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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
The disturbing events of state of emergency, nationalization, depressed economy of India for more
than two decades, assassination of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi and Rajiv Gandhi, Afghan war in the
1980s, separatists movements in Kashmir, Punjab have triggered major research in finding out the causes
of these events and the direction of course of history of India and people of India and Hindus in the new
century and beyond.

Threats to Indian Nation-State and Indian Civilization
External Threats:
These can be grouped under threats to the sovereignty and territorial integrity of India, threats to the
economic growth and prosperity and business interests of India, and threats to the lives of Indian citizens
inside and outside India due to state-sponsored terrorism

Internal Threats:
If a nation intent on bringing down a powerful rival whose philosophy, as originally founded, was
strong and entirely opposite from that nations own—a country that it would not want to confront militarily
from the outside—how would that country go about it? The answer is simple—helps them destroy
themselves from the inside. When the rival country is destroyed from within, it is done by using that
country's own people, no blood is spilled in combat and the physical infrastructure is left undamaged.
Internal threats can be grouped as threats to the National Unity as manifested by divisive events
such as riots and alienation of different sections of society (a breakdown of law and order in safeguarding
the lives and property of Indian citizens), threats of anti-social elements (gangs, state mafia etc.) to the law
and order as well as economy in the country, threats from the secessionist and divisive elements in various
parts of the country both covert and overt (ably aided and abetted by purveyors of first group or some
form of indigenous movements that are expressions of anti-government feelings in alienated sections of
population), and threats from Illegal aliens and refugees from across the border (threat of reduction in per
capita income due to human inflows an also potential of anti-national activities of such aliens). Threats
due to political instability and weak political structure due to manipulation from major powers are also
discussed. The causes of the threat are discussed in this document.
The discussion will include the emergence of fissiparous tendencies due to faulty economic and
fiscal policies i.e. the inter-states regional imbalances and the intra-state regional imbalances in economic
development. Also discussed are Language as a divisive factor, the emergence of cultural sub-nationalism,
social fabric and religious / caste milieu, and the changing demographic profile in the coastal and border
areas.
Civilization Threats:
This threat can be classified as threat to the Indian civilization ethos through the aiding and abetting
of internal potentially divisive elements by external agencies (such as Madrassa funding by Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia, possible divisive agendas of Christian missionary organizations from overseas, especially in
NE) and threat to the 'asmita' of India due to the divisive agendas of anarchist media, leftist parties and
intellectuals. This threat will be discussed in detail in this document and looks at the trends which show
how the civilization memory of indic and Indus valley are being erased in a long term plan. The final goal
is to erase the ‘idea of India’ and the civilization identity from the people of India and break the state into
warring factions.
1/10/06
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In any country, there are but a few key areas that determine how the citizens of that country
mature, live, and develop their beliefs. These are the focal points that must be attacked to destroy the
nation. In his book, On War, Clauswitz referred to this concept of identifying and then focusing on a few
select points as attacking the center of gravity. The center of gravity is that key element, which if
controlled or destroyed, would most hurt the opponent and thus is the critical factor to achieving the
objective. In this case, when taking control of or destroying a country from within, the key is to attack

and control the mind of the inhabitants—one must shape the way people view life and the
values upon which their life is based. Shape the mind of the people of the adversary nation and major
powers control their direction. Control their direction and major powers can lead them down a pathway to
hell.
The three centers of gravity which would be chosen by an adversary to shape in orchestrating a
enemy country's destruction in the long term from within are the enemy country’s
1. Perception of current truth ( media),
2. Its political philosophy (political ideology) and
3. Its future generations (education).
All of these areas will be discussed in detail and how it is applied to India by major powers; in this
document at appropriate sections.

1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

5

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

Chapter 2

CHALLENGES TO INDIA
This document analyses multiple dimensional threat to India as a unique civilization with a large
indigenous religion from early history in a world, which evolved, with major civilizations and religions.
The early contact of Europeans; who were on ascendancy after the Middle Ages; with the Eurasian
landmass gave the Europeans first perspective about other cultures. It also gave them major advantage in
time to develop and advance before the Asian powers as well as Islamic nations caught up with them.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON INDIA
Ascendancy of the Western Powers:
The "military revolution" refers to the technological and organizational innovations that enabled
Europe to replace Asia as the world's dominant military power between the Renaissance and Industrial
Revolution. During the late Middle Ages, Asian armies routinely crushed European forces, as
demonstrated by the collapse of the Crusades, the Mongolian invasion of Central Europe, and the Turkish
conquest of the Balkans. The success of the Ottoman Turks in particular offered a powerful indictment of
the superiority of Asian infantry and cavalry tactics, gunpowder weaponry, command hierarchies, and
logistical support over the feudal armies of the West. Yet the military might of western Asia paled in
comparison to the power of eastern Asia. The Ming Dynasty of China in the 15th century and the Mughal
Empire of India in the 16th century each employed large standing armies armed with sophisticated
weaponry and centralized bureaucracies. Nevertheless, by the late 18th century a revolution had occurred:
European powers were routinely and decisively defeating Asian armies, as demonstrated by the Russia's
conquest of the Crimea, the British East India Company's conquest of Bengal, and the French invasion of
Egypt. China's turn at military humiliation would come with the First Opium War (1839–1842). This
transfer of military superiority was the result of Western flexibility and Eastern rigidity with regard to
technical and organizational changes. The motivation of Europeans to invest continuously in naval, siege,
and field warfare innovations during the military revolution was a direct response to their interminable
political conflicts.
Illustrating this process was the rise of Western naval supremacy during the 16th century.
Especially critical was the Portuguese work of the 15th century under Prince Henry the Navigator and
King John II. The Portuguese developed oceangoing vessels that relied on inanimate power for both
propulsion and defense, and astronomical science for navigation. The result was the employment of the
light and maneuverable caravel, and the heavy, fortress like carrack for ocean voyages. By the early 16th
century, these vessels employed both lanteen and square sails, and were armed with muzzle-loading
artillery. Their navigators used the compass, quadrant, and tables of solar declination to determine
latitude, as well as a Ptolemaic mapping system to chart their course. Equally significant was the
carrack's ability to function simultaneously as a commercial and military vessel.
Western naval rivalries stimulated the innovation of increasingly powerful warships during the late
16th century, including the oar- and sail-propelled galleasses that Hapsburgs used to crush the Turks at
Lepanto in 1571, and the sleek galleon that the English used to deflect the Spanish Armada in 1588. Such
naval innovations accelerated during the 17th century with the use of increasingly specialized naval
vessels, including bomb ketches for offshore bombardments, frigates for long-range privateering, heavy
warships with multiple gun decks for concentrated engagements, and the flutte for economical
transportation. Consistent funding of scientific education and research also became a standard naval
strategy in 17th-century Europe. The Royal Observatory founded by Charles II and the Paris Academy of
Science founded by Colbert and Louis XIV are the most direct examples. The political demand for a
practical technique to measure longitude, in fact, motivated much of the astronomical and horological
research conducted during the 17th and 18th centuries.
On land, the Ming and Qing Dynasties of China, as well as the Mughal and Maratha Empires of
India built enormous fortresses that were virtually impermeable to heavy siege artillery. They routinely
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employed gunpowder weaponry in their active defense as well. The Ottoman Empire, on the other hand,
excelled in assaulting fortresses. Their siege of Constantinople in 1453 was a brilliant example of
coordinated artillery, naval, and infantry action, while their sieges of Rhodes in 1522 and of Cambria in
1669 demonstrated a mastery of mining attacks. In terms of developing a comprehensive system of siege
warfare, however, Western siege armies were outclassing their Asian counterparts by the early 16th
century. Although Europeans had used large-caliber bombards to both assault and defend fortified
positions during the second half of the 14th century, their enormous weight rendered them difficult to
transport, while their stone projectiles made them difficult to supply. Towards the end of the Hundred
Years' War (1338–1453), the French developed smaller caliber guns with higher muzzle velocities and
placed them on stable carriages for greater mobility. The employment of corned gunpowder and iron shot
further increased such artillery power. Thus armed, the French reduced all British strongholds in France
except Calais between 1450 and 1451, and crushed English field armies at Formigny and Castillon. Armed
with such artillery, the Spanish reduced the Moslem fortresses in Granada to wrap up the Reconquista by
1492.
Another central element in the military revolution was the transition from small-decentralized
armies focused around feudal cavalry forces to disciplined national armies dominated by infantry and
artillery firepower. This transition began during the 14th century. The vast training needed to use the
longbow effectively, however, led to the crossbow's becoming the dominant missile weapon for Western
infantry forces during the 15th century, followed by the harquebus or matchlock during the 16th century.
The Spanish ability to discipline and coordinate their infantry to fight in such an integrated formation
rendered them virtually invincible in 16th-century field warfare, as demonstrated in the conquest of the
Aztec and Inca Empires, the Battle of Pavia (1525), and the field actions of the Dutch Revolt.
Nevertheless, such infantry innovations hardly gave the West a decisive advantage over Asian military
armies. Europeans, after all, did not dare engage the Ottoman Turks in a large-scale battle for most of the
16th and 17th centuries.
By the late 17th and early 18th centuries, however, the strength of Asian field armies was in
decline. Western European field armies were routinely employing innovations in military technology that
gave them significant advantages. As initiated by Maurice of Nassau during the Dutch Revolt and
developed by Gustavus Adolphus during the Thirty Years' War (1618–1648), such drill enabled infantry
units to concentrate their fire in devastating volleys even under terrifying combat conditions. The growing
strength of Western field warfare in the 18th century also depended on artillery innovations. While the
basic smoothbore-artillery design of the 15th century remained, a series of artillery reforms created both
powerful and maneuverable field artillery systems. This began with Gustavus Adolphus introduction of the
three-pounder regimental artillery piece into the Swedish army during the 1620s. The trend accelerated
during the mid-18th century with the artillery reforms of Austria and France that furnished the first heavy
field guns that could be moved routinely in combat. Equally significant was the way such 18th-century
artillery was used. Following the ballistics research conducted during the War of the Austrian Succession,
the killing efficiency of Western field artillery improved significantly when directed by officers trained in
Newtonian science.
The Portuguese used their naval innovations to control the coast of Africa and enter the Indian
Ocean by 1494. Their initial probe into Chinese waters, however, was decisively crushed in 1522 by the
gun ships of the Ming Dynasty. Chinese naval power was demonstrated during the early 15th century when
Admiral Cheng Ho's fleets of war junks dominated the Indian Ocean. Changes in political priorities rather
than technical conservatism led the Ming Dynasty to abandon its commitment to naval expansion. This left
a partial vacuum in the Indian Ocean that the Portuguese quickly exploited. This paved the way for the
Europeans to enter India. The entry started with the First the Portuguese then the Dutch, the English and
the French.
The Historical Struggle for Dominance in World Trade:
With Europe's discovery of the sea route to the East and America, the maximum control of natural
resources as well as markets for manufactured products could be attained through gaining title to lands of
easily conquerable people. The race was on to colonize the world. “By 1900 Great Britain had grabbed
4,500,000 square miles.... France had gobbled up 3,500,000; Germany, 1,000,000; Belgium 900,000;
Russia, 500,000; Italy, 185,000; and the United States, 125,000.”
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An imperial center must be careful about importation of manufactured products from either its
colonies or from other great powers:

“So it is now,” explained the British Protectionist Act of 1562, “that by reason of
the abundance of foreign wares brought into this realm from the parts of beyond
the seas, the said artificers are not only less occupied, and thereby utterly
impoverished ... but divers cities and towns within this realm greatly endangered,
and other countries notably enriched.”
In the late 17th-Century, Jean Baptiste Colbert, French Naval Secretary of State and Finance
Minister, recognized the threat if France became dependent upon British mercantilism—as was being
established by Lord Shaftesbury. Therefore, Colbert duplicated Britain's industrial development efforts.
France purchased the latest technology, encouraged skilled workers, protected the home markets,
eliminated internal tariffs, and constructed canals and roads. France developed flourishing industries, a
profitable shipping industry, and a powerful navy. However, wars, spendthrift governments, the revocation
of the Edict of Nantes (which encouraged persecution of Protestants and forced 500,000 of France's most
productive workers to flee) and the 1786 Eden Treaty with Britain (a replay of the Methuen Treaty's
monopoly agreements which severely damaged Portugal, Holland, and Germany) impoverished the French
economy.
Napoleon understood Britain's economic warfare and in 1807 issued his Continental Decrees to
establish manufacturing to protect France's market from Britain and to prevent the loss of continental
wealth. Napoleon was forced to devise a new tactic to deal with his perpetual enemy Britain: the
Continental System. Developed during 1806/1807, this policy called for economic warfare against the
“nation of shopkeepers,” whereby France, either through the cooperation of friends or by the use of force
against enemies, would close the entire European continent to British trade and commerce. By weakening
Britain's economy, Napoleon would destroy her ability to wage war, and also make it impossible for Great
Britain to provide the huge subsidies to Continental allies which had characterized all the previous
coalitions against France.
Napoleon resurrection of Colbert's protective system started the rapid industrialization of Europe.
This immense trading bloc would have meant the end of Britain's dominance of world trade. Britain, the
European monarchies, and the Church (fearful of a revolution) quickly entered into a “Holy Alliance” and
defeated Napoleon at Waterloo. The markets of Europe were breached and industries throughout the
continent collapsed. This collapse, along with the unequal trades imposed upon the fledgling United States
alerted Friedrich List and Alexander Hamilton to the necessity of protecting regional industries and
markets. One cannot miss the similarity between the industrial collapse on the Continent and its
dependency upon Britain after the French defeat and the 1991-to-1999 collapse of the Russian economy
and its dependency on the West.
At its peak Britain was manufacturing 54% of the finished products in world trade. The British
“exulted at their unique state, being now (as the economist Jevons put it in 1865) the trading center of the
universe.” The world was Britain's “countryside,” a huge plantation system feeding its developed imperialcenter-of-capital:

The plains of North America and Russia are our corn fields; Chicago and
Odessa our granaries; Canada and the Baltic our timber forests; Australia
contains our sheep farms, and in Argentina and on the Western prairies of North
America are our herds of oxen; Peru sends her silver, and the gold of South
Africa and Australia flows to London; the Hindus and the Chinese grow our tea
for us, and our coffee, sugar and spice plantations are all in the Indies. Spain
and France are our vineyards and the Mediterranean our fruit garden; and our
cotton grounds, which for long have occupied the Southern United States, are
being extended everywhere in the warm regions of the earth.
To funnel this wealth to the mother countries, exclusive trading companies—East India Company
(English, Dutch, and French), Africa Company, Hudson Bay Company, et al., were established.
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Discovery of Indian Ocean and India:
Names shape the way we see the world. Clearly the European mariners, traders and mapmakers
were obsessed with their imagined "India". They labeled not only the Subcontinent Peninsula, India, but
also
the Ocean, the Islands to the East, the Caribbean West Indies as well as the Inhabitants of
America. Europeans imagined the peninsular area we now call India as a wondrously rich place and
central to human activity in the region. Yet the Indian Ocean is rich with cultures and festering with
cultural contacts that beg for examination.
Time is also a context we must wrestle with as we study the Indian Ocean. Just as cutting the map
shapes our view, the periodization of history impacts our understanding. We will have to divide Indian
Ocean history into three periods: The Ancient Indian Ocean (upto 700 A.D.); The Indian Ocean World
Economy (700 A.D. to 1500 A.D.) and The Modern World System (1500 to 2000 A.D.)
There is only our finite ability to grasp the enormity of human experience in the Indian Ocean. Thus
we will use exemplars – specific cases – to illustrate the patterns and connections that comprise the Indian
Ocean as a world system. However as Ashin Das Gupta, the noted Indian Historian cautions:

"To see the Indian Ocean steadily and as a whole, to see it in its multiplicity and
appreciate it’s contrasting richness and finally to tell its story in a coherent
manner is probably a task beyond scholarly resources as the moment." (1987)
Kenneth Hall reports that the Indian Ocean trade developed in stages, expanding with Roman
conquest. When they reached India they found an established trade to the Malay Peninsula to the East. A
major draw for the Indian traders was gold and tin. Indians of the first century called Southeast Asia
Suvarnadvipa or "Land of Gold" (Cleary and Chuan 2000). Funan, located in the Mekong Delta into the
Malay Peninsula, was an important tributary state to China that sent ships both east and west in the Second
to Fourth Centuries. It controlled the overland route across the Isthmus of Kra to Indian traders on the Bay
of Bengal. When the Chin Dynasty lost control of the central Asian caravan routes in the Fourth century,
they expanded maritime trade straight across the South China Sea to the traders in the Straits of
Mallaca(Hall). Trade was primarily coastal, but the monsoon winds were probably a well-guarded trade
secret among seafarers that ventured farther offshore to reach distant ports. These ports emerged as
meeting places where traders from each segment could make their deals and wait, sometimes for months,
for favorable winds to take them home.
It is clear that until the arrival of Arab traders in the Indian Ocean in the second century AD, the
Indian merchants held an unchallenged monopoly of overseas commerce in the Indian Ocean waters.
According to the distinguished naval historian, Rear Admiral Sridharan: the takeover of trade from South
Indian merchants by the Arab middlemen apparently came about at the end of the Chola period. So long as
the Cholas wielded their naval power, the Arabs do not appear to have ventured to interfere. But the
decline of the Chola power and the decadence of the Sri Vijaya Empire in Indonesia had created a vacuum
in overseas commerce and the Arabs stepped in and in their trade rivalry effectively kept the Chinese away
from the Indian Ocean. With the passing away of the overseas trade to the Arabs there was little or no
direct interest taken by Indians in overseas commerce and they were content to trade with the Arab
intermediaries and agents who sailed with their wares between the East and the West.’
We can divide the Indian Ocean into three circuits of trade centered on the Arabian Sea, the Bay of
Bengal and the Chinese-Indonesian Archipelago. Thus trade originating in Alexandria might travel through
Aden to Calicut to Mallaca to Canton. Barendse concurs that these "world economies" existed within the
context of the seasonal monsoons that facilitated the network of traders that allowed the transport of goods
across the Old World. (2002, 3-5). Individual traders making an entire trip to the east were few (See Marco
Polo Account), rather the trade occurred in segments via the Silk Road, through the Persian Gulf or the
Red Sea.

"…the real reason the Italians continued to come, even when wars heated up or
piracy inflated the costs of protection - were the spices and dyes from Malaysia
and Indonesia, the pepper and silk and cotton from India, and the porcelains and
silks of Cathay so demanded in Europe. All these came through the closely
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guarded Red Sea ports, either obtained in Aden from Indians merchants or
brought from farther away on Arab ships." (Abu-Lughod- 1989 -241)
Arab and Indian Sea Routes (From Abu-Lughod 1989)
While Arab traders dominated the Arabian Sea, Indian and Chinese ships carried the trade from
India to the Straits of Malacca. During the Sung period Chinese ships took goods to the Indian traders in
the Straits but later opened their ports and sent Chinese traders to India. (Abu-Lughod 1989 274), Van
Leur notes by 1600:

"Indian and Burmese shipping and trade and the traveling trade from the
Persian, Arabian, and Turkish towns came to the Far East from the Indian ports
and the Moslem states to the west of them. Junk shipping with its traders and its
emigrants swarming out from the ports of South China…was directed toward the
ports and shores of Farther India and Indonesia. The Indonesian produces,
cloves, nutmeg, mace, pepper, sandal wood, sapan wood, gold, tin precious
stones, drugs and medicinal products and rarities …were shipped to the north
and the west, traded in exchange for Indian and Persian textiles, slaves, money
and uncoined metal, and or Chinese goods –silk and silk cloth, porcelain,
lacquered objects, copper work, paper ,medicinal products, sugar, sumptuous
handicraft goods – the largest part of which later were reshipped to the west
from the Indonesian staple ports. " (Van Leur , 1955 120-1)
The Chinese markets were alternately opened and closed to outside traders. The Srivijaya were the
leading maritime power in Southeast Asia from 670 to 1025. They where straddling the Malacca Straits,
serviced Chinese, Indian and Arab merchants in a series of ports. (Hall ) This state coordinated a variety of
economic enterprises delivering local goods for trade, but also coordinated at least 14 cities on both sides
of the strait as well as the policing the straits. (Cleary and Chuan 2000) Its strength was the diplomatic
ability to negotiate alliances with local groups as well as with the traders from east and west.
When the Portuguese navigator Vasco da Gama landed at Calicut in 1498, he was restoring a link
between Europe and the East that had existed many centuries previously. The first known connection
between the two regions had been Alexander the Great's invasion of the Punjab, 327–325 BC. In the 2nd
century BC, Greek adventurers from Bactria had founded kingdoms in the Punjab and the bordering areas.
Western contact with Indian civilization was around the period 1500 AD. However, not until rather late did
the West begin to understand and appreciate the spiritual heritage of India. While it is true that sketchy
accounts of India (mainly French and some Dutch) began to appear in Europe in the 16th and 17th
centuries, these were decidedly critical and dismissive.
While various scholars date the beginning of the modern age differently, the direct roots of
the Modern World System go to the European voyages of exploration and domination. In the Indian
Ocean, Vasco de Gama’s arrival in India(1498) marks the new era. The Portuguese rapidly dominated the
Indian Ocean, defeating the Egyptian fleet at Diu in 1509, and ranging from the coast of Africa to China.
They established two squadrons, one to block the Red Sea and one to patrol the West Coast of India, in
support of three great markets: Malacca, Calicut and Ormuz with a secondary stop in Aden. Malacca
became the great storehouse as mariners waited for the monsoon winds. (Wallerstein 1974 -327)

"The Portuguese did not create the trade. They took over a preexisting trade
network, in the hands at that point of Moslem merchants (Arabs and Gujeratis)
in the Indian Ocean and Wako pirates in the China Sea." (Wallerstein, 1974
328). Van Leur argues that "the Portuguese colonial regime, built upon war,
coercion and violence did not at any point signify a stage of ‘higher
development’ economically for Asian trade." (1955 117) rather it was the Dutch
and British that would reconstruct the Indian Ocean.
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Although the Portuguese were the first European power to subdue the Straits of Mallaca and thus
access to China and the East, it is the Dutch VOC (Verenigde Oost-Indisch Compagnie) that asserts
control. Granted privileges to reach agreements with (or conquer) supplying states, establish monopolies in
trade and deliver goods to the Netherlands, the VOC built and armed ships, and established forts in its
efforts to bring eastern goods to market at a profit. (Knaap 1996 9) European traders were directly
supported by their governments and would construct a worldwide division of labor that would sweep from
the sugar plantations of the Caribbean to the rubber plantations of Indonesia. The "Chinese State had no
interest in directly providing military and political backing for its subjects overseas forays" thus Dutch and
Spanish were able to prevent the Chinese merchant communities in Bativia and Manila from buying land
and allowed angry "natives" to massacre them. (Pomeranz 2000 202). Barendse notes that trade was
through an interlocking set of circuits, with goods transshipped at intermediate ports but with the arrival of
the European these circuits were replaced by direct links between Asian ports. (Barendse 2002 8). The
growing global markets caused increased demand for a variety of commodities and the result was increased
production that demanded the shift of labor, sometimes between continents. European demand for sugar
drove the early Atlantic slave trade, but the Indian Ocean Diasporas began much earlier.
Diaspora refers to the dispersal of people over time and space. The movements of people in the
Indian Ocean world over the past 5000 years have been considerable. Many of these shifts in population
were voluntary as the merchants and sailors moved about the Indian Ocean. The monsoon

winds dictated residency in ports until favorable winds would allow them to complete
their return voyages. In some cases permanent enclaves appeared in these entrepots.
"If Arab and Persian traders controlled a sizeable share of Surat’s trade, for
example, Gujarati and Sindi Banias were ubiquitous in the Gulf. Again, while
there were a few hundred Indians from Goa resident at Mozambique, there were
thousands of Africans resident at Goa, which was as African as Mozambique was
Indian."
(Barendse 2002, page 5)
More substantial and positive assessments began to circulate only in the latter half of the 18th
century. At that time, a few generally sympathetic Englishmen, brought to India by the British conquest,
began a more serious examination of the history, philosophy, and literature of the "Hindoos." Of these,
some of the most important were Charles Wilkins, who provided the first translation of The Bhagvat Geeta,
or Dialogues of Kreeshna and Arjoon; Sir William Jones, the first giant of Indology, whose early essays
"On The Hindus," "On the Gods of Greece, Italy and India," and "On the Chronology of the Hindus" were
widely read in England and Europe; and Thomas Colebrook, who contributed the first serious analysis of
the Vedas by a Westerner. All of these works were to travel across the Atlantic, importantly influencing the
philosophical development of Ralph Waldo Emerson.
The perception about India by the west as a complex, religious country has been projected to the
rest of the world for the last 300 years and this view is the dominant view prevalent in the west. This view
is not too favorable to India currently and will need major update by Indians. According to the European
perception people of India are broadly taken as Aryans who are the upper caste (class) and Dravidians who
are the lower class. The ethnicity in the sub-continent is divided as Muslims and non-Muslims in whom the
Muslims are connected to the outside world from their history of conquest. Muslims were the original
invaders of the native people and the current Indian people are the conquered people.
The influence of India on her neighbors, specifically those in Central, East, and Southeast Asia, has long
been recognized, largely because peoples of these other nations went to great lengths to accurately translate
and disseminate Indic knowledge into their own languages and cultural idioms. This resulted in an accurate
transmission that maintained respect for the cultural source. Indians had immense trading networks that ran
through Central Asia and Eastern Europe until as late as the 1700s. Why did this trading network collapse
completely and what were its consequences?
India and the East:
For anyone who seeks to understand Southeast Asia, the French historian and doyen of Southeast
Asian studies, G. Coedes’ classic treatise, The Indianized States of South-East Asia, is a highly
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

11

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

recommended reading. Coedes describes much of Southeast Asia and Indochina as ‘Indianized’ states,
where two great civilizations of Asia, the Chinese and the Indian, merge and converge in unique harmony.
Coedes calls this area ‘Farther India’: ‘From Burma, Malaya peninsula and the island of Sumatra, the
western face of Farther India is turned toward the Indian Ocean.’
The same thought, in a different context, is echoed by historian K.M. Panikkar, who in his brilliant
exposition, India and the Indian Ocean, speaks about the ‘influence of the Indian Ocean on the shaping of
Indian history.’ For Panikkar, the geographical ‘imperative’ of the Indian Ocean – and indeed the
Himalaya in the North – has conditioned and shaped the history and civilization of this subcontinent. ‘The
importance of geographical path on the development of history is only now receiving wide and general
recognition,’ he says.
That Southeast Asia has always been an integral part of the Indian consciousness is borne out by the
fact that the countries of Southeast Asia so comprehensively embraced Buddhism in all its aspects. This
spiritual and cultural affinity became an inseparable part of their ethos and way of life. Successive Indian
kings and kingdoms from the first century AD and even before to the beginning of the 15th century, had
regarded Southeast Asia and the lands lying beyond as vital for their own strength, security and sustained
development. This intricate and abiding web of relationships in turn contributed significantly to India’s
sense of security in an extended neighborhood in which India is neither seen as an alien power nor as a
country with a colonial past. The relationship spanning nearly 2500 years was founded and nurtured on
mutual interest and security in which both partners constantly enriched and reinforced each other.
The advent of the British in India and the struggle for influence between European powers that ensued all
over Southeast Asia, suspended the continuous interaction that had existed between India and the region.
Southeast Asia itself was carved up into areas of influence by the major colonial powers, viz., the British,
French, Dutch and Portuguese. India’s cultural and commercial interaction with this region was therefore
subordinated to the political and strategic considerations of the great powers. This left the ‘Indianized’
states of ‘Farther India’ free to nurture, develop and evolve a distinct cultural personality of their own,
albeit heavily influenced by their long association with India and China.
The well known Indonesian scholar O. Abdul Rachman notes, for instance: ‘From their birthplaces
in India, the great religions of Hinduism and Buddhism found their way to Indonesia, where they mingled
with the indigenous belief systems to become an enduring and integral component of Indonesian culture.
Islam also arrived in Indonesia by way of the Indian subcontinent. During their long process of
consolidation, adaptation and growth in Indonesia, these great religions came to be seen by comparing, for
example, any of a wide range of religion-cultural expressions and artifacts – such as temples, shrines,
ceremonies, and classic literature such as the Mahabharata and Ramayana – in their respective Indian and
Indonesian contemporary manifestations.’
Another Indonesian scholar, Soedjati Djiwandono, quotes President Sukarno as saying:

“In the veins of every one of my people flows the blood of the Indian ancestors
and the culture we possess is steeped through and through with Indian
influences. Two thousand years ago, people from your country came to
Jawadvipa and Suvarnadvipa in the spirit of brotherly love. They gave the
initiative to found powerful kingdoms such as those of Sri Vijaya, Mataram and
Majapahit. We then learned to worship the very Gods that you now worship still
and we fashioned a culture that even today is largely identical with your own.
Later, we turned to Islam, but that religion too was brought to us by people
coming from both sides of the Indus.”
In his masterly and majestic survey of world history, the eminent historian Fernand Braudel refers
to India and East Asia as the ‘greatest of all the world economies’ of the pre-industrial, pre-capitalist era.
Braudel talks of the ‘Far East’ as comprising ‘three gigantic world-economies’: ‘Islam, overlooking the
Indian Ocean from the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf, and controlling the endless chain of deserts stretching
across Asia from Arabia to China; India, whose influence extended throughout the Indian Ocean, both east
and west of Cape Comorin; and China, at once a great territorial power – striking deep into the heart of
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Asia – and a maritime force, controlling the seas and countries bordering the Pacific. And so it had been
for many hundreds of years.’
‘The relationship between these huge areas,’ says Braudel, ‘was the result of a series of pendulum
movements of greater or lesser strength, either side of the centrally positioned Indian subcontinent. The
swing might benefit first the East and then the West, redistributing functions, power and political or
economic advance. Through all these vicissitudes however, India maintained her central position: her
merchants in Gujarat and on the Malabar and Coromandel coasts prevailed for centuries on end against
their many competitors – the Arab traders of the Red Sea, the Persian merchants of the Gulf, or the Chinese
merchants familiar with the Indonesian seas to which their junks were now regular visitors.’
Discussing the place of the ‘East Indies’ in this ‘Asian Super World Economy’, Braudel adds:
‘The logical confluence of trade, the crossroads lying at the centre of this super world economy could
hardly be elsewhere than in the East Indies.
On the eastern side of the Ocean, Indian contacts date to in prehistory, but about 2000 BCE wealth
became apparent generating a constant flow of traders, adventurers and priests to the Malay Peninsula
(Sandhu 174). Likewise Chinese settlement predated the European arrival in the Malacca Straits. (Clammer
157) As the meeting place between the Indian and Chinese centers, the markets of Indonesia were filled
with foreign merchants when the Dutch arrived (Petronel 237). By the 1740s thousands of Chinese migrant
laborers were in Bangka mining tin. (Vol 15)
As the British Empire rises to dominate the world, and the African slave trade declines, the Indian
Diaspora takes on enormous proportions, as Indians from all strata are central to the British military and
commercial networks.
Brief Overview of Indian Colonization of the Far East:
By the time of the first five centuries of the Common Era, Indian traders actively participated in
trade with the Far East and established trading colonies in the Siam, Cambodia, Vietnam and Malay
Peninsula. They were accompanied by several Kshatriya and Brahmana immigrants who started
establishing Indian-styled monarchies in the region. Most of the early brahminical colonies were localized
to Takua Pa, Nakhon Sri and Dhammarat in the Peninsula.
-Before 400 AD the Shrivijaya Kingdom was founded in the Island of Sumatra by kshatriyas.
-Before 500 AD the Kshatriya Purnavarman founded a kingdom in Western Java.
-By around 600-700AD Kshatriya Sanjaya founded a mighty kingdom in Central Java with Mataram.
-By around mid 700s the Shailendra Empire arose in Java who started one of the most remarkable series of
conquests of the Eastern Indic potentials. They annexed all the pre-existing Indic states in Malaysia, Java,
Sumatra, Bali, Borneo and further islands of Modern Indonesia. Subsequently they raided Vietnam and
Cambodia and established control over these regions for some time. Their empire known as
Suvarnadweepa established diplomatic relationships with the Cholas and Palas in India and with the
emperor of China. They also built a University modeled after Nalanda and Kanchi in Java. The great tantric
Deepankarshrigyana from Bengal studied there at some point.
-The Shailendra emperor Amaravijayottungavarman, was a great ally of Chola emperor Rajaraja, who
helped him the construction of Vihara in Java.
-The Shailendras fell out with the Cholas after an apparent dispute over trade with China. This resulted in
Rajendra launching a massive amphibious assault on the Shailendras. It resulted in a total route of the
Shailendras with the Cholas seizing the Malay Peninsula, Java and Sumatra.
India and Identity:
In the West, however, this transmission of Indic knowledge occurred largely indirectly, resulting in
ignorance about the source of the knowledge. It is rather unfortunate that when Europe and India did
directly encounter each other it was under coercive conditions, resulting, ultimately, in the colonization of
the latter by the former. Such a grossly inequitable relationship is not naturally conducive to mutual
understanding and respect. As a result, European portrayals of India were riddled with depictions of
Indians as irrational, mystical savages. Occasionally, when Europeans did borrow from Indian thought,
they denied the source of these findings because to openly acknowledge that the West had something to
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

13

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

learn from India was to implicitly undermine the myth of cultural superiority— the flimsy justification for
colonial exploitation.
Over the two centuries of their colonial rule over India, the British made a conscious effort to
devalue the Indian identity, in particular its broad and unique civilizational aspects, and to deny that there
ever was a cohesive entity called India throughout its history. The word India itself is merely the latest
avatar of the original Sindhu Saraswati river valley civilizations. While the original connotation of Sindhu
was local to what is now the Indus Valley, over the millennia it acquired a geographical connotation
comprising the entire subcontinent. It may not have been the term the ancient indics may have used to refer
to themselves but by usage and custom it has acquired a broader connotation.
In denying such an identity for the people of the subcontinent, the British wished to take credit for
the formation of the modern political nation state called India and perhaps more to the point, to deny an
independent civilizational status to the Indics. It would become very inconvenient to explain to the British
public that given the antiquity of the cultural and civilizational status of the Indics, there was any need for
the British to exert the role of Colonial overlord in the continent much less a role where they assumed
absolute suzerainty over the people of the subcontinent. It was far easier to keep up the façade that Britain
had a civilizing role in the subcontinent, if the presumption was made that there was no civilization to
speak of prior to their arrival. Hence the constant attempt to deny any kind of civilizational status and to
say whatever there was in existence on their arrival was in large part due to the advent of the Mughals and
prior conquests and invasions. It is also ironic that Pakistan tries its best to deny the existence of the Indian
identity, given the fact that M A Jinnah wanted to appropriate the name for the territories he inherited from
the British.
Other Asian civilizations such as Chinese civilization have civilizational memories of India and
Indian culture and Indian people. Even the Arabs before Islam and after Islamic civilization have
civilizational memory about the people of India through trade and commerce. Indians had immense trading
networks that ran through Central Asia and Eastern Europe until as late as the 1700s. Rest of the world is
even today has views about India/Hindus set by Europeans [Anglo Saxons] and missionaries in the 1800
and 1900s. Hence the country and Indians/Hindus are already stereotyped with particular set of images and
perceptions and these are mostly from the British and colonial perspective. Oriental studies in 19th century
laid the foundation of putting India, Indian civilization and its people below the western civilization. The
other aim was to make sure that the people of India felt subjugated under the superior western powers.
British due to their interaction with India from the early 17th century and later with long colonial
rule becoming the global power by the end of 19th century; were able to influence and build a worldwide
image of Indians, Hindus and people of the sub-continent. This image included the Hindus, the nonmuslims along with India and Indian civilization and the image fully reflected according to their views of
the world. This is very critical for Indians to understand in the 21st century. This British image of Indians
and India was perpetuated throughout the 20th century for the rest of the world with the advent of modern
mass communication revolution. India has never been able to change the perception according to the
essence of the Indian ethos much after independence. Europeans by the time of World War II looked at
India and Indians Muslims and non-Muslims in certain way from their historical experience and
colonization. India is commonly perceived to be a mysterious land of the spiritual, housing atavistic faiths,
yoga, ancient medicine, astrology etc. Indology and oriental studies moulded the intellectuals by the end of
19th century and beginning of the 20th century such that they looked upon India as subject people who need
to be civilized. The British wanted to justify their empire and loot, by positioning themselves as the
civilizing force.
An English authority, Sir John Strachey, had this to say about India:

“ ... this is the first and most essential thing to learn about India -that there is not
and never was an India or even any country of India, possessing according to
European ideas, any sort of unity, physical, political ...”
(The Fundamental Unity of India (from Hindu sources), Radhakumud Mookerji, Longmans, Green and Co.
1914).
His was not an isolated opinion. Reginald Craddock, Home Minister of the Government of India
under Hardinge and Chelmsford, in The dilemma in India (1929) denied the existence of an Indian nation:
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“An Indian Nation, if such be possible, has to be created before it can exist. It
never existed in the past, and it does not exist now. Do we flatter ourselves that
we created it? If so, it is sheer flattery. There is no word for 'Indian' in any
vernacular tongue; there is not even any word for 'India'. Nor is there any reason
why there should be an Indian Nation. The bond or union among the races to be
found there is that they have for the last century and a half been governed in
common by a Foreign Power.”
(quoted in Bobb, P. G. Bobb, Muslim Identity and Separatism in India: The Significance of M. A. Ansari,
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, Volume LIV, Part I, 1991 pp. 116-117)
P. C. Bobb sums up Craddock's views nicely:

“ By this account 'Indian' was the same kind of misnomer, applied by the
English, as the term 'European' when applied to the English (as it was in India).
According to Craddock, India was merely, like Europe, a subcontinent within the
vast single continent of Europe and Asia, whose peoples had "roamed over the
whole" in prehistoric times. Down the centuries nationalities had become
localized, until Europe and India, for example, each contained well over twenty
separate countries, divided by race and language. India looked like one country
only if seen from the outside, from ignorance or distance.”
India's cultural diversity and lack of political unity has often invited its comparison with Europe.
Certainly, India is not a homogeneous country, by any classification. Also the boundaries of India have
changed very often. The present boundaries of India do not include all the regions that have been part of
'Classical India' at some time or another in history, and doubtless, the nation-state of India as we see it
today is a very recent political entity. Also the word 'India' is not to be found in the modern languages of
India, suggesting that 'India' is a latter-day conception.
The renowned Islamic scholar, Mawlana Syed Sulaiman Nadwi develops a variant of a widespread
idea about the origin of the name 'Hind':

“Before the advent of the Muslims, there was no single name for the country as a
whole. Every province had its own name, or rather a state was known by the
name of its capital. When the Persians conquered a province of this country, they
gave the name 'Hindu' to the river, which is now known as Indus, and which was
called Mehran, by the Arabs. In the old Persian and also in Sanskrit, the letters
's' and 'h' often interchange. There are many instances of this. Hence Sindh
became in Persian Hindhu, and the word 'Hind' derived from Hindhu, came to be
applied to the whole country. The Arabs, however, who were acquainted with
other parts of the country, restricted the word 'Sind' to a particular province,
while applying the word 'Hind' to other parts of the country as well. Soon this
country came to be known by this name in distant parts of the world. The
Western nations dropped the 'h' and called the country Ind or India. All over the
world, now, this country is called by this name or by any one of its many
variants.”
(Nadwi, Mawlana Syed Sulaiman Nadwi, Indo-Arab Relations (An English Rendering of Arab O' Hind Ke
Ta'alluqat) By (Translated by Prof. M. Salahuddin), The Institute of Indo-Middle East Cultural Studies,
Hyderabad, India P. 8)
An influential historian, André Wink, writes about the fashioning of "India" from whatever
geographical and cultural and human materials were present in the region now known as India:
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“We will see that the Muslims first defined India as a civilization, set it apart
conceptually, and drew its boundaries. The early Muslim view of India includes,
to be sure, a close parallel to the Western Mirabilia Indiae in the accounts of the
"aja'ib al-Hind". It also includes a number of stereotypes which were already
familiar to the ancient Greeks: of India as a land of self-absorbed philosophers,
high learning, "wisdom", the belief in metempsychosis, of sacred cows,
elephants, and, again, great wealth.”
The Arab geographers are perhaps uniquely obsessed with Indian idolatry and polytheism, "in
which they differ totally from the Muslims". But the Arabs, in contrast to the medieval Christians,
developed their conception of India in direct and prolonged contact with it. In a political-geographical
sense, "India" or al-Hind, throughout the medieval period, was an Arab or Muslim conception. The Arabs,
like the Greeks, adopted a pre-existing Persian term, but they were the first to extend its application to the
entire Indianized region from Sind and Makran to the Indonesian Archipelago and mainland Southeast
Asia.

