Pakistan. Abbas, however,
suffered from the disadvantage of not being able to
speak Kashmiri, having been born outside the Valley.
The stage was set, therefore, for the opening of the
Kashmir conflict.

Kashmir and Partition

With the ending of the Second World War, in 1945, the
British quickly came to the view that Indian
independence would only be possible with Partition, as
proposed by Jinnah. In theory, the 565 Princely States
could chose to join either India or Pakistan or remain
independent. In practice, the British expected that they
would join one or the other and nearly al of them did
so voluntarily. For Mahargja Hari Singh, the choice
was unenviable. Although Jammu and Kashmir had a
clear Muslim majority, Hari Singh, as a Hindu Rajput,
could not contemplate acceding to Pakistan. However,
in view of the secular, democratic and progressive
views of Nehru and the Congress, joining India was not
avery dttractive aternative. When independence came

hurriedly, in August 1947, Partition cut the Punjab in
half and there was violence throughout the former
province as Hindu and Muslim populations tried to flee
across the new frontier. This violence spread into
Jammu and Kashmir and some of the Maharaja's Dogra
troops were implicated, which caused an uprising in
the western digtrict of Poonch. Meanwhile, the
Mahargja dithered on the accession issue. In October,
armed tribesmen from the North West Frontier
Province, now part of Pakistan, poured into the Vale of
Kashmir, in what was supposed to appear like a
spontaneous uprising, to force the issue. These
tribesmen enjoyed Pakistani material support, athough
it is &ill unclear how far the new government of
Pakistan had actually planned the invasion. Under such
duress, Hari Singh signed the Instrument of Accession
to India, which sent in troops to save Kashmir from the
invaders. Pakistan then deployed regular troops to
assist the tribesmen and the first war between India and
Pakistan had begun.

r Nehru took this crisis to the newly formed

United Nations and the war was ended by a

UN-brokered cease-fire, on 1 January 1949.
However, clever negotiating by the able Pakistani
representative at the UN, Sir Zafrullah Khan, led to the
adoption of several UN resolutions, which laid down
that the future status of Jammu and Kashmir, whether
as part of India or part of Pakistan, should be resolved
through a plebiscite. A precondition for the plebiscite
was that the Pakistani troops should first be withdrawn
from the territory of Jammu and Kashmir on their side
of the ceasefire line, something which never
happened. Thus, the old Princely State remained
partitioned, India holding Jammu, the Vale of Kashmir
and Ladakh, while Pakistan occupied the western
districts of Poonch and Mirpur, the District of
Muzafarabad, where the Jnelum flows out of the valley
towards the Punjab, and the northern areas of Gilgit
and Baltistan.

Abdullah as Head of an Emergency Administration

and he was appointed Prime Minister six months
later. The National Conference accepted the
provisional accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India,
in October 1948 and, a year later, Indids Constituent
Assembly accepted a special status of autonomy for
Jammu and Kashmir, unique among the former
Princely States, which became Article 370 of the
Indian Consgtitution. In 1951, the National Conference
won al the seats in the election to the State's
Constituent Assembly. In the meantime, Abdullah's
government pressed ahead with aradical programme of
social and economic reform, including the large-scale
redistribution of land. This alienated the rich Hindus in
Jammu, who formed the Prgja Parishad, which
boycotted the 1951 elections (athough this only
affected the results in Jammu). They aigned
themselves with S.P. Mookerjee's Hindu nationalists,

I n October 1947, Hari Singh had appointed Sheikh
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who, that year, launched the Jana Sangh party
(forerunner of today's BJP) in India. The Jana Sangh
caled for the full integration of Jammu and Kashmir
within India and the removal of Article 370. While
Nehru sought a compromise, Abdullah held out for full
autonomy as the price of forma accession. When
Mookerjee visited the State, in May 1953, Abdullah
had him arrested and he died in detention, causing an
outcry in India. Abdullah lost Nehru's confidence and,
three months later, he was arrested on the orders of Dr
Karan Singh, who had succeeded his father, Hari
Singh. Abdullah, the "Lion of Kashmir", remained a
prisoner until 1964 (except for a brief period in 1958).
He was replaced as Prime Minister by Bakshi Ghulam
Muhammad, more amenable to Delhi and, hitherto,
Abdullah's trusted lieutenant. India now spent
considerable sums on economic development in
Jammu and Kashmir and, in 1954, the Jammu and
Kashmir Constituent Assembly formally ratified the
State's accession to India

to hold the plebiscite in Jammu and Kashmir, on

condition that it was not administered by an
American (Admiral Nimitz had been proposed) but
Pakistan refused to compromise on the issue of the
plebiscite administrator and the opportunity was lost.
At this stage, it is probable that a mgjority would have
voted to remain with India, despite Abdullah's arrest.
Meanwhile, the pro-Pakistan Kashmiris had set up their
own state of Azad (Free) Jammu and Kashmir, in
October 1947, which was established in the districts of
Mirpur, Poonch and Muzafarabad, while Gilgit and
Baltistan were taken over in 1949 to be administered
directly by Pakistan as the Northern Areas.

I wo weeks after Abdullah's arrest, Nehru offered

Evolution of the Kashmir dispute

While India rapidly developed into a stable secular
democracy, Pakistani democracy had only reached the
stage of a Congtituent Assembly before the armed
forces took over power in 1958 under General Ayub
Khan. Jinnah, who became Governor-General of
Pakistan, had died in 1948 and his Prime Minister,
Liaquat Ali Khan, was assassinated, under mysterious
circumstances, in 1951. The rise of Ayub Khan, who
became an army genera in 1951 and, subsequently,
Chief of Staff and Defence Minister, coincided with
Pakistan's increasing military involvement with the
United States as a means of offsetting its relative
strategic weakness vis-avis India. Pakistan entered
into a Mutual Assistance Agreement with the US in
1954 and later joined the western aliances of SEATO
and CENTO, which greatly upset non-aligned India,
obliging her to develop closer relations with the Soviet
Union.

The new military-bureaucratic elite governing Pakistan
continued to harbour ambitions to prise Kashmir from
Indian control. The opportunity came after the Chinese

invasion of Indias Himalayan border regions, in 1962,
which was a humiliating setback for Nehru. This was
followed by a series of inconclusive talks between
India and Pakistan over Kashmir, which lasted well
into 1963. In the meantime, while Bakshi had won the
first elections for the new Jammu and Kashmir
Assembly in 1957, he only held onto power in 1962
due to heavy electora rigging. After a period of
turmoil, Sheikh Abdullah was released, in April 1964,
and a few weeks later visited Ayub Khan for taks. He
hoped to arrange a summit meeting between Ayub
Khan and Nehru but, before he returned, Nehru passed
away. Then, after Abdullah met the Chinese Prime
Minister, Chou-en-lai, in Algiers, in March 1965, he
was again arrested on his return to India. By now,
Pakistan's Foreign Minister, Zulfigar Ali Bhutto, had
persuaded Ayub Khan that Pakistan should try again to
seize Kashmir by force. There were three other
important factors at play: India had further inflamed
Kashmiri opinion by making moves to weaken the
terms of Article 370, while the Congress had decided
to open a branch of the party in Jammu and Kashmir to
rival the Nationa Conference; and Pakistan was
developing close relations with China after Ayub
Khan's visit.

the southern end of the internationa border in the

disputed Rann of Kutch, in April 1965, and
fighting continued in a desultory fashion until a cease-
fire was brokered by the British Prime Minister, Harold
Wilson, at the end of June, by which Pakistan gained a
small dlice of territory. Encouraged by this, Pakistan
launched a two-pronged operation to seize Kashmir in
August 1965. On the one hand, Pakistan tried to
infiltrate severa thousand troops across the cease-fire
line into Indian Kashmir, in dribs and drabs, with the
aim of provoking an uprising and causing maximum
disruption, while a large regular force was moved into
Jammu to cut off the Indian Army in Kashmir.
However, while the loca Kashmiris resisted the
intruders, the Indian Army was able to stop and turn
back the Pekistani offensive to the south. A cease-fire
was arranged in September and Soviet diplomatic
intervention led to the Tashkent Agreement being
signed in January 1966. Both Ayub Khan and the new
Indian Prime Minister, L.B. Shastri, committed their
countries to solving their disputes peacefully. Shastri
died in Tashkent just after this. Ayub Khan's position
was aso doomed and, in 1968, he was replaced as
President by Genera Yahya Khan. Only Bhutto
prospered. He set up the Pakistan People's Party, in
1967, with a programme of radical socialist reform.

I ndia's resolve was first tested by a Pakistani push at

Popular sentiment in the Vae of Kashmir had, by now,
become increasingly hostile to India In 1965,
Amanullah Kahn and others set up the Jammu and
Kashmir Liberation Front with the aim of ousting the
Indians by means similar to those employed by the
Algerians to oust the French. On the advice of the
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socialist leader, Jai Prakash Narayan, Mrs Indira
Gandhi, Nehru's daughter, who had succeeded Shastri
as Prime Minister, released Sheikh Abdullah, in 1968.
G.M. Saddig, who had broken with Bakshi in 1957,
was now Chief Minister of Jammu and Kashmir.

The Shimla Agreement

In 1970, President Yahya Khan was obliged to call
elections, Pakistan's first. The Awami League, led by
Sheikh Mujib-ur-Rahman and based mainly in East
Pakistan (formerly the eastern part of Bengal) won an
overall majority, while Bhutto's Pakistan People's Party
(PPP) won a clear majority in West Pakistan. The
Pakistani ruling elite could not stomach the thought of
being ruled by Mujib and, when talks between Bhutto
and Mujib for a possible power-sharing arrangement
broke down, Mujib launched a campaign for an
independent East Benga or Bangladesh. When the
Pakistani Army tried to crush this "rebellion”, in 1971,
Mrs Gandhi took India into the conflict, leading to the
triumphant Indian march into Dacca and the capture of
94,000 Pakistani prisoners of war. India also occupied
a considerable part of West Pakistan. Bhutto survived
to become President of a truncated Pekistan now
reduced to its western wing. In 1972, Mrs Gandhi met
Bhutto on Indian territory a Shimla  Although
Kashmir had not been affected by the 1971 war, it
figured prominently in the Shimla Agreement. Both
sides undertook to settle their differences by peaceful
means through bilateral negotiations, not to alter the
cease-fire line, or Line of Control, unilaterally and to
refrain from the threat or use of force in violation of
the line. They also agreed to meet to discuss further the
arrangements for a durable peace and a final settlement
of the Jammu and Kashmir dispute. India now believed
that Pakistan had accepted the principle of a bilatera
settlement, with the earlier UN resolutions becoming
caduque, while Pakistan felt that India was now
committed to serious negotiations towards finding an
acceptable compromise (which for Pakistan has aways
meant India handing over the Vale of Kashmir).

.M. Sadiq had died in office in 1971 and was

replaced as Chief Minister by Syed Mir

Qasim. In the State elections the following
year, Sheikh Abdullah and his Plebiscite Front were
banned from taking part and Mir Qasim's Jammu and
Kashmir Congress Party, formed in 1965, won a
comfortable magjority against both the Jana Sangh and
the Jamaat-i-Islami. However, by 1975, Mrs Gandhi
had reached an agreement with Abdullah, which
included maintaining Article 370 (and which was
roundly criticised by the Jana Sangh Member of
Parliament, Atal Behari Vajpayee). The way was now
clear for Sheikh Abdullah to return as Chief Minister at
the head of a Nationa Conference-Congress coalition.
Then, in the summer of 1975, a sudden constitutional
criss facing Mrs Gandhi induced her to impose
Emergency Rule, which, in effect, suspended

democracy in India until the Congress was soundly
defeated in the general election of March 1977. The
new Janata Government, led by Morgi Desa,
organised new State elections in Jammu and Kashmir,
which, for once, were truly free and fair and which
were won comfortably by Abdullah's revived National
Conference. Jammu and Kashmir now gained a few
years of peace but Sheikh Abdullah was becoming old
and his heart weak. By the time of his death, in
September 1982, new storm clouds were gathering.