“It therefore appears to us as if the Indians or Hindus acquired a collective identity in
interaction with Islam.”
(Wink, Andre Wink, Al-Hind: The Making of the Indo-Islamic World, Oxford University Press, 1990, pp.
4-5) According to this view, the idea of "India" or "Hindus" itself emerged in interaction with Islam. The
Arabs must have called a vast land 'al-Hind' as a shorthand term, just as a modern textbook of geography
might club diverse nations under the umbrella term 'Middle East'. Another example is the term Sudan. It
was the Arabs who named a vast tract of land (without delimiting it exactly) as Bilad al-sudan -"land of the
blacks". The various peoples of that region did not refer to themselves as 'Sudanese' until modern times
Yet the alert reader who reads the above excerpt would surely notice that the concept of an
Indianized region stretching from Makran (Baluchistan) to Indonesia has somehow wriggled its way
into a discourse which would deny (a prior) the existence of an "India". A question arises immediately:
What was it about the region from Sind to Indonesia that merits the term 'Indianized', which caused
the Arabs to call this region collectively as 'al-Hind'? A partial answer to this question can be
formulated by quoting what Vincent Smith, an authority on early India had said:

"India, encircled as she is by seas and mountains, is indisputably a geographical
unit, and as such is rightly designated by one name."
Wink's statement says:

"We will see that the Muslims first defined India as a civilization, set it apart
conceptually, and drew its boundaries. The fact that the word "India" is
ostensibly of foreign origin; this is used to insinuate that; the very idea of an
Indian nation is a contribution by outsiders.”
No matter how the name India originated, it eventually came to mean something quite well-defined,
and the use of a single term India is justified, and not only as shorthand for a hazy notion. Vincent Smith
explains: The most essentially fundamental Indian unity rests upon the fact that the diverse peoples of India
have developed a peculiar type of culture or civilization utterly different from any other type in the world.
That civilization may be summed up in the term Hinduism. India primarily is a Hindu country, the land of
the Brahmans, who have succeeded by means of peaceful penetration, not by the sword, in carrying their
ideas into every corner of India. Caste, the characteristic Brahman institution, utterly unknown in Burma,
Tibet, and other borderlands, dominates the whole of Hindu India, and exercises no small influence over
the powerful Muslim minority. Nearly all Hindus reverence Brahmans, and all may be said to venerate the
cow. Few deny the authority of the Vedas and other ancient scriptures. Sanskrit everywhere is the sacred
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language. The great gods, Vishnu and Shiva, are recognized and more or less worshipped in all parts of
India. The pious pilgrim, when going the round of the holy places, is equally at home among the snows of
Badrinath or on the burning sands of Rama's Bridge. The seven sacred cities include places in the far south
as well as in Hindustan. Similarly, the cult of rivers is common to all Hindus, and all alike shares in the
affection felt for the tales of the Mahabharata and Ramayana. India beyond all doubt possesses a deep
underlying fundamental unity, far more profound than that produced either by geographical isolation or by
political suzerainty. That unity transcends the innumerable diversities of blood, color, language, dress,
manners and sect. (Smith, Vincent Smith, Oxford History of India, 3 rd Edition, 1958 p.7)
The reader may not agree with all that Vincent Smith says. The idea of a culturally united India -call
it a nation, or a civilization --clearly did not depend upon the Arabs/ Muslims. Nor was the idea India born
out of the labors of the Western Orientalist or the British colonial administrator. "India" --the name which
launched a thousand ships, and which has fired the imagination of explorers for ages, predates the
emergence of Islam and Western Indology, by centuries, if not millennia.
The history of modern western social science started with colonial India to study the kinship pattern
and different social behaviors of Indians. Some of the broad classification of behaviour of Indians as
observed by the British compared to other races is the following:
1. Colonized people
2. Small dark and short in stature
3. Unique religion and civilization
4. The Indian people have lost the memory of their past and history of their civilization. Hindus
thought that there was no country other than India, nor any people other than the Indians, nor did
anyone else possess any knowledge
5. The Indian people thought that when Europeans came to India they were similar to the earlier
Islamic invaders and Europeans just replaced them. Every analyst including H Kissinger quotes
this
observation. This fascinates them and needs to be studied by Indians.
6. The Indians do not keep record of their history and they have lost the origin of their civilization.
This was one of the main reasons to write the Aryan invasion theory in 1860s.
Modern perception about Indians/Hindus and India by the West and Anglo sphere include:
Indians can be shamed to be subservient.
Easy to brainwash and indoctrinate
Easy to convert to another religion
Believes in what he hears and sees without questioning much especially from a westerner.
Easily can be colonized in mind.
Partly superstitious in nature and unscientific.
Indians fall for deceptions and lies more easily
Described by medieval Europeans as a paradisiacal kingdom that Europe aspired to be, India was
transformed in a few more centuries to be the antithesis to Europe's self-image. European scholars,
reflecting prejudices of the 19th century, saw their own culture as masculine, rational, and scientific while
they viewed India as feminine, mystical, and irrational. The caricature of India as the [Other] to Europe
arose out of the need to justify the domination of India by appeal to reason. Europe saw India's history in
racial terms, where the original vitality of the Indo-European migrants had been sapped by an admixture
with the native races. Europe's task was to separate Indians from their "decadent" culture so that they could
get connected to the "superior" European heritage.
This view of India was bolstered by the philologists, who provided the first Western accounts of the
key Indian texts. Ill-equipped to understand material of bewildering complexity, they spoke about the
contents in disparaging terms. They were prepared to grant India its speculative philosophy, but they found
the system underlying the ritual to be incomprehensible.
The discipline of philology was nurtured on naive ideas of genetic inheritance, for the modern
science of genetics was yet to be born. Inspired by Biblical notions of language multiplicity arising out of
degeneration of society, a proto-Indo-European (PIE) language was postulated. Behind this formulation
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was the history of anti-Semiticism of Europe, and the PIE could be offered as the [original] language in
place of Hebrew.
In the early 20th century, Sir John Woodroffe, a scholar and writer on Indian philosophy, published
a book entitled, Is India Civilized? He wrote it in answer to negative criticism of Indian culture by the
English drama critic William Archer. There is persistence, to this day, of many of the negative ideas and
images of Indian culture, which many have addressed over 80 years ago. This document will try to
describe and discover the underlying reasons for the endurance of these negative portrayals.
The critical juncture in India’s modern intellectual and political history was the Indian War of 1857,
fought between the British and their Indian subjects. After the war, Whitehall assumed direct responsibility
for the administration of India, ending 250 years of rule by the British East India Company. Whitehall’s
administration proved a triumph for the forces of progressivism. The British government moved quickly to
establish new universities modeled on Cambridge and Oxford and intended specifically to train future
generations of leaders for India. This policy had far-reaching consequences, for it permanently redefined
the Indian political elite. The elite of the west only deal with the elite of India who are already educated in
the west or western style of education in India with English as the medium of learning. The elite of India
are assumed to rule the country and by changing the perception of the elite in India the west hopes to
change Indian society and political structure permanently to their advantage. But the west more particularly
the Anglo-Saxons hide their intent about the sub-continent.
John Mearsheimer writes in his book 'The tragedy of great power politics', p.26

"It should be obvious to intelligent observers that the US speaks one way
and acts another. In fact policy makers in other states have always remarked
about this tendency in American foreign policy. As long ago as 1939 for example,
Carr pointed out that states on the European continent regard the English
speaking peoples as 'masters in the art of concealing their selfish national
interests in the guise of the general good'. Adding that “this kind of hypocrisy is a
special and characteristic peculiarity of the Anglo Saxon mind”. Nehru remarks
on this penchant among the Anglo Saxon leadership class also in 'Discovery of
India'. In reality, this is widespread among nations, however, the Anglo-Saxons do
it with great gusto, a behavior that we now call 'spin'.
One of the civilizing missions of the English colonial powers was to civilize the Indian society,
which is actually the Hindu society. This is considered one of the proud achievements of the English in
India and they still talk about it. The seeds of this policy were laid out 150 years ago during the time of
Maculay in 1835. India was brought under a universal context although she could see the good things of
modern civilization only through the glass windows. Through moral humiliation and economic exploitation
Indian intellectuals still had enormous curiosity towards the extended horizon brought by the country’s
new conquerors. They had their first flush of romance with western ideas, and saw the positive in British
rule over India. As Pannikar points out, “The notion of divine dispensation - enabled the intellectuals to
welcome and legitimize the colonial presence. That British rule could be an instrument not so much of
exploitation and oppression, but of socio-political transformation, was an articulation of this
consciousness.” This perspective led first of all to an attack against ‘tradition”.
About a hundred and fifty years back, Karl Marx had proclaimed that the British have a "dual
mission" in India:

“They were there to destroy and rebuild Indian society. First, they must
dismantle those archaic institutions that had produced centuries of barbarism
and stagnation in India, blocking her progress to higher forms of economic
organization. Once this historical debris had been removed, the British would lay
the foundations of a civilized society, duly equipped with property rights, labor
markets and an indigenous bourgeoisie. India would then be ready to join the
civilized world as a near equal of European nations.”
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India proved to be more refractory than Marx had anticipated. As a result, when the British left
India, some two hundred years after they began their dual mission, it was hard to tell if they had completed
or were still completing the first phase of their mission. Hindostan is an Italy of Asiatic dimensions, the
Himalayas for the Alps, the Plains of Bengal for the Plains of Lombardy, the Deccan for the Apennines,
and the Isle of Ceylon for the Island of Sicily. The same rich variety in the products of the soil, and the
same dismemberment in the political configuration. Just as Italy has, from time to time, been compressed
by the conqueror’s sword into different national masses, so do we find Hindostan, when not under the
pressure of the Mohammedan, or the Mogul, or the Briton, dissolved into as many independent and
conflicting States as it numbered towns, or even villages. Yet, in a social point of view, Hindostan is not
the Italy, but the Ireland of the East. And this strange combination of Italy and of Ireland, of a world of
voluptuousness and of a world of woes, is anticipated in the ancient traditions of the religion of Hindostan.
That religion is at once a religion of sensualist exuberance, and a religion of self-torturing asceticism; a
religion of the Lingam and of the juggernaut; the religion of the Monk, and of the Bayadere.
But when they left they created enough leverage within the people of India so that they could get
what they wanted. The split of the sub-continent for the geo-political needs put the seeds of change inside
India knowing that Islamic jihad will revive inside India and Indian sub-continent in the future. AngloIndian protagonist of Paul Scott's Raj Quartet sees it all coming when he writes to an English friend in
1940,

“I think that there's no doubt that in the last twenty years—whether intentionally
or not—the English have succeeded in dividing and ruling, and the kind of
conversation I hear ... makes me realize the extent to which the English now seem
to depend upon the divisions in Indian political opinion perpetuating their own
rule at least until after the war, if not for some time beyond it. They are saying
openly that it is "no good leaving the bloody country because there's no Indian
party representative to hand it over to." They prefer Muslims to Hindus (because
of the closer affinity that exists between God and Allah than exists between God
and the Brahma), are constitutionally predisposed to Indian princes, emotionally
affected by the thought of untouchables, and mad keen about the peasants who
look upon any Raj as God...”
If we have to reflect on India's cultural present and observe, the most vital change can be found
during its modern history. This time spans the last 1,000 years! The changes that took place at this time are
continuing to vastly influence the society of modern India. Introspecting on a modern life in India, one can
relate its present as an effect of many centuries of foreign influence. In 1500, India was wealthy, by
contemporary standards, and an active participant in the world economy, with trade caravans heading
westward to Arabia and eastward to China, and Indian products featuring strongly in European markets.
The revenue of the Aurangzeb Empire was in the range of $450 million in 1700. The nearest richest king in
the European continent Louis XIV was 10 times less rich. In 1913, India was still a big participant in the
world economy, albeit primarily in the free trade yet ordered market of the British Empire -- exports in that
year totaled the equivalent of $830 million. In1948, India's share of admittedly shrunken world
merchandise exports was a still substantial 2.2 percent. In 1985, that share had shrunk to 0.5 percent, and
while it has since recovered, it languishes at 0.7 percent in 2000. All these happened due to the direct
intervention of the colonial masters and geo-political events before and after the independence. China’s
domestic production in 2001 is $1,100 billion and per capita domestic production is $887 billion whereas
the comparative figures for India are $426 billion and $424 billion respectively. Within a span of twenty
years i.e., 1979-99, China's export has reached 18 per cent of its Gross Domestic Product, including it
within the top ten exporters in the world. The share of industrial production has been 50 per cent in China
whereas in India it is about 23 per cent. Foreign investment in China is about $40 billion but in India it is
only about $3 billion. Its income from exports is six times more and the foreign currency reserve is about
three times more than that of India.

Time line of colonial period:
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1498 -Vasco De Gama lands in India via the sea route. During this time there existed a large Indian Ocean
economy.
1599 -English East India Company formed
1602 -Dutch East Indian Company formed.
1658 -French East Indian Company formed
1707 -Death of Aurangzeb and end of Mughal rule
1775 - As a purely commercial enterprise, the Company had had to calculate carefully whether the goods it
bought for export would earn a profit when sold. But when the Company acquired sovereignty in
Indian territories and the right to tax them, it began to use those revenues as its "investment" for the
purchase of goods, and became careless about commercial considerations of profit and loss.
1785 -Robert Clive in India
1803 -Anglo Maratta war. Indians as a people have a short historical memory. It is precisely this attitude
that
helped the British gobble up the whole country, one region at a time. Thus while Robert Clive was
busy
finishing off Siraj-ud-Daulah in Bengal, Shah Shuja in Awadh was least concerned, till the British
did
not turn against him. In 1799, the Marathas watched the British under Duke of Wellington decimate
Tipu Sultan, knowing fully well that it would be their turn next.
1835 -Maculay plans for civilizing the natives so that a class of people is created who think and do exactly
like their masters. His words were to this effect: I have traveled across the length and breadth of
India
and I have not seen one person who is a beggar, who is a thief. Such wealth I have seen in this
country,
such high moral values, people of such caliber, that I do not think we would ever conquer this
country,
unless we break the very backbone of this nation, which is her spiritual and cultural heritage, and,
therefore, I propose that we replace her old and ancient education system, her culture, for if the
Indians
think that all that is foreign and English is good and greater than their own, they will lose their selfesteem, their native self-culture and they will become what we want them, a truly dominated nation.
(Source: The Awakening Ray, Vol. 4 No. 5, And The Gnostic Centre) The main philosophy was to
incrementally indoctrinate the children with principles that are sympathetic to colonizer’s
philosophy.
Make future generations weak in mind, body and spirit. Avoid teaching children the basic facts about
their own history. Teach them that natural aggression is wrong and docile submission is right. Teach
them that any basis of a moral foundation, like the principles of religion, is a weakness to be avoided
in
the name of freedom and also redefine the concept of patriotism to support colonizer’s views.
1853 -Sir Arthur Cunningham was the first to archeologically examine Harappa in 1853 and 1856. Finding
some Kushana coins in the site, he attributed the city to the Kushana period (Imam 1966) It is
shocking
to note that about one hundred miles of the Lahore-Multan railway was ballasted by bricks retrieved
from the ruins at Harappa by rapacious railroad contractors; “ No invader of India had ever so
ruthlessly
and wantonly destroyed her ancient remains as did the railway contractors in the civilized 19th
century ”
(Edwin Bryant – Quest for the origins of the Vedic culture Page 331-332) This made the Anglo
Saxon
realize that the Indians have the remains of civilization just like the Mesopotamia. The big plan for
India
was created to change the course of history of India. The British by this time were already doing
research on all the other ancient civilization such as Egypt, Mesopotamia etc.
Julian Huxley, one of the leading biologists of the century, wrote as far back as 1939:
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“In 1848 the young German scholar Friedrich Max Müller (1823-1900) settled
in Oxford, where he remained for the rest of his life.... About 1853 he introduced
into the English language the unlucky term Aryan as applied to a large group of
languages....
Moreover, Max Müller threw another apple of discord. He introduced a
proposition that is demonstrably false. He spoke not only of a definite Aryan
language and its descendents, but also of a corresponding 'Aryan race'. The idea
was rapidly taken up both in Germany and in England. It affected to some extent
a certain number of the nationalistic and romantic writers, none of whom had
any ethnological training. ...
In England and America the phrase 'Aryan race' has quite ceased to be used by
writers with scientific knowledge, though it appears occasionally in political and
propagandist literature. In Germany the idea of the 'Aryan' race found no more
scientific support than in England. Nonetheless, it found able and very persistent
literary advocates who made it very flattering to local vanity. It therefore spread,
fostered by special conditions.”
1857 -First War of independence- the sepoy mutiny made British feel against the Muslims of India and also
fear of them in the future. This laid the groundwork for a divide and rule policy for the Indian subcontinent. After the war, Whitehall assumed direct responsibility for the administration of India,
ending
250 years of rule by the British East India Company. This war changed the resolve of the British
towards. Indians and made them racist towards the native population. Till then the practice of
marriage
with the local women was considered normal (especially Punjabis and Muslims) and mixed blood
was
not frowned upon. After the change in attitude the British made sure that they segregated the native
population from themselves and their family and created a class system for privileges and favor.
The 1857 India Mutiny resulted from changing British attitudes. Initially, Britain maintained a
conservative attitude towards India. Edmund Burke and Adam Smith argued for control over the
East
India Company's affairs in India. Pitt's India Act (1784) established reorganization and regulation of
the
East India Company's Indian administration, and placed the company under Parliament's
responsibility.
The thrust of Pitt's India Act rested in principles to preserve and promote India's practices,
institutions
and traditions. George Bearce writes, "Burke understood that the right ordering of society depended
on
a limited state and a prescribed use of powers' and that the political order existed to free not to
oppress
men." British attitudes toward India eroded from Burke's enlightened approach. When Parliament
chose
Lord Cornwallis as Governor-General of India (1786-93, 1805-28), Cornwallis implemented
imperial
policies instead of limited or conservative policies and introduced British principles and institutions.
Whig governmental theory dominated Cornwallis's administrative aims to prevent corruption in
India.
Cornwallis lacked faith and the trust in the Indian governmental institutions and Anglicized the
Indian
political administration. Administration changes produced the first reforms and led the way for
further
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