The erosion of democracy

Sheikh Abdullah conferred the leadership of the
National Conference on his son, Dr Farook Abdullah,
in 1981. Although not altogether new to Kashmiri
politics, Farook had, nevertheless, spent much of his
time practising medicine in England, from 1964 to
1975, and lacked the practical political skills of his
father. Sheikh Abdullah had brought Farook into the
Cabinet, appropriately as Health Minister, shortly
before he died. After Sheikh Abdullah's death, Farook
also became Chief Minister. However, his succession
was resented by his brother-in-law, G.M. Shah
(married to the Sheikh's daughter, Khalida), who
thought that he was the natural heir. Farook failed to
give Shah a place in the Cabinet. Indira Gandhi, who
had returned to power in the 1980 elections at the head
of a reconstituted and personalised Congress (Indira)
Party, now demanded a National Conference-Congress
aliance in the forthcoming State elections, in 1983.
Farook would not accept Mrs Gandhi's terms and the
election turned into a bitterly fought struggle.
However, Farook emerged as the clear victor, with the
National Conference winning 46 out of the 75 seats. In
the Vale of Kashmir, the Congress won only two seats,
athough in Jammu they gained 24 seats as against
eight for the Conference. Neither the BJP (successor to
the Jana Sangh) nor the Jamaat-i-lslami won any seats
throughout the State. Kashmir was cam and the
plebiscite was not an issue.

victory by helping to defeat the Congress (1) at

the nationa level and he became a leading
member of a group of opposition and regiona political
leaders, who were equally opposed to Mrs Gandhi's
Congress and to the Hindu nationalist BJP. This was
too much for Indira and the Government in Delhi
resorted to two stratagems. The first was to try to
associate Farook with the Sikh extremists of Jarnail
Singh Bhindranwale, who was killed, together with his
supporters, in the Indian Army attack on the Sikh
Golden Temple in Amritsar, in June 1984, and aso to
allege links with Amunallah Khan's JKLF . The second
was to conspire with the aggrieved G.M. Shah to split
the National Conference and erode Farook's majority in
the State Assembly. Farook had already dismissed
Shah from the Conference but he set up ariva party
with his wife, Khalida, as President. When the

I arook Abdullah hoped to build on his State
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Governor of Jammu and Kashmir, B.K. Nehru, advised
Delhi against the consequences of this strategy, he was
replaced by the hard-liner, Shri Jagmohan. By the end
of June, Jagmohan had obtained the support of thirteen
National Conference State Assembly members (MLAS)
and confronted Farook with the situation a few days
later. An emotional Farook stepped down and was
replaced as Chief Minister by G.M. Shah. With
Congress (1) support, he could now control a majority.
All  thirteen defectors were named as Cabinet
Ministers. To avoid any risks, several anti-Congress
MLASs, including Abdul Gani Lone, were prevented by
the police from attending the vote in the State
Assembly, on 31 July, and when the Spesker of the
Assembly ruled against the defectors, he was bodily
removed from the chamber by Shah's supporters.

rs Gandhi was assassinated by her own Sikh
bodyguards on 31 October 1984 and, in the

following general election, her son, Rgiv,
rode to a massive victory on the basis of a huge
sympathy vote. Rajiv, who had long been a friend of
Farook, took early steps to mend fences, athough
progress was slow. G.M. Shah was dismissed in March
1986, after a period of growing turmoil in Jammu and
Kashmir. Farook wanted fresh elections but Rajiv
demanded a Congress(l)-National Conference alliance
as the price of Farook's rehabilitation. Initialy,
Jagmohan assumed exclusive powers and even the
semblance of representative government  was
suspended. However, a compromise was reached and
Farook was re-gppointed in November. The State
elections, in March 1987, attracted a 75% turn-out and
the Conference-Congress alliance won 66 seats, as
againgt four for the new Muslim United Front (which
included the Jamaat-i-Islami) and two for the BJP.
However, there were accusations of rigging, especialy
against the candidates of the MUF.

The rise of Islamic militancy

The reaction to the 1987 election was growing
disaffection and an increasing tendency towards violent
expression of dissent both by the growing number of
radical 1slamic groups and by more secular bodies like
the JKLF. It was not long before Pakistan began to
exploit this new opportunity to weaken India's hold on
Kashmir.

After the Shimla Accord, President Bhutto seemed to
feel that the Kashmir issue was more or less settled,
although he was critical of Mrs Gandhi's agreement
with Sheikh Abdullah in 1975. He was aso shaken by
Indias nuclear test in 1974. However, the rigging of
Pakistan's general election, held in January 1977,
provoked a severe crisis between his governing
Pakistan People's Party (PPP) and the rival People's
National Alliance. This opened the way for another
military coup, in July 1977, by the army chief, General
Zia-ul-Hag, who declared that his sole aim was to

organise free and fair elections in October. Of course,
these elections never took place. By 1977, the Pakistani
Army, which had been humiliated in 1971, had
regained its strength and its appetite for power. While
Bhutto had been eliminated politically by Zia-ul-Haq
in 1977, two years later, in April 1979, Zia had him
physically eliminated by hanging.

ias position was far from sure but was aided by
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, at the end

of that year, which brought in large scae US
assistance. Zia was an orthodox Muslim who wanted
both an Isamic Pakistan and an Islamic Afghanistan.
His rule was conservative and authoritarian. He
promoted orthodox Muslims like himself in the armed
forces and he set up the powerful inter-services
intelligence agency, the 1Sl. While his preoccupation
with Afghanistan distracted him from the issue of
Kashmir, he did instigate a plan to provide sanctuary
and training for disaffected Kashmiri youth on
Pakistani territory. Under Zia, relations between India
and Pakistan were mixed. On the one hand, at the end
of 1985, both countries joined the South Asian
Association for Regional Co-operation, which was set
up largely a the initiative of Bangladesh and Sri
Lanka. On the other, armed clashes between the two
sides developed on the Siachen Glacier, at the northern
un-defined end of the Line of Control. Nevertheless, up
to the time of Genera Zids death, in 1988, in an air
crash, it could be fairly argued that Pakistani
interference was not a particularly significant factor in
the growing crisisin the Vale of Kashmir.

hat was more significant, however, was both

the spread of radical Islamic ideology and

the mushrooming of numerous militant
Islamic groups and the steady spread of a gun culture.
This was largely an offshoot of the continuing war in
Afghanistan between the mujahideen groups and the
Soviet army of occupation (and, after the Soviet
withdrawal in 1989, against the pro-Soviet government
of President Ngjibullah) and increasingly began to have
an impact on the politica struggle in Jammu and
Kashmir. When Benazir Bhutto, the former President's
daughter, won the elections a few months after Zids
death, she met with Rgjiv Gandhi in Islamabad, in
December 1988, and the following year they agreed to
respect the Shimla Agreement signed by their parents.
However, Benazir's co-operation with Rajiv Gandhi
made her the object of severe criticism from her
principal rival, Nawaz Sharif, leader of the Idami
Jamhoaori Ittehad (which included the Moslem League)
for her pro-Indialeanings.

While the violence in Kashmir was growing, it had yet
to get out of hand and the year 1989 saw a record
number of foreign tourists visit the Vale of Kashmir.
However the Valley was beset by strikes and political
murders were on the increase. Apart from Kashmir's
politicad malaise, resulting from Delhi's continual
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interference in the State's affairs, there were two
increasingly important factors favouring the outburst of
violence. One was the disaffection of the Kashmiri
youth, largely as a result of frustration at the lack of
opportunity. There were 10,000 unemployed graduates
and almost 50,000 school leavers looking for work. In
part, this was due to government neglect, both at State
and nationa level, and in part it resulted from the
Valley being cut off from its traditional market outlets
in the western Punjab. Secondly was the growing
influence of fundamentalist Islam on the Kashmiri
youth, fostered in the Isamic schools and colleges. A
plethora of political groups sprung up, often with
armed militant wings attached. Some espoused radical
Islam, others were more moderate and secular; some
caled for union with Pakistan while others called for
an independent Kashmir.

Militants versus military

In December 1989, the group of opposition and
regional leaders, in which Farook Abdullah had played
an important part, defeated Rajiv Gandhi in the general
election. The victory of this National Front, which did
not win an outright majority but had to depend on the
outside support of the BJP in order to govern, owed its
success to three factors. One was the grouping together
of a number of centre-left parties into the new Janata
Dd party. The second was the aliance of this group
with several important regional parties. The third was
the split in the Congress (I) and the defection of a
group of senior politicians, including the former
Finance Minister, V.P. Singh, to the opposition. V.P.
Singh became Prime Minister and chose as his Home
Affairs Minister, the Congress (I) leader in Kashmir,
Mufti Muhammed Syed. Six days later, militants of the
JKLF kidnapped Syed's daughter and demanded the
release of five of their imprisoned colleagues in
exchange. While Farook Abdullah began delicate
negotiations to secure the daughter's release without
having to accept the militants demands, the Home
Minister went over his head and released the detainees
to obtain the speedy release of his daughter.

his, of course, only encouraged the militants to
commit further outrages and weakened Farook's

position. Following this incident, Shri
Jagmohan, who had earlier been replaced by the retired
General Krishna Rao, was recalled to Kashmir in order
to take a tougher stand against the militants. Caught
between the militants and the military in an ever-
increasing spiral of violence and repression, Farook
Abdullah resigned. In February 1990, Jagmohan
dissolved the State Assembly. Most of the Hindu
minority living in the Valley, the Kashmiri Pandits,
fled feeling unsafe amid the growing gun culture. With
growing disquiet at the deteriorating situation, the
Government in Delhi appointed the Socialist leader,
George Fernandes, as Minister for Kashmir Affairs (in
addition to his Railways portfolio), in an attempt to

mollify the militants. Jagmohan, who disapproved of
Fernandes' dealings with "subversives’, was replaced
by Girish Saxena, an intelligence expert. Meanwhile,
an estimated 46 camps had now been set up in Azad
Kashmir, where the militants could go for training and
the supply of weapons. In return, there were increasing
cases of human rights violations committed by the
Indian armed forces against both militants and innocent
Kashmiri civilians, often because many of them, such
as the Border Security Force, had received little or no
training in counter-insurgency methods. In 1991, the
number of armed militants was estimated at anything
between 45,000 and 150,000.

eanwhile, there had been a change of

government in both capitals. In August 1990,

the Pakistani President, Ishag Khan,
dismissed Benazir Bhutto and replaced her as Prime
Minister by Nawaz Sharif, demonstrating that the
military-bureaucratic €ite till pulled the strings, even
though parliamentary democracy had supposedly been
restored. A few months later, V.P. Singh's
administration collapsed from within and, after fresh
elections in June 1991, the Congress (I) returned to
power under P. Narasimha Rao. As the Kashmir
insurgency continued, the All Parties Hurriyat
(Freedom) Conference (APHC) was established, in
February 1993, among around thirty groups. The
APHC's leading members were Syed Ali Shah Gilani
of the Jamaat-i-ldami, Abdul Gani Lone of the
People's Conference, Maulvi Abbas Ansari of the
Liberation Council and Abdul Ghani of the Muslim
Conference. Although their programmes differed, they
all wanted a plebiscite but this should include the third
option of independence.

Civilian rule restored

In March 1993, Krishna Rao returned to Kashmir to
relieve Saxena. In October that year, Benazir Bhutto
returned to power in Pekistan and, in February 1994,
raised the issue of Kashmir at the UN Commission for
Human Rights in Geneva The Government of
Narashima Rao now set up a Cabinet committee to
consider a renewa of dialogue in Kashmir and the
possible holding of fresh elections in the State. This
would not, however, include a dialogue with Pakistan.
India released several leading activists, including
Gilani, Lone and Shabir Shah. However, in 1995, the
APHC members announced that they would not take
part in elections. Even Farook Abdullah posed
conditions for the participation of the Nationa
Conference. Narasimha Rao's Congress (1) lost the next
general election, in 1996. While the BJP made great
gains, a minority United Front administration, again
based around a wesakened Janata Dal and a number of
regiona parties, took office under H.D. Deve Gowda
National elections had extended to Jammu and
Kashmir for the first time since 1989, but both the
National Conference and the APHC refused to take
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part. However, the new Indian government pressed on
with plans to hold State elections and, now, Farook
Abdullah agreed to take part. The election was held in
September 1996 but the turn-out was low given the
continuing APHC boycott. The National Conference,
nevertheless, won a convincing victory, in terms of the
number of seats won, at Farook Abdullah was again
placed at the head of arestored civilian administration.

in elections held in Azad Jammu and Kashmir

that June, pro-independence candidates had
been prevented from standing. The Muslim Conference
leader, Sardar Qayum Khan, was defeated and replaced
as Prime Minister by Sultan Mehmood from Bhutto's
PPP. However, Bhutto's days in office were also
numbered and, for a second time, she was dismissed by
the President, now Farooq Leghari, in November. In
the general election which followed, Nawaz Sharif was
returned to power for a second time with a big majority
of seats but on a low voter turn-out, a sign of public
disenchantment with both mgjor parties. Nawaz Sharif
now appeared more amenable to co-operation with
India. After the SAARC Summit in Maé, in May
1997, he held a series of meetings with 1.K. Gujral,
who had succeeded Deve Gowda as the United Front
Prime Minister. After the BJP had won the following
Indian elections, in March 1998, tensions rose again
with the tit-for-tat nuclear tests conducted first by India
and then by Pakistan. However, India stressed that its
acquisition of nuclear weapons was not aimed against
Pakistan and India adopted a “no first use” policy.
Early the following year, Nawaz Sharif invited the new
Indian Prime Minister, Ata Behari Vapayee, to
Pakistan where the Lahore Declaration on future
relations was concluded and a new bus service, linking
Delhi and Lahore, was ingtituted. All appeared to be
going well until the Kargil confrontation began in the
summer of 1999.

Benazir Bhutto called this eection "a sham" but

the conflict in Indian Jammu and Kashmir.

Increasingly, the perpetrators of violence in
both the Valey and in Jammu were not Kashmiris
themselves but foreigners, who included not only
Pakistanis but also Afghans and others from Arab
countries. This was a spill-over from what had been
happening in Afghanistan. The rise of the radica
Islamic Taleban in Afghanistan and their capture of
Kabul from the mujahideen government of President
Rabbani, in 1996, largely with Pakistani support, had
encouraged the spread of the jihadi (holy warrior)
culture in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Kashmir. The use
of fanatica young jihadis became an instrument of
Pakistani foreign policy, under the direction of the IS,
in both Afghanistan and Kashmir. It was the Pakistani
Army high command, led by General Pervez
Musharraf, which schemed up the idea of the Kargil
project. Pakistani-backed militants seized the high
mountain ridges, on the Indian side of the Line of

B y now, there had been a change in the nature of

Control, overlooking the strategic road from the Vae
of Kashmir into Ladakh and which passed through the
town of Kargil. Indian troops courageously scaled the
mountains under heavy fire to didodge these
"intruders’ and suffered heavy casualties as a result.
The militants were subsequently withdrawn after
Nawaz Sharif had come under strong pressure from the
US President Clinton. It was understood that the
Pakistani Prime Minister had been kept in the dark
about the plans for Kargil by the Army high command.
Shortly afterwards, in October 1999, Nawaz Sharif was
ousted by the Army and General Musharraf took over
power in Pakistan's third military coup.

Vajpayee and Musharraf

Mr Vajpayee's government, which had won a second
election victory in October 1999, was understandably
very concerned at General Musharraf's coup. The
SAARC Summit meeting, due to take place a few
weeks later, was postponed largely at Indids insistence.
However, in July 2001, Mr Musharraf, who had now
assumed the title of President, came to Agra at Indias
invitation, for a summit meeting with Mr Vajpayee.
The meeting was inconclusive but it did signify a thaw
in relations. Then came the terrorist attacks in New
York and Washington, on September 11, and Generd
Musharraf's decision to throw Pakistan's weight behind
the US-led campaign against terrorism. This meant
Pakistan abandoning its former friendsin Afghanistan's
Taleban movement, who had played host to Osama bin
Laden and his Al-Qa'ida terrorist network. India also
sought to profit from the war on terrorism by
highlighting its own campaign against terrorists, who
were being infiltrated across the Line of Control from
Azad Kashmir.

the Jammu and Kashmir State Legidative

Assembly in Srinagar, in October, where 31
people were killed, and a further attack on the Indian
Parliament in Delhi, in December, where a major
daughter of Indias political leaders was narrowly
avoided. India now put its Army on full aert along its
frontier with Pakistan, including the Line of Control,
and took a number of other measures to put pressure on
Pakistan into taking action against the militants being
harboured and succoured on Pakistani territory.
Despite this, the much postponed SAARC Summit
finaly took place in Kathmandu, early in January
2002, at which Vajpayee and Musharraf briefly met
and shook hands. The Pakistani authorities had already
begun rounding up Islamic extremists and more were
to follow. Then, a few days after the SAARC Summiit,
Mr Musharraf made an important broadcast to the
people of Pakistan, in which he undertook major
reforms to move Pakistan away from religious
extremism. Indians were encouraged but preferred to
wait and look for practical results on the ground. They
were disappointed, however, to find that cross-border

Then, in October, came the terrorist attack against

May-June 2002



infiltration had not declined and more terrorist outrages
were being committed in Jammu and Kashmir. Matters
appeared to come to a head in May 2002 but, in part
due to the application of considerable international
pressure on Pakistan, the infiltration of terrorists began
to dwindle and in late June the crisis, for the time
being, seemed to have passed.

Is there a solution?

Various possible solutions have been put forward to
resolve the problem of Kashmir. The only ones that are
clearly unredlistic are those which would envisage
either India or Pakistan gaining control of the entire
territory of the former Princely State, which would
involve one or other giving up what they already hold.
Neither party would ever agree. A more likely solution
would be to make the existing Line of Control into the
recognised international frontier. However, many in
Jammu and, particularly, in Kashmir, would oppose
this. As Sheikh Abdullah said after the Shimla
Agreement, the "final arbiters of the destiny of the
State are its people, not India and Pakistan. We will not
permit outsiders to divide our home."

hus, any solution must obtain the support of
both India and Pekistan and the people of

Jammu and Kashmir. The extreme solution
would be to give full independence to the whole of the
former Princely State, abeit as a member of SAARC,
and for it to become another Nepal. Many Kashmiris
would like this but it would entail some serious
problems, not least of a strategic and financia nature,
which neither India nor Pakistan would find easy to
accept. A less extreme possibility would be to give
much greater autonomy to Jammu and Kashmir but
under some form of joint Indian and Pakistani
sovereignty. Each party would retain certain rights in
their existing parts of the State but the Indian State and
Azad Jammu and Kashmir would be reunited under
common democratic ingtitutions. A further idea put
forward is to isolate the problem of Kashmir from the
other parts of the old Princely State. Thus, Pakistan
would accept the accession of Jammu and Ladakh to
India and India would accept the accession of Gilgit
and Baltistan to Pakistan, while a solution would be
found for Kashmir proper, which might consist of the
Vae and Muzafarabad, possibly with Mirpur and
Poonch also remaining with Pakistan.

The basic psychological problem for both India and
Pakistan still stems from Partition in 1947. Pakistan
believes that Kashmir should rightfully be Pakistani
because of its Muslim majority. India believes that it is
essential for Kashmir to remain Indian to prove the
secular and multi-cultural nature of the Indian State. If
Kashmir were to go, many other small ethnic groups
around India's edges would be encouraged to press for
secession. It would aso play into the hands of the
extreme Hindu nationalists. However, the origina

"two-nation” theory has now been weakened. Today,
the Muslim population of the sub-continent is roughly
equally divided between Pakistan, Bangladesh and
India itself. Pakistan can no longer claim to represent
all Mudlimsin South Asia

India has consistently blamed Pakistan for the problem
it faces in Kashmir. This is not altogether fair. As J.P.
Narayan wrote to Indira Gandhi, back in 1966, "that
problem exists not because Pakistan wants to grab
Kashmir but because there is deep and widespread
political discontent among the people.” If that was true
in 1966, it was far more so after Delhi's erosion of
democracy in Jammu and Kashmir in the early 1980s.
Pakistan has merely done its best to exploit Indias
problem, aways with the aim of finally being able to
include the 'k’ in Pakistan.

owever, India and Pakistan are probably

wrong to focus so much on the issue of

Kashmir in their bilateral relations. Indeed, it
remains a dispute but one which would be much easier
to resolve in the context of improved relations both
bilaterally and in a regional context. Thus, it would be
far better to press on with practical steps towards
regional co-operation within SAARC, to set up a South
Asian Free Trade Area and even a Common Market
and to open up the existing border to trade and the freer
movement of people. For, as Nehru wrote in 1962,
"Confederation remains our ultimate goal. Look at
Europe, a the Common Market. This is the urge
everywhere. There are no two types of people
anywhere nearer than those of India and Pekistan,
though, if we say it, they are darmed and think we
want to swallow them." m
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Note on Sour ces:

In preparing this article, | have relied heavily on the
following works:

- M.J. Akbar, "Kashmir, Behind the Vale',
New Delhi, 1991;

- Victoria Schofield, "Kashmir in Conflict”, Taurus,
London, 2000;

- Gowher Rizvi, "South Asia in a Changing
International Order", Sage, New Delhi, 1993,
(especially Chapter 2, "India, Pakistan and
Kashmir: Old Conflict, New Opportunity);

- Ashok Kapur, "Pakistan in Crisis', Routledge,
London, 1991.

Viking,

More detailed information on recent devel opments may
be found in earlier editions of EurAsia Bulletin, as
follows:

"India and Pakistan Try 'Bus Diplomacy' " (the
Lahore Declaration), by Kamala Dawar, Vol. 3,
Nr. 2, February 1999;

- "Indo-Pakistan Tensions Mount over Kashmir",
(Kargil crisis), Vol. 3, No. 5, May 1999;

- "Kashmir Crisis Continues', Vol. 3, No. 6, June
1999;

- "Pakistan Climb Down over Kashmir Heights',
Vol. 3, No. 7, July 1999;

- "Indo-Pakistan Relations Sill Tense",
8, August-September 1999;

- "Pakistani Army Chief Musharraf Dismisses
Nawaz Sharif Government”, Vol. 3, No. 9, October
1999;

- "Jammu and Kashmir Assembly calls for
Autonomy*, Vol. 4, Nos. 6-7, June-July 2000;

- "Kashmir Cease-fire Short-lived", Vol. 4, Nos. 8-9,
August-September 2000;

- "India-Pakistan Summit Disappointing but not a
Failure", Vol. 5, Nos. 6-7, June-July 2001,

- "Afghanistan in Chaos Following Terrorist
Outrage Against the United Sates', Vol. 5, Nos. 8-
9, August-September 2001 (especially section on
"Impact on Pakistan");

- "Political Settlement in Afghanistan as India and
Pakistan Go to Brink of War", Vol. 5, No. 12,
December 2001;

- "SAARC Summit Calms Crisis between India and
Pakistan", Vol. 6, Nos. 1-2, January-February
2002.
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Message from the Editor

After five and a haf years as Editor of the EurAsia
Bulletin, | regret to announce that the current issue is
the last under my editorship. While my decision to step
down has been postponed for a year, pressing personal
problems now oblige me to make this move without
further delay. It is my hope that the members of the
European Institute for Asian Studies and our many
other readers, especialy in the European Institutions,
have found this publication useful and informative. |
am handing over to my colleague and friend, Malcolm
Subhan, at least as a temporary measure, and trust that
the publication will prosper under his direction.

When the EurAsia Bulletin was first published, in
January 1987, it was both a slim and simple product. It
has since improved both in the quantity of information
covered and in the quality of the articles. For this, | am
particularly grateful to a succession of editorial
assistants. Pascal Michaux helped me to get the
publication launched. Kamala Dawar made a valuable
contribution, especialy to the improvement of the
layout and look of the publication. Vandna Khalia aso
made a useful, if rather short, input to the publication’s
development. Finaly, John Quigley has carried on the
job over the past two and a half years and has greatly
improved the coverage of the work of the EU
Institutions with regard to Asia. | would also like to
thank the many others who have contributed over the
years, not least my successor, Macolm Subhan.

It is my intention to continue to contribute articles to
the EurAsia Bulletin as and when time permits. My
work for the publication, since 1997, has already been
amost enriching personal experience.