21

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

reforms. The Mutiny and the aftermath produced British public opinion changes. Initial reports of the
massacre of English women, children and soldiers galvanized the British public. Britain wanted
revenge
for the deaths of British white subjects. On July 18, 1857, The Illustrated London News wrote,
"After
the suppression of the revolt, and the punishment of the ringleaders ...there must be no smoldering
discontent left unnoticed and unsuspected.... [W]hat the Sword of Might has gained, the Sword of
Right
must preserve." But, the British public also questioned revenge as a method of policy from the
rebellion's outbreak.
1863 -Max Muller proposes the Aryan Invasion Theory – Probably due to the absence of any civilization
finding this concocted theory was proposed and it took a life of its own. Since the native version of
the
history was discarded the Harappan phase of Indian civilization was brushed aside. As Huxley
pointed
out long ago, there was never any scientific basis for the Aryan race or their invasion. It was entirely
a
product - and tool - of propagandists and politicians. Giving it a linguistic twist was simply an
afterthought, dictated by special circumstances and expediency.
The fact that Europeans should have concocted this scenario which by repeated assertion became a
belief system is not to be wondered at. They were trying to give themselves a cultural identity,
entirely understandable in a people as deeply concerned about their history and origins as the
modern
Europeans. A modern student today can scarcely have an idea of the extraordinary influence of race
theories in eighteenth and nineteenth century Europe. Many educated people really believed that
human
qualities could be predicted on the basis of measurements of physical characteristics like eye color,
length of the nose and such. It went beyond prejudice, it was an article of faith amounting to an
ideology. Here is an example of what passed for informed opinion on 'race science' by the well
known
French Savant Paul Topinard. Much of the debate centered on the relative merits of racial types
called
dolichocephalics and brachycephalics, though no one seemed to have a clear idea of what was which.
1867 -Creation of Deoband Muslim school so that ashrafs can come closer to the rest of the local Muslim
converts and create a united Muslim front against the British. Till then the ashrafs looked themselves
as
the higher and the ruling class. Syed Ali starts the Aligarh Muslim education center to bring
Muslims
to the forefront of the European education. Deobands were Muslim reformers who setup the first
madrassahs for the purpose of training future clerics.
1875-First seals of Indian civilization found by Sir Alexander Cunningham in 1875(Source: Ancient
Civilizations by Hugh Bowden) – This made the Anglo Saxons realizes that the Indians have the
remains of civilization just like the Mesopotamia. The big plan for India was created to change the
course of history of India by influencing the elite class of the Indian society and to shape future
generations, control the schools. The British by this time were already doing research on all the other
ancient civilization such as Egypt, Mesopotamia etc. They had for the last few centuries already
studied
the Islamic civilization( the first Arabic chair in the west was set up in 1630s). Indus civilization was
not pursued rigorously in case a large section of Indians get nationalistic feelings.
The British had committed a great mistake in 1857 by accidentally uniting Moslems and Hindus
against
them in some areas by their policies. They were more careful in their game after that. However, they
saw
that the true danger to their dominance was the educated Hindus who were in possession of both
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Western and traditional Indic knowledge. This was the class that could easily challenge them, as it
was
still wedded to the Hindu ways and capable of using the power of the newly acquired Western
knowledge against the British. Sir John Stratchey (Finance minister 1874):

“The existence side by side of these (Hindu and Muslim) hostile creeds is one of
the strong points in our political position in India. The better classes of
Mohammedans are a source of strength and not weakness. They constitute a
comparatively small but an energetic minority of the population whose political
interests are identical with ours.” Sir James Caird of Thanjavur, 1879: "there
was no class except Brahmins, which was so hostile to the English."
1881 -The first census in British India done. This is a massive project to really classify the largest human
group into various classes by their origins and social strata supposedly for benign motive. This has
helped the British and later the west to target individual groups for various religious and military
purposes. This census also helped the British to map the kinship pattern among various social
groups,
which they continued to monitor till the 20th century.
1885 -Indian National Conference formed as a tool of the British government to influence the course of the
Independence movement and for the emancipation of the suffering Indians. The main reason for
forming
this organization is to create a platform to dissipate the nationalistic sentiments and to control the
nature of the debate and pace of the changes in the political class of the Indians. The political
consciousness of the Hindus could be molded and controlled with such platform. The terms of
debate
between the Hindus and Muslims were also influenced with the help of key people in the party as it
evolved in the next 50 years.
The main philosophy was to shape the political philosophy, infiltrate the government: Whenever and
wherever possible place those sympathetic to your philosophy into office at all levels—the higher, the
better—so they can sway the direction of the country within every function of government, promising
solutions and benefits for all. In such a way you can tilt legislation toward incrementally increasing
the
control of and dependency on government—a government that you are shaping.
1906 -Split of Bengal during The Great Game at the heights of rivalry between the Russians and the British
in
the Eurasian landmass. The British needed an ally who would be able to resist the thrust of the Tsars.
Russian expansion started in 1582 and continued to central Asia and the pacific till late 1700s. The
next
target of the Russians was Tibet and British were worried about Tibet coming under the influence of
Russia. The long-term plan was to keep India under the British dominion for the next 500 years and
was
expressed in commonwealth speeches in early 1900-1910.
1907 -Anglo-Russian Agreement of 1907, Britain and Russia agreed to divide Iran into spheres of
influence.
The Russians were to enjoy exclusive right to pursue their interests in the northern sphere, the British
in
the south and east; both powers would be free to compete for economic and political advantage in a
neutral sphere in the center.
1911 -Capital shift from Calcutta to New Delhi. This was to reduce the increasing demands for
independence
in the enlightened Bengal, which had the most interaction with the west. This was a diversion so that
the
seat of power should be perceived similar to the Mughal Empire. This also broke the deep intellectual
nationalist discourse in Bengal and weakened it. The ultimate aim is to make sure that the Muslims
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would also start seeing a Muslim homeland in Indian sub-continent.
1917 -First World War. Fall of Ottoman Empire and creation of Middle Eastern states under the direct
influence of the British. British looked at the Muslims of the Middle East and the Muslims of the
India
as one and built relationship with the Arabs and the ashrafs of the sub-continent. The British oust the
Ottomans from Jerusalem and Baghdad; in the Balfour Declaration, Britain declares its support for
the
establishment of a 'national home for the Jewish people' in Palestine. In return, the unwritten
agreement
with the Arabs is the creation of a Muslim homeland in the Indian sub-continent.
1917-1919 -The Great Kuki Rebellion of 1917-19 was the longest, largest, costliest military operation in
the
whole of India since the Sepoy Mutiny of 1857. It was also an absolute logistical nightmare for field
commanders and inexperienced British officers; that was exactly why 2000 fully armed soldiers,
later
on reinforced by over 5000 soldiers including Burma military armed police, took two full years,
which
was an eternity for the mighty British vis-à-vis the size and status of the enemy, to subdue about 2000
Kuki militiamen with just about 1500 one-shot muskets and a 100 or so mountain guns but without
adequate gunpowder and extra parts.
The British troops were ambushed, harassed, picked off, booby-trapped, and tormented at will by the
tenacious Kuki in the hill areas like Apache or Sioux Indians. The image of the British Raj and her
much vaunted army was shattered ( which the Brits wanted to prevent again after 1857). For all
the Manipuris, the debacle at Khongjom was more than avenged. The British then realized that they
could be defeated as well. The realm was up in arms, for they then realized that they lurked a tribe of
sturdy, resilient and martial race called the Kuki in the foothills of lower Himalayas.
The British threw in all their resources for a quick subjugation of an ill-equipped hills men but it took
a
full two year with the greatest of difficulties logistically imaginable to finally bring an end to a
rebellion
of a great significance unheard of since the Sepoy Mutiny of 1857. The British claimed a military
victory, which actually should be more of political and administrative victory with the brute military
showmanship.
The heavy price paid by the crown was best recorded in 'The History of Assam Rifles' by the then
DIGAR, WJ Shakespeare (not the one from Avon, nor related) who himself was directly involved in
the
overall military operations, thus: "It (the Kuki Rebellion) therefore grew into the largest series of
military
operations conducted on this side of India since the old (full-scale) Expeditionary days Generals Penn
Symonds and Tregear in the late (eighteen) eighties, or the futile Abor Expedition of the 1911-12,
eclipsing them all in casualties and arduousness of active service".
1920s -Discovery of Mohenjedaro, Harrapa – final confirmation of the existence and history of Indian
civilization. This may have made the British to push through the plans for division of India.
1930 -Plans to divide the country hatched when the Middle East was secure after the First World War and
Saudi Arabia was already a state. The assessment of the colonial powers was that the history of the
natives have been discovered with archeology and they would find their true belonging. It would be
difficult to keep the country colonized for a long time.
1935-The GOVERNMENT OF INDIA ACT passed by the British parliament. Burma and Aden were
separated from India. British India was divided into 11 provinces, each under an appointed governor
and
an appointed executive council. Each province was to have an elected legislature (bicameral in six
provinces and unicameral in five), with a ministry responsible to it. Representation was to be based
on
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the communal award. The provincial governments were to enjoy wide autonomy, though the
governors
retained certain emergency powers. The ultimate objective was the establishment of an All-India
Federation, to include the Indian states as well as the provinces of British India.
1939 -Second World War – British still to recover from the First World War and willing to lessen their
burden in the empire.
1940 -Lahore resolution for a separate Muslim homeland. Secretly British were siding with the Muslim
league/ashrafs to create a homeland for them for future collaboration. There is increasing evidence
that
Lahore resolution was made in that location and time so that the future homeland of the Pakistan will
have Punjab as the cultural/political and military center.
1947 -Indian Independence/partition. Creation of Pakistan.
Partition timeline
The creation of Pakistan is owed to several reasons, the most of dominant of which was the
"leverage"
the Brits wanted to enjoy in this part of the world for the protection of its interests in the Middle East
(with the discovery of oil), and also the stopping of the spread of the Russian empire to the warm
waters
of India. The Brits knew very well that free India wouldn't be subservient to their interests and only a
client state that owed its existence to British munificence would be pliable. They exploited the
natural
divisions between the Hindus and Muslims, which had been assiduously sharpened from Curzon
onwards, initially for other reasons. Jinnah, being highly egoistic and also quite Anglicized, came
very
handy for the Brits. He, in turn, had the support of the likes of Liaqat Ali, Suhrawardy, Allama Iqbal
et al for various different reasons. That is why Pakistan is not a state founded on any ideology, all
the
boasting of Nazaria-e-Pakistan notwithstanding. That was also the reason why Pakistan has for its
most
part been unable to take independent foreign policies and allowed itself to be trampled upon by the
US,
UK and China.
Pakistan owes it's creation more to the strategic foresight of the British than to the desires of her
citizens, especially her first citizen. Jinnah was a mere tool to an end. While several Indian thinkers
have thought about the human and religious aspect of Pakistan, not one has shed light on the creation
of Pakistan as a tool for leverage in Asia by western powers. Studying this angle to Pakistan's
existence
is what will eventually lead Indians to finding a solution. The Western powers have a lot invested in
this
"clients" existence and they will not let it go, unless and until Indians deny them that utility.
1930 -Alama Iqbal advocates the two-nation theory
1933 -The name Pakistan is coined by Choudhary Rehmat Ali Khan.
1940 - Jinnah calls for a separate Muslim state
May/June 1946 -Both parties accept Cabinet Mission Plan
July: Plan collapses
Aug: Hindu-Muslim violence kills thousands
June 1947 -Mountbatten plan for partition approved
July: India Independence Act passed in Britain
Aug: Separate states of Pakistan and India are born
1971 -Split of Pakistan the largest Muslim nation into Pakistan and Bangladesh