Also, | must apologise for the overdue appearance of
Vol. 6 No. 5&6. Already running late, its completion
was held back to enable the first issue under the new
Editor to be published on time. This has enabled him to
make a fresh start unburdened by the backlog, which
developed in recent months under his predecessor. m
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EU-ASIA NEWS

Hong Kong - celebration in
uncertain times

by Duncan Freeman

On July 1%, Hong Kong celebrated the fifth anniversary
of its return to Chinese sovereignty. The anniversary,
providing a convenient point to assess the success or
failure of the ‘one country, two systems experiment,
was marked by a brief surge of media interest in Hong
Kong, athough the level was considerably less than
that shown in the origina transfer of sovereignty.
Nevertheless, the continued mediainterest is indicative
of arecognition of the importance of Hong Kong, both
initself and also in its relationship to the rest of China
and the world. From the European perspective, Hong
Kong continues to have considerable importance,
primarily, but not only, as a result of economic
interests.

the future of Hong Kong was sustained by

uncertainty over its fate. One country, two
systems is essentialy a political concept, and it was in
this ream that the greatest difficulties were usually
predicted. Contrary to some predictions, despite
difficulties along the way, the concept has proved
workable. While the Sino-British Joint Declaration and
Hong Kong's Basic Law may have set down the formal
parameters, the reality of the relationship between the
Hong Kong Special Administrative Region and the
national government in Beijing is likely to evolve and
raise problems, as naturaly occurs in the interaction
between central and local governments in al political
systems, and especialy in the unique situation of Hong
Kong. Numerous contentious issues, such as the status
of the Falun Gong movement, banned in the Mainland
but lega in Hong Kong, and the right of abode of
persons of Mainland ancestry, have tested the
relationship. Senior leaders in Beijing continue to
assert that the principles underlying one country two
systems remain unchanged, but the perception of the
reality of the ‘high degree of autonomy’ promised to
Hong Kong frequently depends on the standpoint of the
beholder. There is little doubt that the centra
government is determined to assert its primacy in Hong
Kong where matters it considers of importance are at
stake, but it has nevertheless been content to let day-to-
day policy decisions aone.

Prior to 1997, a sizeable industry in forecasting

The confirmation of Tung Chee-hwa for a second five-
year term as Chief Executive in February, in a
procedure where he faced no opponent, is an example
of an issue where the perceptions of autonomy may
differ. While Tung is widely criticised in Hong Kong
for faling to address the real issues that concern
ordinary people and generdly gets low ratings in

opinion polls, the centra government has consistently
offered its public support to him and made clear long
ago that it wanted him to have a second term. Given
this backing, under the present system where an
Election Committee of 800 selected individuals is
responsible for choosing the Chief Executive, it was
highly unlikely that Tung would not be given his new
term. Still, the central government can argue that the
decision is made by Hong Kong people, even if the
people of Hong Kong have no real say in the matter.

he system for choosing a Chief Executiveis just
one of the fundamental questions of Hong

Kong's political development that remain
unresolved. Despite pleas from some sectors of the
community, generally ‘democratic’ political forces, for
a speedy passage to democracy, the Hong Kong
government has shown little desire to accelerate the
schedule laid down before 1997 for development of the
political system that is supposed to lead to direct
election of the Chief Executive and a fully directly
elected Legidative Council. Thus, in many respects,
political development remains in a hiatus. However,
this year, steps have been taken to resolve some of
difficulties that were inherent in the inherited colonia
system, where the civil service is both responsible for
the formulation and implementation of policy and
where the politicians of the Legidative Council have
no power to initiate legislation and only have the role
of either critics or supporters of government-initiated
policy. A system designed to place non-civil service
figures in positions in charge of formulation of policy,
which the civil service will then implement, has been
introduced. These figures, who are intended to be
roughly the equivalent of ministers, will be appointed
by the Chief Executive and will be responsible to him
for the success or failure of policy in their fied. It is
also intended that the Executive Council will become
something more akin to a policy-making cabinet, rather
than merely an advisory body.

ince 1997, for most people in Hong Kong,
political development has tended to be

increasingly overshadowed by other concerns as
the economic motor, which powered the successes of
recent decades, has stopped running smoothly. Growth
over the past five years has varied enormoudly and has
failed to match the performance prior to 1997. After
faling into sharp recession in the wake of the Asian
crisis, the economy rebounded, even managing GDP
growth of 10.2% in 2000. This growth evaporated the
following year, when GDP increased by only 0.6%. In
fact, during the last quarter of 2001 and the first quarter
of 2002, the economy contracted. The government
forecast for GDP growth this year is 1%.

Naturally, the unsatisfactory economic performance
has nothing to do with the change of sovereignty, since
it is largely the result of events beyond the control of
Hong Kong, athough the post-1997 government is
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frequently criticised within the community for failing
to grasp adequately the nature of the problems and
react accordingly. The growth rate alone is not the only
economic indicator that causes concern. More recently,
Hong Kong's trade has also performed badly, while it
continues to suffer from a long period of deflation,
poor domestic demand and a large government deficit,
which would have been unthinkable a few years ago
and which is unlikely to disappear in the near future.

he initial poor performance can be attributed to
the financial crisis, which hit many economies

in Asia in 1997 and, which since Hong Kong
relies significantly on regional trade and investment
flows, has a direct impact its economy. However, the
current problems are more complicated. In addition to
the poor performance of major markets in the US and,
to some extent, Europe, Hong Kong is having to face
up to fundamental changes in its position in the world.
For most of the past two decades, Hong Kong has been
able to take advantage of its virtual monopoly as a
convenient place from which to access China. This
monopoly has been eroded in recent years as China's
economy has become increasingly open and adapted to
foreign business, and as foreign companies have gained
the experience of China, which has alowed them to
forego the expense of using Hong Kong as an
intermediary. The process is now coinciding with the
changes, which are being brought about by China's
entry to the WTO, and which will further open
competing points of access to the Chinese economy,
notably Shanghai, which is seeking to revive is role as
China' s pre-eminent business centre. The Hong Kong
government insists that Chinds WTO entry crestes
opportunities rather than otherwise, but it is clear that
Hong Kong will have to work much harder, and
probably for less, to retain aleading role in the Chinese
economy.

t is unfortunate for Hong Kong that this
I increasingly =~ competitive  environment  has
coincided with the continuing hollowing out of the
remains of Hong Kong's manufacturing industry. The
process, which has seen the removal of most Hong
Kong manufacturing to China, and other parts of Asia,
has been compensated for by the rapid creation of jobs
in the service sector, which helped to keep
unemployment very low, even as the population grew
in the 1980s and 1990s. The situation, since 1997,
represents a dramatic change. After rising rapidly to
over 6%, in 1999, following the Asian financid crisis,
the rate dropped to about 5% in the following two
years. However, the most recent figures show that the
rate has risen once again to 7.8%, a level unknown in
Hong Kong' s recent history.

The question of economic security, and restarting the
growth motor, have forced themselves to the top of the
government agenda. For the people of Hong Kong, the
main guarantees of well-being, a fast expanding

economy, low unemployment and rising incomes, have
been removed. This has had a significant impact on the
perception of the Hong Kong people of their security
and the future. Even the safe bastion of the civil service
will be forced to undergo a pay cut this year as part of
measures intended to deal with the economic
difficulties. The erosion of high employment levels has
been matched, since the peak of the market in the
1990s, by continuing falls in property values, long
regarded by most Hong Kong people, rightly or
wrongly, as the key measure of the hedlth of the
economy and their own financial security.

he government has begun to take measuresin an
effort to address some of the problems.

Education reform has become a hot issue, now
that it is realised that low-skill manufacturing jobs are
unlikely to return and that many members of the
workforce are poorly prepared for the service
economy. At the same time, Hong Kong has taken the
initiative of seeking to negotiate a trade agreement with
the central government, which, it is hoped, will
strengthen Hong Kong's role in the Mainland
economy. Still, it remains to be shown that the Hong
Kong government has managed to define successfully
a new economic role to meet the challenges it faces, or
even that it is able to have much influence over long
term economic trends beyond its borders.

Hong Kong, athough, in practice, these tend to

be of an economic nature. While the
development of Hong Kong, especialy its politica
development and its complex relationship with Beijing,
may attract the attention of interested observers, and
there are strong governmental and other ties between
Hong Kong and the EU and its member states, it isin
the economic sphere that the substance of the
relationship is founded. Europe is both a magjor market
for Hong Kong and aso a significant supplier of goods,
and many European companies continue to establish
their regional headquarters in Hong Kong and invest
there. Hong Kong and Europe may share many
common values, as the latest report on Hong Kong by
the European Commission points out, but the shared
values may be tested against hard business reality. The
future relations of Europe and Hong Kong will
continue to be driven by the private decisions of
businesses assessing their business needs. While Hong
Kong can continue to demonstrate its advantages, it
can count on a flourishing relationship, but it will need
to continue to demonstrate the need for retaining the
Hong Kong connection. m

I urope continues to have important interests in

Editor’s Note:

Duncan Freeman is a Brussdls-based writer who has
spent many years in Hong Kong and China. He is a
member of EIAS.
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INSIDE ASIA

India and Pakistan Come
(Fairly) Close to War

by Dick Gupwell

During the months of May and June, the two great
South Asian rivals, India and Pakistan, once again
appeared to come to the brink of war and, yet again,
the issue centred on the problem of Kashmir. India and
Pakistan have been at war three times in the past fifty-
five years — in 1947, 1965 and 1971 — and narrowly
avoided war again during the Kargil confrontation in
1999. This time, however, the stakes were higher as,
during the previous year, 1998, both countries had
tested nuclear weapons. Any new hostilities between
them, therefore, threatened to develop into a nuclear
conflict. (For a background analysis of the Kashmir
dispute, see separate article “The Kashmir Dispute: a
Never Ending Story” on page xxx above.)

major cause of Indian irritation with Pakistan

has been the continuing infiltration of armed

militants across the Line of Control from the
Pakistani part of the State of Jammu and Kashmir into
the Indian part. In earlier years, this was limited to the
provision of arms and training to young militants from
Indian Kashmir, who then returned to fight against the
Indian security forces. Increasingly, however, the
Kashmir insurgency had been carried out by radical
Islamic jihadis or holy warriors, who came from
Pakistan, Afghanistan or even further &field, for
example from the Arab states.

hile Pakistan's military ruler, Generd

Musharraf, had pressed India to begin a

didogue with Pakistan to resolve the
Kashmir issue, India insisted that Pakistan must halt
this cross-border infiltration as a precondition for any
talks. Matters again came to a head after the terrorist
attacks on New York and Washington, on 11
September 2001, when Idlamic terrorists first attacked
the State Assembly building of Indian Jammu and
Kashmir in Srinagar, in October, causing many
casualties and then, two months later, launched a
similar attack on the Indian Parliament itself, in Delhi.
India sent 600,000 of its troops to the frontier with
Pakistan, including the Line of Control, and took a
number of diplomatic measures to encourage Pakistan
to bring the militants to heel and put a stop to the cross-
border infiltration.

In January, General Musharraf made a landmark
speech to the nation, which appeared to suggest a
complete change of policy by Pakistan away from
supporting the 1slamic militants towards the promotion
of a more moderate form of Islam. Many militants and

their leaders were rounded up by the Pakistani security
forces and detained. However, the Indian authorities
preferred to wait and see what impact this change of
policy would have on the ground. At any rate, little
infiltration was possible while the winter snows
blocked the passes and so an evaluation could only
take place in the spring.

hen spring came, the results were

disappointing. Moreover, India, which did

not approve of military rule in Pakistan, was
not enthusiastic about the referendum organised by
General Musharraf, on 30 April, to maintain himself in
office as President for a further five years. The attack
by militants on an Indian army camp in May, which
targeted mostly women and children, raised tension
further and there appeared to be a real risk that Indian
might be compelled to move against the militants
camps over the border, which might spark off a general
war. Strong international pressure was brought to bear
on both parties to avoid this. Moreover, Pekistan too
was increasingly subject to terrorist outrages, which
caused serious embarrassment to the Pakistani
authorities. By mid-June, the militant groups appeared
to have been reined in and infiltration dropped steeply.
India then took measures to reduce tension and
hostilities seemed again to have been avoided.

How close the two countries actually came to war is a
matter for speculation. There is always a great deal of
posturing in Indo-Pakistani relations and it may be that
the threat of war was exaggerated for effect.
Nevertheless, with both sides now equipped with
nuclear weapons, the main actors in the international
community, including the European Union, were not
ready to leave anything to chance.

Musharraf's referendum

General Musharraf, who is 58, had seized power in a
military coup in October 1999, ousting the
democratically elected government of Mr Nawaz
Sharif, the then Prime Minister. This was Pakistan’s
third army take-over and demonstrated the tenuous
nature of parliamentary democracy as a concept in
Pakistan. Pakistan’s Supreme Court had condoned
General Musharraf's take-over but insisted that
democratic elections would have to be held within
three years of the coup, i.e. by October 2002. Genera
Musharraf, who had subsequently arranged to be
appointed as President of Pakistan, had publicly agreed
that such elections would be held on time. Meanwhile,
provincia and local elections were held but without the
direct participation of the main political parties.

Then, on 3 April, Pakistan's National Security Council
approved a plan to hold a referendum at the end of the
month to prolong General Musharraf’s period of office
as President. The Pakistan People’'s Party (PPP)
described this plan as “congtitutionally wrong and
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morally perverse’. A spokesman, Farhatullah Babar,
said, “The stricture of illegitimacy is haunting General
Perwez Musharraf. It will continue to haunt him even
after the sham referendum.” The Jamaat-e-Islami,
Pakistan’s main religious party, said it would boycott
the referendum and Maulana Shah Ahmad Noorani
said, “We will not accept him as President if he is
elected through this exercise.” General Musharraf had
aready said that he would bar both Benazir Bhutto, the
exiled leader of the PPP, and Nawaz Sharif, the exiled
leader of the Muslim League, both former prime
ministers, from returning to power after the October
parliamentary elections.

n 5 April, General Musharraf again addressed

the nation in a broadcast. In a 100-minute

speech, he asked, “Am | required for
Pakistan? Do | have arole for Pakistan? Y ou tell me. |
want you, the people of Pakistan, to tell me if I'm
required or not.” He said that neither Nawaz Sharif nor
Benazir Bhutto would be allowed to return to Pakistan
to “plunder the national wedlth.” He said they had “no
role in Pakistani politics.” He said that whoever ended
up as prime minister would be answerable to him as
President. He said, “I’m not power hungry but | don’t
believe in power-sharing. | believe in unity of
command because I'm an army man.” He said, “That’s
the way democracy in Pakistan will function.” He
announced that the voting age would be reduced from
21 to 18 for the referendum.

resorted to this type of tactic. Field Marshd

Ayub Khan had held a presidential election in
1964 where, a least, he was opposed - in fact by
Mohammed Ali Jinnah's sister. General Zia-ul-Hag
had organised a referendum twenty years later to
provide himsef with a veneer of democratic
legitimacy. Within a few days of the speech, the 15-
party Alliance for the Restoration of Democracy,
which includes both the PPP and the Mudlim League,
announced that they would boycott the referendum,
claiming that Mr Musharraf was using unconstitutional
means to remain President. The Chairman of the
Alliance, Nawabzada Nazrullah Khan, sad, “If
Musharraf is so keen to become President, he should
first resign from the army, wait for two years, and then
contest presidential elections, according to the
Condtitution.”

Pakistan’s previous military rulers had also

Genera Musharraf  then actively  campaigned,
addressing a number of mass rallies. Kamran Arif, of
the Human Rights Commission of Pekistan, said,
“General Musharraf’s popularity cannot be judged on
the size of these ralies. This is especialy the case
since the people that you see on the streets have been
mobilised by the government and its supporters.” As
General Musharraf brought his campaign to an end, the
Supreme Court ruled that the referendum was
congtitutional. In a late speech, he referred to the “pre-

99 days of political turmoail, looting and plundering
and personal hatred and vendettas in political
leadership”, where the nation had been “the biggest
casualty”. He said that, if the new government elected
in October did not run the country well, “that is where
my role will comein as President.” In reply, the human
rights lawyer, Asma Jahangir, said, “Genera
Musharraf has portrayed himself as a referee of
democracy but how can you be a referee when you are
aplayer?

he referendum was held on 30 April. The
government's spokesman, Mg-Gen. Rashid

Qureshi, said that the turn-out had been
"unprecedented” at above 45-50%. The Information
Minister, Nisar Memon, said that a turn-out of above
25% would represent "widespread public support for
the President's economic and political reforms." He
said, "It seems that the silent majority has recognised
the importance of speaking out on national issues." The
referendum question asked, "For the surviva of the
loca government system, the establishment of
democracy, the continuity of reforms, an end to
sectarianism and extremism and to fulfil the vision of
Quaid-e-Azam (i.e. the founder of Pakistan,
Mohammed Ali Jinnah), do you want to elect President
General Perwez Musharraf for the next five years as
President of Pakistan?' The question implied that
voting "yes' would bring about a restoration of
democracy, continued reforms and the elimination of
"sectarianism and extremism."

to a record 87,000 for the referendum, many

being set up in workplaces. Free buses were
provided at government expense to take voters to the
polling stations. Later, Gen. Musharraf claimed to have
received a 97-98% "yes' vote, with 42.8 million, out of
an electorate of 62 million registered voters, taking
part. Fewer than 900,000 people were said to have
voted "no" and there were fewer than 300,000 spoilt
papers. This amounted to a 75% turn-out. There had
been only a 36% turn-out in the 1997 elections, when
the Pakistani Muslim League had won with the support
of only 16% of the electorate. However, a spokesman
for the independent Human Rights Commission of
Pakistan said, "It was farcical. The question of turn-out
is totally irrelevant because everywhere the votes were
stuffed." Moreover, no international observers had
been present. The referendum was widely criticised by
the opposition as having been rigged. They claimed
that actual turn-out was only 5%. The Commonwealth
Ministerial Action Group criticised the referendum as a
travesty of democracy. It said that Pakistan had
deviated from the roadmap to democracy announced in
August 2001. The referendum was not "in keeping with
Commonwealth best practice." It said that Pakistan
should remain suspended from the Commonwealth
until democracy was restored. It hoped that the

I he number of polling stations had been doubled
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elections in October would be "transparent, free and
fair."

Gen. Musharraf had also announced a plan to set up a
National Security Council (NSC), which would have
the power to over-ride decisions of the future Nationa
Assembly. He said, "The NSC will exercise checks and
balances on al the power brokers” Among the
members of the NSC would be the President, the Prime
Minister and the chiefs of the armed forces. He said
that he would alow a public debate on this proposal.

elig Harrison, the Director of the Asa

Programme at the Centre for Internationa Policy,

explained in the International Herald Tribune
how the Pakistani armed forces control a vast
industrial, commercia and property empire with assets
and investments worth at least $5 billion. These assets
are managed by four foundations, which employ
18,000 serving and retired military officers. The
biggest of the four, the Fauji Foundation, is the single
largest business conglomerate in Pekistan, with assets
of $200 million and interests in cereas, cement,
fertilisers, sugar and oil storage. The others are the
Shaheen and Bahria Foundations and the Army
Welfare Trust, which are involved in banking,
insurance, and so on. There is aso the Nationa
Logistics Cell, a maor haulage and transportation
company, and the Frontier Works Organisation, which
has a virtua monopoly for road-building and
construction. Both had been set up originally to meet
military needs but had grown to dominate civilian
markets also. In her recent book "Soldiersin Business',
Ayesha Agha-Siddiga says that these enterprises are
part-funded by the national exchequer and are without
"even a trace of public accountability." In part, this
may account for the eagerness of Pakistan's armed
forces to retain political control and to limit the power
of Pakistan’s democratic partiesto ater the status quo.

Bomb attack in Karachi

In March, General Musharraf’s administration had
been badly embarrassed by a grenade attack on a
Christian church in Islamabad. Five people had been
killed in the attack, including the American wife of a
US diplomat and their daughter. The others killed were
an Afghan and a Pekistani, as well as an unidentified
person, probably one of the assailants. The 70
Protestant worshippers had included Americans,
Canadians, British, Germans, Swiss, Sri Lankans,
Iranians, Iragis, Australians and Ethiopians, as well as
12 Pakistanis. Among the 45 injured were the Sri
Lankan High Commissioner, his wife and child. Later,
on 23 March, Genera Musharraf promised an
intensified crackdown to “identify and eliminate those
involved in terrorism.” He said, “We have to save
Pakistan from terrorism and the menace of
sectarianism, even if we have to pay a heavy price.”
There was another outrage, on 25 April, when a bomb

was exploded at a gathering of several thousand Shia
Muslims in Bukker, in the Punjab. The bomb killed 12
women and children.

Then, on 8 May, another bomb explosion in Karachi
killed 14 people, including 11 French engineers
helping to build submarines for Pakistan. A car packed
with explosives rammed into a naval bus as it collected
the French shipyard workers from the Sheraton Hotel.
More than 20 others were serioudly injured, including
12 other French personnel. These were evacuated in a
German transport plane at the request of the French
authorities. The dead French workers were from the
French Navy's Department of Naval Construction
(DCN) from Cherbourg (where French submarines are
built) and were part of a team of 40 submarine
engineers based in Karachi to train local workers.
France has been building submarines for Pakistan since
1967. The DCN had recently completed one
submarine, the Khalid, for Pakistan in Cherbourg,
while a second, the Saad, had been assembled in
Karachi. A third submarine of the same Agosta-B class,
the Ghaz, was currently being build in Karachi's naval
dockyard, as part of an 8-year old contract worth Euro
820 million to build the three diesel-powered
submarines. No-one claimed responsibility for the
attack.

Ithough some in Pakistan claimed that India

was behind the attack, the French armed

services chief, General Jean-Pierre Kelche, said
that there was a "significant likelihood" that the Al-
Qa'ida terrorist underground had been involved.
President Chirac called this "a murderous, cowardly,
odious terrorist attack.” The new French Defence
Minister, Michéle Alliot-Marie, was sent to Karachi.
The New Zealand cricket team, who were staying in
another hotel just opposite, decided to abandon their
tour and return home. There was a possible link with
the trial of the suspected killers of the American
journdist, Daniel Pearl, which resumed in nearby
Hyderabad on 8 May after the proceedings had been
postponed. The Information Minister, Nasar Memon,
said of the attack, "It appears their nefarious designs
will continue and, therefore, we want to ward against
this as much as we can." He added that this was based
on historic facts rather than intelligence assessments.
This attack came just two months after the attack on
the church in Islamabad. The identity of the person
responsible for the church bombing remained a
mystery and the report, which the government had
promised it would issue in April, did not appear.
Pakistani police detained at least 300 members of
Islamic hard-line groups after the Karachi bombing.

Pakistan and terrorism

At the time of President Musharaff’s January speech,
around 2,000 suspected Pakistani Islamic militants had
been rounded up and detained. None, however, were
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charged. About 1,300 were released in a "conditional
amnesty" on or after 7 March, in return for signing a
statement renouncing extremist activities. Those
released included the leader of the Jaish-e-Mohammed,
Maulana Masood Azhar, who was set free on 22
March, while the leader of the Lashkar-e-Taiba, Hafiz
Mohammed Saeed, was transferred to a government
guest house. These two organisations were held
responsible by India for the attacks on the Assembly
building in Srinagar and on the Indian Parliament. At
the end of March, a joint operation by the Pakistani
police and the FBI captured between 30 and 40 Al-
Qa'ida suspects in raids in Lahore, including Abu
Zubayda, one of the principa lieutenants of Osama bin
Laden. Abu Zubayda and about twenty others were
flown to the US prison camp at Guantanamo Bay but
16 of the Pekistanis, who had been captured with him
and who were suspected to be members of Lashkar-e-
Taiba, were released. Several hundred more of those
arrested in January had been released by the end of
April. According to Selig Harrison, the Pakistani
armed forces were "riddled” with Idamic extremist
sympathisers, from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, General Mohammed Aziz, down. Nevertheless,
on 14 May, Pakistani security forces killed Riaz Basra,
the leader of Lashkar-i-Jhangvi, who had been
suspected of killing Shia Muslims. Pakistan also set up
an anti-terror task force, aided by forensic laboratories,
after the Karachi bombing.

former Pakistani ambassador, Husain Haggani,
wrote in the International Herald Tribune that

"Islamabad's support for the Taleban and its
acceptance of militants operating in Indian-controlled
Kashmir helped to creste an underground extremist
network throughout Pakistan itself. It is this network
the Musharraf regime must now eliminate but, to do so,
the government has to consolidate its support within
Pakistani society, while rebuilding the police,
intelligence and judicia services." He added, however,
that, "the government's energy is being sapped by
Musharraf's crusade against Pakistan's politicians.”
Moreover, he said that, while massive resources were
being spent to investigate corrupt politicians, civil
servants and businessmen, Islamic militants were
released "for want of evidence." It was estimated that
there were up to 500,000 jihadis in Pakistan and many
groups had been part of Pakistani policy for so long
that it was difficult for the Pakistani government to
confront them.

Pakistan and Al-Qa'ida

By early May, US intelligence believed that there was
now a large concentration of Al-Qaida in the
Waziristan area of the North-West Frontier Province
(NWFP). However, Brigadier Javed Igbal Cheema, the
Director of Pakistan's Crisis Management Group in the
Ministry of the Interior, said, "There can't be any such
large-scale concentrations in any area of Pakistan. It

e

isnt possible” Moreover, the Pakistani Army was
reluctant to undertake such an operation while the
stand-off along the Indian border continued. 80% of
Pakistani troops were now deployed along this border.
The Interior Minister, Moinuddin Haider, said, "Weve
made it very clear" to tribal leaders that providing
sanctuary to terrorists "would bring great harm to
them." This might include US bombing. However, he
aso did not believe that there were large
concentrations of Al-Qa'ida in Pakistan, nor that

Osama bin Laden was there.
H Maj-Gen Hagenbeck said, on 27 May, that
virtually the entire senior leadership of Al-
Qa'ida and the Taleban had been driven out of eastern
Afghanistan and were now operating, with as many as
1,000 non-Afghan fighters, in the anarchic tribal areas
of Pakistan. He said, “We know that they are there and
have a capability to do harm to this country. Our job is
to deny them the freedom of movement and
sanctuary.” Nevertheless, he said that he did not expect
coalition forces to cross into Pakistan in pursuit.

owever, the US commander in Afghanistan,

Pakistani police, assisted by FBI agents, arrested
another 14 suspected members of Al-Qa'ida in
Peshawar, late in May, who were believed to be
Sudanese, Egyptians, Algerians and, possibly, Saudi
Arabians. Pakistani intelligence believed that local
extremists and Al-Qa'ida had filtered into the major
cities rather then concentrating in the tribal districts.

Attack on Indian army camp

In 2001, before the “War on Terrorism” began, the
Government of India had suggested that the road from
Srinagar, capital of Indian Kashmir, to Rawalpindi,
near the Pakistani capita |damabad, be re-opened.
There had been heavy shelling across the Line of
Control in 1998 and 1999 but, by 2000, an unofficial
cease-fire was in place. After December 2001, this had
ended. The artillery used in these duels had a 30-mile
range. On 7 May, there was a heavy exchange of fire
across the Line of Control, which an Indian spokesman
described as "routine". India said it had destroyed two
Pakistani military vehicles.

s the winter snows melted, Indian observers

looked out for any drop in terrorist infiltration.

India stated that there had been 120 terrorist
infiltrations across the Line of Control in March 2002,
compared with 110 in March 2001. Also, there had
been 854 "incidents’ since 12 January, compared to
805 during a similar period preceding President
Musharraf's speech. The Indian government said that
Pakistan had not fulfilled its pledge to cease
sponsorship of cross-border terrorism as infiltration
across the Line of Control had risen in the past few
months. In its annual report published on 13 May, the
Ministry of Defence said, "The continued terrorist
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violence underscores the fact that Pakistan remains
unwilling to give up its strategy of confrontation,
violence and deception towards India." Indian officials
put the number of militants spread along the Pakistani
side of the Line of Control at 2,000. George Fernandes,
India's Defence Minister, said “We have no doubt
whatsoever that they are massed there to cross into our
territory. This can happen a any time - by the end of
this month or early next month."

hen came the incident at Kulu, on 14 May,

which coincided with the visit to India and

Pakistan of Christina Rocca, the US Assistant
Secretary of State. Islamic militants boarded a bus in
Kulu, about 10km from the Pakistani border. When the
bus stopped outside an army base, the three militants,
dressed in army fatigues, ordered to passengers to
stand and then opened fire, killing three women and
four men. Armed with Kalashnikov assault rifles and
hand grenades, they then penetrated the camp, about 9
km south of Jammu, and headed for the residential
guarter. Before they were shot by Indian troops, they
had killed eight women, five men and ten children,
according to the police. 48 others were injured. It was
the worst terrorist incident in the past 7 months.

President Musharraf’s spokesman, Maj-Gen. Rashid
Qureshi, said, "Every time there is a high profile visit
to India or Pakistan, there is some episode or other
which takes place. It leads one to believe that these
coincidences happen whenever India wants them to."
Pakistan's Information Minister rejected responsibility
for the attack, saying, "Pakistan itself is a victim of
terrorism. We will not allow any group or organisation
to use Pakistani soil against any country.” On 14 May,
Pakistan's Foreign Ministry condemned the killings.
The same day, L.K. Advani, Indiads Home Affairs
Minister, accused Lashkar-e-Taiba of involvement in
the terrorist attack and, on 15 May, Pakistani police
arrested Hafiz Mohammed Saeed, the founder of the
organisation. Also on 15 May, Indid s Prime Minister,
Mr Vagjpayee, said, "Whatever happened in Jammu is a
massacre of innocents. We will have to retdiate.” He
said that the government would consult all the political
parties after the Defence Minister returned from the
site of the raid.

that | can, at this point, say is that it's a situation,

which cals for punishment. What that
punishment should be is something that will need to be
deliberated upon." The names of the suicide attackers
were released on 16 May. The police said that they had
al come from Pakistan. On 16 May, Indids Army
Chief of Staff, General S. Padmanabhan, said, "The
time for action has come” On 17 May, India's
Parliament debated a resolution tabled by the
Government. Much criticism was expressed of the US
for its support of Pakistan. Omar Abdullah, the Deputy
Minister for Foreign Affairs (and son of the Chief

f ;peaking in Jammu, George Fernandes said, "All

Minister of Jammu and Kashmir), said, "All we have
got from the international community is lip service"
and, quoting President Bush, he added, "If you are not
with us, you are with the terrorists.” L.K. Advani said,
"India is angry with Pakistan but deeply disappointed
with you," referring to the US. On 17 May, two more
people were killed and 15 injured in a bomb explosion
in central Srinagar.

firing across the Line of Control. By 19 May, 7

people had been killed and 41 injured. The
Pakistani Army said that more than 20 villages had
been affected. India announced that it was expelling
the Pakistani High Commissioner, Ashraf Jehangir
Qazi, (who left on 25 May) and said that the command
of its paramilitary forces in Jammu and Kashmir would
be transferred from the Home Affairs Ministry to the
Army. At the same time, the Coast Guard would be
placed under naval command. The armed forces chief
briefed Mr Vgjpayee and senior Cabinet Ministers, on
18 May, on India's military options. India claimed that
more than 70 militant camps had recently sprung up in
Azad Kashmir, staffed by groups, which, ostensibly,
had been banned in Pakistan. These had regrouped
using other names. The nationalist wing of Mr
Vajpayee's BJP was increasingly clamouring for a
military strike against the militants' training camps in
Pakistan.

I or the next few days, there was continuous heavy

On 19 May, Mr Vagjpayee caled for a second high-
level meeting with his military chiefs in as many days,
while militants fired on another Indian Army post
killing four soldiers. Altogether, 10 were killed and 17
wounded in various incidents. There was more heavy
shelling, which, according to Jaswant Singh, Indids
Foreign Minister, killed 10 Pekistani soldiers and
caused severe damage to Pakistani military structures.
Mr Vagpayee received al-party approval for the
unspecified action, which he might take against
Pakistani-based terrorist groups. On 19 May, Mr
Vajpayee met Sonia Gandhi, leader of the opposition
Congress (I) Party, to brief her on developments and
planned counter-measures. India was now considering
abrogating the Indus Waters Treaty, which keeps much
of Pakistan irrigated. On 20 May, Farooq Abdullah, the
Chief Minister of Jammu and Kashmir, said, "We don't
want to have a war. Every option before that will be
exhausted."

n 20 May, after four days of increasingly

heavy artillery duels, Pakistan's Foreign

Ministry spokesman, Aziz Ahmed Khan,
caled for the placement of internationa monitors
along the Line of Control, reiterating a suggestion
made by Mr Musharraf in The Hindu, several weeks
earlier. Mr Khan said, "We are ready for the
deployment of independent international observers on
both sides of the Line of Control to see for themselves
there is no cross-border activity taking place." He
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caled on India to accept dialogue with Pakistan and
said the international community should play a bigger
role to diffuse tension. That day two Indian soldiers
had been killed and six others wounded in other
terrorist attacks.

Assassination of Abdul Gani Lone

The following day, tension was raised further with the
assassination of Abdul Gani Lone, a moderate member
of the All-Parties Hurriat Conference (APHC). The
APHC had been set up in 1993 by a number of groups
in Jammu and Kashmir, which were opposed to
continued Indian rule, although, while some of these
favoured union with Pakistan, others favoured outright
independence. Abdul Gani Lone had cdled for a
dialogue with the Indian authorities to settle the
Kashmir dispute. He was shot at point-blank range by
two masked men, after he had stepped down from the
podium, during arally in Srinagar to commemorate the
life of Mohammed Faroog, another Kashmiri moderate,
who had been assassinated in 1990. 5,000 people were
looking on. The assassins wore police uniforms.
Pakistan blamed India for the murder. President
Musharraf expressed "deep shock and grief". The
shooting coincided with the arrival of Mr Vajpayee in
Jammu and Kashmir. The Prime Minister had been due
to meet moderate Kashmiri leaders in Srinagar on 22
May. No group claimed responsibility. A Pakistani
Foreign Ministry statement referred to "yet another
incident in the continuing reign of terror unleashed by
the occupying forces in the India-held Kashmir for the
last 12 years."

few hours before his murder, Mr Lone, who

was 69, had told The Independent, "The jihadis

have their own agenda. | welcomed them when
they came in 1998 because we were under very great
pressure, but, when they attacked the Red Fort and
other targets in India, | said, 'For God's sake, leave us
to our fate. This is our struggle. We should be in the
driving seat.' " Mr Lone had set his face against the
extremists. In December 2001, he had flown to Dubai
to meet leaders from the Pakistani side of Kashmir to
try to determine how to take the struggle for the
liberation of Kashmir forward peacefully. In the
1970's, Mr Lone had been a member of the Congress
Party and had served as Minister of Education in the
State Government. In 1977, he set up the People's
Conference Party and remained its leader. By the
1990's, he had become convinced that independence
from India was Kashmir's only hope. However, neither
he nor his party took part in the armed struggle. He
said, "The Indian government is responsible for the
introduction of the jihadis. They took the decision that
the issue could be dealt with administratively and they
introduced the armed forces to do that." This had led to
serious abuse as the Indian soldiers had behaved like
an army of occupation, with arrogance and impunity.
"The Indians did something that forced the Kashmiri

militants to be used by Pakistan. Why did the Kashmiri
militants take up the gun? When India provided no
place for dissent, when they forced the people to obey
its will, then there was no aternative." In 1994, as the
insurgency weakened under Indian military pressure,
Abdul Gani Lone took his party into the All-Parties
Hurriat Conference (hurriat means "freedom"). Later,
Mr Lone began to call for the foreign militant fighters
to go home. After 11 September 2001, his calls for
moderation grew clearer and more urgent. This put him
a loggerheads with hard-line Hurriyat members. Mr
Lone had intended to field several proxy candidates in
the forthcoming State elections.

Another APHC leader, Abdul Gani Bhatt, said, "Thisis
a great tragedy. It is a hard blow not only to the
Hurriyat Conference but also to the people of Kashmir.
We have lost a seasoned leader who could blend his
experience with political maturity." The Inspector-
Generad of Police in Srinagar, K. Rajendra Kumar,
said, "We suspect definitely Pakistan-backed groups
waging a war against peace and against anybody
talking of elections.” Mr Lone's son, Sgjjad Lone, said,
"The 1Sl is behind this. Mr Geelani and Pakistan is
behind this." Syed Ali Shah Geelani is a conservative
Hurriyat leader.

Posgt, “ There was a time when we wanted them (the

jihadis) but now they should just go home. They
don't support an independent Kashmir. It's just part of
their internationa struggle to Islamicise the world." In
Dubai, in April, he is said to have told the Chief of
Pakistan's ISl and the Governor of Azad Kashmir that
non-Kashmiri militants should stop participating in the
struggle. This had apparently been received badly. Mr
Lone visited the US, returning to Kashmir only two
days before his assassination. In a recent interview
with the Financial Times, he had said, "The foreign
militants provide easy propaganda to India. Self-
determination in Kashmir can ultimately only come
about through peaceful politica didogue” State
elections are due in Indian Jammu and Kashmir in
September. A Mori poll taken in late April showed that
71% of the people of Jammu and Kashmir now
favoured democratic elections as the best hope for
peace.

I n December, Mr Lone had told the Washington

Vajpayee's visit to Kashmir

Mr Vajpayee visited Jammu and Kashmir on 22 and 23
May. He addressed a battalion of troops near the Line
of Control on 22 May. The 78-year old Prime Minister
said, "We tried all kinds of peace efforts with our
neighbour but nothing worked. My coming here is a
signal. Whether or not our neighbour understands this
signal, whether the world takes account of it or not,
history will be witness to this. We shall write a new
chapter of victory." He told the troops to "be ready for
sacrifice” He said, "Our god is victory. It is time to
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wage a decisive battle." He said, "they should not think
we will keep stretching the limits of our patience. India
is forced to fight a war thrust on it and we will emerge
victorious. Let there be no doubt about it: a challenge
has been thrown to India and we accept it." He said,
"The world understands this injustice but chooses not
to support us openly - but we are ready for this. We
have to protect ourselves." The Indian Army C-in-C in
Kashmir, Gen. V.G. Patankar, said, "We are ready to
die" India moved five additional warships from its
eastern fleet to join its squadron in the Arabian Sea off
the coast of Pakistan, for a possible blockade of
Pakistan's ports. In Delhi, Parliament adopted a
resolution on the situation unanimoudly. In Srinagar,
thousands of mourners attended the funeral of Abdul
Gani Lone shouting "Free Kashmir". The same day,
Gen. Musharraf said, "If war is forced on Pakistan, the
enemy will find us totally prepared." Pakistan had
moved its 750km range Shaheen missiles up to the
border with India. Pakistan's threat was that, if Indian
troops breached the Line of Control or the international
frontier, Pakistan would launch a nuclear attack, the
first target being Delhi.

r Vajpayee held a "war council" in Srinagar,

on 23 May, chairing a meeting of the Unified

Command to review the military situation. He
said, "We will not let Pakistan carry on with its proxy
war against India any longer." The Prime Minister did
not meet any representatives of the APHC but said that
he would be willing to meet them if they came to
Delhi. He ruled out any negotiations with Pakistan and
said, "There is no question of involvement of
Pakistan." After three days in Kashmir, Mr Vajpayee
went to Manali, in neighbouring Himachal Pradesh, for
aworking holiday.

he same day, 23 May, Pakistan's government
announced that it was putting Islamabad on a

"war footing" and, in Rawalpindi, Pakistani
corps commands met. Maj-Gen. Rashid Quereshi said,
"The Indians have massed a very large force in
Kashmir and, if they continue to escalate their rhetoric
and intensify their fire, as they have been, we will have
to shift emphasis and focus exclusively on our eastern
borders. India has continued to escalate despite the fact
that Pakistan has said that all issues should be resolved
peacefully. They continue to target our civilian
populations and they are threatening Pakistan with a
war, which they say they will win." Pakistan
announced that additional troops would be moved to
the front in Kashmir and that it would recal 4,500
peace-keeping troops from Sierra Leone. The
government said that it had written to Kofi Annan and
the Security Council urging them to press India to take
part in talks to end the military stand-off. Kofi Annan's
office issued a statement referring to incursions from
Pakistan and saying, "There can be no tolerance for
such acts, especialy across the Line of Control in
Kashmir." It went on, "The Secretary-Genera

accordingly urges President Musharraf to take vigorous
action to ensure full implementation of the policy set
out in his speech of January 12." Pakistan was aso
considering calling up 500,000 reservists and might
also re-deploy the 12,000 troops patrolling the Afghan
frontier region to the Indian front. The Karachi stock
market closed after four days of heavy losses. 16% had
been wiped off the value of stocksin the last week.

The military balance

With the pitch of war rhetoric rising between India and
Pakistan, international attention focussed on the
military balance between the two rivals. As regards
their respective nuclear capabilities, the Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute estimated that
India had 25-40 nuclear weapons and Pakistan 15-20.
Jane's Strategic Weapons Systems estimated that India
had between 50 and 150 nuclear weapons and Pakistan
between 20 and 50. Indias were thought to be in the
10-kiloton range and Pakistan's in the 20-kiloton range.
(The US bomb that was dropped on Hiroshimain 1945
had a power equivaent to 10 kilotons of TNT.) Both
estimates gave India the advantage. Indias overall
defence budget was £9.6 billion, compared to
Pakistan's, which was £2.3 billion.

with 1,100,000 troops, had 3,414 main battle tanks

and 4,175 towed artillery pieces, while the Pakistan
Army, with 550,000 troops had 2,300 of the former and
1,467 of the latter. India normally kept 300,000 army
and police personnel stationed in Jammu and Kashmir.
Indias Air Force had 110,000 personnel and 738
combat aircraft, Pakistan's Air Force 45,000 personnel
and only 353 combat aircraft. India had 32 attack
helicopters and Pakistan had none. As regards naval
strength, the India Navy, with 53,000 personnel, had
one aged aircraft carrier, the Viraat (the former HMS
Hermes), equipped with Harrier jump jets and
helicopters. There were three very large and new
Indian-built destroyers, 5 smaler ex-Russian
destroyers, ten Indian-built frigates, the earlier types
being similar to the old British Leander class and the
more recent types modernised derivatives of this, and
17 submarines. Of these, 3 were ageing Soviet-built
"Foxtrot" type, 10 of the more recent Soviet-built
"Kilo" type, and four new German designed Type
1500, the first two being German-built and the others
built in India. There was aso a large number of smaller
corvettes and patrol vessels, many equipped with
missiles. The Pakistan Navy had 25,000 personndl. Its
surface fleet consisted of 6 Amazon class and two
Leanders, al 1970's vintage frigates transferred from
the Royal Navy between 1988 and 1994. Its
underwater fleet comprised four old French-built
Daphne class submarines, two original French Agosta
class and the two new modified Agostas, with one
more building at Karachi.

I n terms of conventional forces, the Indian Army,
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On 24 May, Pakistan informed India (as well as Messrs
Blair, Bush and Putin) that it would test fire its short
and medium-range missiles on 25 and 26 May. On 25
May, Pakistan tested the 1,500 km medium range
Ghauri missile and, on 26 May, the short-range 300km
Ghaznavi missile. Pakistan went ahead with a third test
of its Abdali missile on 28 May. India did not appear
concerned about the Pakistani missile tests. A Foreign
Ministry spokesman said, "This is routine and not
central to the current situation. What is, and what we
would expect and judge by, is the specific action taken
by the Government of Pakistan to stop cross-border
infiltration and terrorism, to dismantle the training
camps for terrorists, to destroy the support and
financing structures for the terrorist networks and to
show conclusively that it had abandoned its use and
promotion of terrorism as an instrument of state policy.
That iswhy," she said, "the Government of Indiais not
particularly impressed by these missile antics, clearly
targeted a domestic audience in Pakistan." Also,
speaking on television, on 26 May, Mr Vagjpayee said
that India would wait to see whether international
efforts to persuade Pakistan to crack down on Islamic
militants were successful. He said, "We are firm on our
commitment to end terrorism and we will also continue
our diplomatic efforts. There is a limit to our patience
and tolerance. The efforts that are going on, we will see
to what extent they bear fruit." Until then, he said,
India would maintain its troop mobilisation but Indian
officials hinted that India would not launch a war for
several weeks.

steadily improving military relationship with the

United States. In mid-May, India and the US
would conduct their first joint military exercises for the
first time in 40 years. It would be for one week and
would involve paramilitary and airborne troops. A joint
army, naval and air exercise would follow later in the
year, according to Indian officials. US warships were
now docking regularly at Indian ports and the US and
India had agreed to conduct joint anti-piracy patrolsin
the Straits of Malacca. In April, India had purchased
$146 million worth of Raytheon counter-battery radars
from the US, the first significant purchase of US
defence equipment in a decade. Twenty further deals
had been approved by the US.

I he Indian Government was also heartened by its

International efforts to
calm Indo-Pakistan crisis

As tensions rose between India and Pakistan, concerted
efforts were made by a number of the major playersin
the international community to try to defuse the
growing crisis. Already, on 13 May, the US Assistant
Secretary of State, Christina Rocca, had arrived in New
Delhi for atour of India and Pakistan. Ms Rocca's visit
was her third in 2002. Responding to the terrorist
incident at Kulu, she said that the US government
"unequivocally condemned the attack. It is just this

type of barbarism that the war on terrorism is
determined to stop.” In her press conference before
leaving Delhi, she aso said, "Acts like this are
intended to undermine peace in the region. | think acts
that occurred in Jammu are terrorism. No matter what
the levels are, infiltration must stop." She arrived in
Islamabad a day after the attack on the army base and
met Mr Musharraf. The US Secretary of State, Colin
Powell, telephoned Gen. Musharraf on 23 May. On 26
May, President Bush warned Pakistan, after its second
missile test during the weekend, that it should step
away from war by ending "terrorist" incursions into
Indian-controlled Kashmir. Mr Bush aso told
President Chirac in Paris, "I'm more concerned about
making sure...that President Musharraf show resultsin
terms of stopping people from crossing the Line of
Control. Stopping terrorism, that is more important
than the missile testing."

or the European Union, Chris Patten visited

Pakistan on 22 May, before flying on to Delhi on

24 May. A few days later, Britain's Foreign
Secretary, Jack Straw, arrived in Delhi after first
visiting Idamabad. Mr Straw made three points:
Kashmir was a bilatera dispute; Pakistan had
infiltrated terrorists into Indian-held Kashmir; Pakistan
must ensure that "cross-border terrorism" ceased, in
conformity with UN Security Council Resolution 1373.
Next, Japan's Deputy Foreign Minister, Seiken
Sugiura, met the Pakistani Foreign Minister, Abdul
Sattar, in Islamabad and asked Pakistan to take
"concrete and visible measures' against terrorism and
stop infiltration.

Musharraf responds

On 26 May, Gen. Musharaf announced that the
infiltration of Islamic militants into Indian-held
Kashmir had stopped and asked that direct talks
between the two nations be renewed. He said, "We will
ensure that terrorism does not go from Pakistan
anywhere outside into the world." He said, "Let me
assure you, there is no backtracking." He said that
Pakistan's commitment to fight terrorism had three
components: its partnership with the United States to
battle Al-Qa'ida and Taleban forces in Afghanistan and
Pakistan; "the issue of cross-border terrorism" in
Kashmir; and battles between the Sunni and Shia sects.
He said, "Pakistan will not - repeat not - allow any
foreign mercenaries, militants, anywhere inside
Pakistan, whether they are infiltrating through
Afghanistan or coming from any other place. Whether
they are on our border belt or in our cities, we will hunt
them down." In his broadcast, Gen. Musharraf denied
any Pakistani involvement in the attack on the Indian
Parliament in December or on the army camp, on 14
May. He said, "Whoever was involved wanted to
destabilise Pakistan." He said, "No infiltration is
happening across the Line of Control." However, he
defended the cause of Idamic insurgents in Indian
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Kashmir but said, "there were civilians who have been
killed - and | call them terrorist acts." He added, "I
want to make one thing clear. A liberation struggle is
going on in Kashmir and Pekistan cannot be held
responsible for any action taken against Indian
oppression. Kashmir resides in the heart of every
Pakistani. Pakistan would aways give its full moral,
politicadl and diplomatic support for the Kashmir
struggle.” He called for the Indian military to "leave
the towns and cities of Kashmir and be in the
outskirts." He aso spoke of “atrocities being
committed by "Hindu extremists and terrorists’ against
Muslims in Kashmir and Gujarat. He also warned that,
"If war is thrust on us, it will be fought in the enemy's
territory."

ollowing Gen. Musharaf's broadcast, a

spokesman for Jaish-e-Mohammed said, "We

have been stabbed in the back and abandoned by
Pakistan in the same way in which it has disassociated
itself from the Taleban." Also, in an interview with the
Financial Times, Gen. Musharraf said, "l am amilitary
man. While | do not want war, | am not scared of war.
The avoidance of war cannot come at the cost of
compromising our honour and dignity." He described
the forthcoming elections in Indian Jammu and
Kashmir as "illegal" under the terms of the UN
resolutions because it was a "disputed territory”.

aswant Singh said, "If Pakistan were to act on the

assurances that they have themselves given, then

India will reciprocate but we have to have the
actions from Pakistan." He also said that the militant
training camps "have come up again” and that the
leader of the previously banned Jaish-e-Mohammed
now "lives in his own bungalow and is paid ten
thousand rupees a month by the Government of
Pakistan.” On 29 May, George Fernandes said that a
number of the militants on the Pekistani side of the
Line of Control were "people who have fled from
Afghanistan - Al-Qa'ida men and Taleban." He said,
"For Musharraf to say that infiltration is now no more -
first of al, it is an admission that it was there and they
were responsible for that - but what he has said about
the present situation is totally wrong." India estimated
that there were about 3,000 jihadis in the Indian part of
Jammu and Kashmir, including at least 100 fidayeen
suicide terrorists. US intelligence believed that 50-60
training camps had been re-started in Pakistan-
occupied Kashmir, harbouring some 3,000 fighters for
the anti-Indian jihad. Mr Fernandes added, "If another
outrage takes place, there won't be any time for Indiato
act. We have aready more or less reached the end of
the road." There was more intensive firing across the
Line of Control, with Pakistan firing 50 shells on the
village of Nowshere, 150 km west of Jammu, on 28
May, and 11 people killed by Pakistani shelling in Dras
and Poonch, on 29 May. Pakistan claimed that 5
civilians had been killed in the Sialkot Digtrict.

The following day, 30 May, George Fernandes
announced that Mr Musharraf had promised to halt
cross-border terrorism and it was reported that Mr
Straw had carried this message from Gen. Musharraf in
Islamabad. Gen. Musharraf was reported to have
ordered Pakistani forces to repel any attempts by
militants to cross into Indian Kashmir. In New York,
Pakistan's Ambassador to the UN, Munir Akram, said
the Mr Straw had suggested creating a 300-strong
international helicopter monitoring force to check on
infiltration along the Line of Control. Mr Akram said
that this force would provide "an impartia basis to
establish whether or not we are fulfilling what we have
said." That day, 3 Indian policemen were killed and
five others injured by two gunmen in the mountains of
Kashmir. The next day, Mr Fernandes said that the
situation along the Line of Control was "stable",
although shelling continued for the 16th day running.
Severd foreign governments by now had advised their
citizens to leave India and Pakistan. United Airlines,
Air Canada, Qantas, All Nippon Airways and SAS dl
suspended their flights to India. However, few Indians
seemed to think that a nuclear war was likely and
British Airways said that it had not noticed a rush to
buy tickets out of India and was operating normal
services.

Almaty Summit

Towards the end of May, President Putin invited Mr
Vajpayee and Gen. Musharraf to meet him for separate
talks in June during the 16-nation regiona security
summit meeting of Asian leadersin Almaty, capital of
Kazakhstan. Both Mr Putin and President Jiang Zemin
would be present. On 2 June, at a stopover in Tagjikistan
on his way to Almaty, President Musharraf said, "l
think that President Putin can persuade India to join a
didogue." He said, "l have several times proposed a
meeting to Vajpayee but, if he does not want it, | think
that, in future, there is no point in raising this question
again." Mr Musharraf offered to meet Mr Vajpayee
"anywhere and at any level." He said, "Pakistan will
not start a war. We support solving the problem
through peaceful means.”

r Vajpayee said that he would not be willing

to meet Mr Musharraf faceto-face at the

meeting in Almaty. This would have to await
proof that cross-border incursions had stopped. He
said, "If there is solid proof of Gen. Musharraf's
assurances, then we will take appropriate steps. We
will certainly give...serious consideration” to a
meeting with Mr Musharraf at a later stage, "if we see
the result on the ground.” George Fernandes said, "The
pressure on our Prime Minister...to attack is intense.”
Earlier, Mr Musharraf, questioned about the nuclear
option, said, "I dont think either side is that
irresponsible to go to that limit. | would even go to the
extent of saying one shouldn't even be discussing these
things because any sane individua cannot even think
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of going into this unconventional war, whatever the
pressures.” George Fernandes commented, "I'm very
happy that he has realised that only the insane would
go for a bomb." He said, “India will not be impulsive.
Neither will we waver in our determination for the
simple reason that what we have been fighting and will
continue to fight is the war against terrorism - the same
terrorism, which hit the World Trade Centre and the
Pentagon." He added, "There is no way India will ever
use a nuclear weapon other than as a deterrent. We
stand by our nuclear doctrine. India will not get drawn
into a nuclear arms race."

mar Abdullah said, "No matter what other

countries opinions are, we are not meeting

here. If we had to meet him, we need not have
come dl the way to Almaty... The fact of the matter is
that the circumstances for the meeting are not right."
Gen Musharraf said that a meeting should be held
"without conditions." India said that it had intercepted
communications to the militant groups to stop
infiltration. President Putin was hoping to organise a
three-way meeting in Almaty, where both Mr
Musharraf and Mr Vajpayee would be seated in the
same conference room and staying in the Hotel Ankara
Regency. Mr Vajpayee arrived on 2 June and Mr
Musharraf on the afternoon of 3 June. The conference,
on "interaction and confidence-building measures in
Asid' would begin on 4 June. The Russian Defence
Minister, Sergei lvanov, said, "Armed terrorists and
extremists from Pakistan keep infiltrating Indian
territory. This is a fact you can't turn a blind eye to.
Moreover, terrorists, who are entering India, have
previously been ousted from Afghanistan.” George
Fernandes said, "If the western powers and China
know how to keep their nuclear capabilities under
control, the same holds good for India and Pakistan."
However, India and Pakistan had yet to develop
sophisticated command and control systems. That day
(June 3), shelling continued across the Line of Control,
during which several people were killed. 3 were killed
in shootings in Indian Kashmir, while Indian security
forces shot dead a senior commander of the Jaish-e-
Mohammed.

hus, Mr Vajpayee and Mr Musharraf did not
meet at Almaty, despite Mr Musharraf's pless.

However, both Indian and US sources said that
cross-border infiltration had dropped sharply in recent
days. Moreover, while in Almaty, Mr Musharraf
insisted that he had sealed the Kashmir border to pro-
Pakistani guerrillas. He challenged India to allow
international observers and called on India to enter an
unconditional dialogue with Pakistan. He said that
India "should return to the path of dialogue and
negotiations. We do not want war. We will not initiate
war but, if war is imposed on us, we will defend
ourselves with the utmost resolution and
determination.” Mr Vajpayee retorted, "We have
repeatedly said that we are willing to discuss al issues

with Pakistan, including Jammu and Kashmir, but, for
that, cross-border terrorism has to end." More were
killed in shelling across the Line of Control. However,
in New Delhi, it was reported that front-line troops had
been taken off 6-hour stand-by and returned to 24-hour
stand-by, which was the situation prior to the terrorist
attack on 14 May. Also, a court in Delhi charged four
men for involvement for the attack on the Indian
Parliament in December.

International monitors

The monitoring of the Line of Control would normally
be carried out by the UN Military Observer Group for
India and Pakistan, set up by the UN in 1949 after the
first Indo-Pakistani war, on the original cease-fire line.
However, after the Shimla Agreement of 1972, where
India and Pakistan had agreed to settle their differences
bilaterally, India had not allowed UNMOGIP to
perform meaningful monitoring.

The US Defence Secretary, Donadd Rumsfeld, was
now expected to propose a joint US-UK monitoring
force for the Line of Control. Such a "Verification
Force" would amount to around 500 troops working
alongside Indian and Pakistani security forces. On 5
May, Mr Rumsfeld said in London, "We have a stake
in those two countries not setting themselves back. The
world has an interest in this" He said, "Pakistan has
been enormoudy helpful in the war on terrorism. They
have had forces - and do today - aong the Afghan
border. We have been able to use their airfields. It has
been a significant advantage for the success that has
been achieved thus far in Afghanistan." He added, "At
some point, those troops that are aong the Afghan
border are going to be moved. Fortunately, thus far,
only very small elements have been moved. So it has
not had a notably harmful effect thus far. To the extent
it goes on much longer, it could - and that would be
most unfortunate." The same day, India had proposed
joint patrols by Indian and Pakistani forces but this was
rejected by Pakistan.

r Vajpayee reiterated the proposal for joint

patrols during the final press conference in

Almaty. He suggested that, "Joint patrolling
can be held by India and Pakistan." However, he
rejected Pakistan's proposal for international observers,
saying, "It is not practical to allow a third country to
see whether infiltration is taking place and it is also not
needed." He said, "The region is mountainous, terrain
inaccessible and for athird country to come to verify is
neither practica nor necessary." Mr Vgpayee also
said, "We have information that infiltration is on and
terrorist camps are functioning across the border. As
per one assessment, over 3,000 terrorists are active in
these camps." He said there would be no talks or de-
escalation of Indias military build-up until India
believed that Pakistan had dismantled "the
infrastructure of terrorism." He said, "We want to
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move from a path of confrontation to a path of co-
operation. Pakistan claims infiltration has stopped but
we want the terrorist camps across the border to be
closed down too. After those steps are taken and
verification of these actions are carried out, we can
think of further steps, which would lead to de-
escalation.” In Almaty, Mr Vajpayee had aso rebuked
Mr Musharraf for not following India's example to rule
out the first use of nuclear weapons.

akistan's Foreign Ministry replied by saying,

"The proposal is not new. Given the dtate of

Indo-Pakistan relations, mechanisms for joint
patrolling are unlikely to work. The Minister for
Information, Nisar Meman, said, “This idea can be
tabled during a dialogue. We will be happy to discuss
with India al issues, including suggestions that they
may reduce tensions and resolve disputes.”

In Bangalore, George Fernandes said, "There is no
concrete evidence of any substantial or noticeable drop
in infiltration." In private, however, India had now
accepted that, in the past few days, infiltration had
dwindled. Moreover, a representative of the United
Jihad Council in Pakistan said, "We are having a mini
cease-fire. So far, no-one is crossing but, if this chance
is spurned by the world community, the mujahideen
holy warriors will intensify their struggle. Then, there
will be a more dire situation." There was more heavy
firing across the Line of Control on 5 June. The US
Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage, flew into
Islamabad late on 5 June and continued on to Delhi on
6 June for talks the following day.

Tension eases

On 5 June, Mr Musharraf told CNN, "There will be no
situation where resort to nuclear option could ever be
contemplated.” The following day he met Mr Armitage
for nearly two hours. India intercepted radio
communications, which suggested that infiltration had
been suspended. The Indian Governor of Jammu and
Kashmir, Girish Chandra Saxena, said, on 5 June, "We
have taken note of this, that some instructions - not
very clear or categorical - have been given." He added,
"No incident of infiltration has been reported in the last
three or four days. Any serious incident is reported to
me within 24 hours." The Border Security Force had
reported that 402 armed militants had entered the
Kashmir Valley from Pakistani-controlled territory
since January 1. The largest number, 163, had crossed
in May. Only 50 of these had been Kashmiris.

Mr Armitage was in Delhi for talks with Indian leaders
on 7 June. He said that he felt that "Tensions are allittle
bit down." He told Mr Vagpayee that President
Musharraf had told him that the recent suspension of
cross border terrorism would be made "permanent” and
"irreversible”. He described reports of the US-UK
initiative to supply troops to monitor the Line of

Control as "far-fetched". The same day, the Pakistani
Foreign Minister, Abdul Sattar, resigned, ostensibly for
health reasons. He was a career diplomat who was
known to have hawkish views about relations with
India

n 9 June, General Musharraf described the

risk of war with India as "minima". He said,

"The response | am expecting is de-escalation
followed by initiation of a dialogue on Kashmir." The
same day, Jaswant Singh said, "An irreversible end to
infiltration requires that the infrastructure of support to
cross-border terrorism within Pekistan be dismantled."
A few days earlier, a senior Indian official had put this
more simply. "India doesn't just want Pakistan to turn
off the tap of terrorism. It must aso rip out the
plumbing." In Pekistan, jihadi groups were now
warned by the government against fund-raising and
recruiting, activities hitherto undertaken openly. It was
reported that all support to the jihadis had now
stopped.

On 10 June, India made the conciliatory gesture of
lifting the ban on Pakistani civil aircraft using Indian
airspace, which had been imposed on 1 January. The
five warships of the Indian eastern squadron were
ordered back to port (although this was not announced
publicly). India also selected Harsh Bhasin to be the
new High Commissioner to Pakistan. The earlier
Indian High Commissioner had been withdrawn after
the attack on the Indian Parliament. The Foreign
Ministry spokesman, Nirupama Rao, said, "There has
been some fall in infiltration. A trend is not estab