1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

25

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

Chapter 3

INDIAN DIASPORA
Indians in the modern era started to live in the west from late 19th century and continued through the
20 century. The liberal movements after the world war led to rapid emigration for better life in the
western modern economy. The immigrants during the cold war experienced a different perception about
India when India was isolated for a long time. Maximum increase in Indian emigration to EU and US was
in the 90s. Their experience in the west will give a totally different version of previous generation who
migrated to the west. India was isolated for around 30 years from the west due to the cold war( a deliberate
policy) and only a small number had experience with the west. Even after 170 years in contact with the
west there have been only 20-30 million Indians/People of Indian origin who are living outside India. The
west has observed that the average Indian is unaware of the change in the outside world and have taken
advantage of this. Indian way of thinking as put by Max Muller in 1860s: inconsistency, an apparent
inability to distinguish self from non-self, and a lack of universality. This uninformed nature of the general
Indian public is used to the maximum and exploited by the western media, academics and policymakers.
The Indian leftist and intellectual; follows the western academic in looking at an average Indian in a similar
way. In other words the colonial British after 1950 have created an entire class of Indians leftists who look
at the rest of Indians similar to the western academic.
The Indian population in the United States has witnessed a tremendous growth since 1965, and the
global Indian Diaspora has now become an important part of world culture. There are now 1.8 million
Indians residing in the United States, and in countries as diverse as Fiji, Mauritius, Trinidad, South Africa,
and Malaysia Indians account for a significant portion of the population, even, in some cases, constituting
the majority of the population. Though many commentators have spoken of the globalization of India,
others prefer to call attention to the Indianization of the globe, pointing to India's export of its samosas,
gurus, and sitar music, even beauty queens. Bollywood, always popular in the Middle East, North and East
Africa, Russia, and elsewhere, is now becoming globally known. This conference is dedicated, in
particular, to the exploration of the cultural politics of the Indian Diaspora, and though the bulk of the
papers will be riveted on the Indian Diaspora in the US, it is hoped that some of the insights might be
instructive in understanding the complexity of the Diaspora worldwide.
Some of the key anthropological questions being studied by the western universities are: How are
questions of race and color negotiated? How are the animosities of the Indian sub-continent reflected in the
Diaspora, and what are the anxieties of a largely middle-class, professional Indian Diaspora in the US? Do
notions of Indian "culture" get reified, contested, transmuted, and in what ways? Does the Indian nationstate live in its Diaspora as well, does it indeed receive succor from the Diaspora, or can the Diaspora
become a site from where the politics of the nation-state can be productively
challenged?
Since each of these questions are new experience for the Indians who are forming new members of
the global citizenship the west would like to shape the perception and loyalty of these global Indians
towards India.
th
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Chapter 4

RECENT HISTORY
There have been geo-political events such as world wars and cold war in the last 150 years in the
Eurasian landmass that have profoundly affected India and its surrounding. For a country with few real
cards to play in the international system after independence in 1947, non-alignment offered the best route
to promote its diplomatic profile on the world stage. It allowed India to become one of the few countries in
the world to gain massive economic assistance from both camps in the international system, and yet retain
the right to criticize both East and West on specific international issues. The focus on non-alignment did
not prevent India from developing a security policy that was sensitive to shifting alignments in its
neighborhood. Its productive relationship with Moscow had the effect of balancing American military ties
with Pakistan during the early Cold War. When a de facto strategic consensus emerged between Pakistan,
China and the United States at the turn of the 1970s, India did not hesitate to deepen its relationship with
the Soviet Union through a ‘peace and friendship treaty’ in 1971.
The 1971 Bangladesh war and the testing of the Bomb in 1975 triggered events, which made India,
a target of major powers for eventual balkanization. The 1979 Iranian revolution increased US interest (
actually a deliberate policy to gain influence with the Sunni Islamic countries) in Sunni Islam and US tried
to create a political center of Sunni Islam and a Islamic geo-political block without much success. The
Soviet invasion of the Afghanistan created a huge dynamic process, which is still reverberating in the
South Asian region.
T Sreedar of IDSA says:

“Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, India looked at the developments in
Afghanistan with a certain amount of dismay. It could not fathom the former
Soviet Union's invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979. Initially, the policy
makers in New Delhi initially tried to find a political way out — gently
persuading the Soviet Union to withdraw. India even offered to work with
Pakistan to find a political solution. But Pakistan's Zia-ul-Haq refused to oblige.
The Cold War politics practiced by the Great Powers in Afghanistan was too
complex for India to intervene effectively.
After the Soviet withdrawal in 1989, India kept a close watch on Islamabad's
game plan. New Delhi's moves such as helping Burhanuddin Rabbani met with
extremely limited success. Alarm bells began ringing with the Taliban's arrival
on the scene in 1994. India saw a link between the developments in Jammu and
Kashmir, the Taliban's creation and the way it was consolidating its position in
Afghanistan. India's efforts to sensitize the great powers about this development
had no success. After the capture of Kabul in September 1996, India closed down
its mission there…”
According to the official view of history, Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter's national security
adviser, admitted in an interview in 1998, CIA aid to the Mojahedin began during 1980, that is, after the
Soviet army invaded Afghanistan... But the reality, secretly guarded until now, is completely otherwise."
At Brzezinski's urging, in July 1979 Carter authorized $500m to help set up what was basically a terrorist
organization. The goal was to lure Moscow, then deeply troubled by the spread of Islamic fundamentalism
in the Soviet central Asian republics, into the "trap" of Afghanistan, a source of the contagion.
When the Soviet Union finally collapsed, the chessboard was passed to the Clinton administration.
The latest mutation of the Mojahedin, the Taliban, now ruled Afghanistan. After the collapse of the Soviet
till 1997 the Islamic extremism and terrorism was actually ignored for the oil interest and creating a
western controlled oil and gas pipeline. In 1997, US state department officials and executives of the Union
Oil Company of California (Unocal) discreetly entertained Taliban leaders in Washington and Houston,
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Texas. They were entertained lavishly, with dinner parties at luxurious homes in Houston. They asked to
be taken shopping at a Wal-Mart and flown to tourist attractions, including the Kennedy Space Centre in
Florida and Mount Rushmore in South Dakota, where they gazed upon the faces of American presidents
chiseled in the rock face. The Wall Street Journal, bulletin of US power, effused, "The Taliban are the
players most capable of achieving peace in Afghanistan at this moment in history."
In January 1997, a state department official told journalists in a private briefing that it was hoped
Afghanistan would become an oil protectorate, "like Saudi Arabia". It was pointed out to him that Saudi
Arabia had no democracy and persecuted women. "We can live with that," he said. The pipeline "dream"
faded when two US embassies in east Africa were bombed in 1998 and al-Qaida was blamed and the
connection with Afghanistan was made.
The aftermath of the afghan war created a pan-Islamic world vision with a vision of a grand Islamic
state in the globe, which used the globalization in the 90s to expand far and wide. There is enough
literature about this in the press and the Internet for repetition and discussion in this document. This pan
Islamic movement resulted in the change of history with the attacks on WTC in United States of America
on 9/11.
This document looks at various covert and overt pressure on India in the last 40 years by the
superpowers in their geo-political games surrounding India. In this evolution the major powers have also
looked at the vast swath of the Eurasian landmass in the southern region from Middle East to the Indonesia
and planned out a strategic geo-political block, which will take care of Western Interest. This block is
supposed to be Islamic in nature and will hold steady for several centuries. By creating this block the
western powers intended to have a surrogate power(s)(Littoral states) across the entire southern oceanic
base of the Eurasian block( Indian Ocean Region) for the next few centuries. The only obstacle to this plan
was the presence of India as a non-Islamic country, which juts out from the Eurasian landmass into the
Indian Ocean. The strategic position of Indian southern peninsula is not really talked about in the open but
is a major threat to major powers in their security of energy resource. The shipping lines of
communications (SLOC) and proximity to the ME oil resource; Central Asia future oil resource and SE
Asia emerging economy make India a target of major powers. The main alliance in the Eurasian landmass
was between China, US and Saudi Arabia during the cold war against the Soviet Union. Japan and South
Korea were partners with US. After the cold war other alliance such as Russia, China and India were
proposed. Iran is also becoming a player in the Asian landmass and in the future the Eurasian land mass is
gaining importance as a economic region.
The British colonization of India from 1775 and their withdrawal created perception of people in
the subcontinent as Muslims and non-Muslims for the western observers. This still has a profound impact
on the geo-political evolution and demographics of the sub-continent.
In the book ‘The Future of by Islam’ A New Edition Wilfred Scawen Blunt, Riad
Nourallah (Editor), Wilfred Scawen Blunt published in 1882 we have the following
excerpts :
England’s interest in Islam (Pages 164-167 )

The Mussalmans of Delhi and the Punjab would no doubt desire a
resumption by themselves of partial authority in the country where they were till
lately masters, but they are conscious that they are not strong enough now to
effect this. Were they in any way specially protected in their religious interest by
the Indian Government, they would, I am confident make not only contented but
actively loyal subjects. As things stand, it would be natural that, in the fall of
Constantinople, it is to England the various nations of Islam should look mainly
for direction in their political difficulties. The place of adviser and protector
indeed seems pointed out for her. With the disappearance of the Ottoman Sultan,
there will be no longer any great Mussalman sovereignty in the world, and the
Mohammedan population of India, already the wealthiest and most numerous,
will them assume its full importance in the counsel of believers. …
It will also assuredly be expected of the English Crown that it should then justify
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its assumption of the old Mohammedan title of the Moguls, by making itself in
some sort the political head of Islam. …Her Majesty will be left, its most
powerful sovereign, and it will be open to her advisors, if they be so minded, to
exercise paramount influence on all its affairs. They will have the power and
opportunity to direct the tone of thought of Mussalmans throughout the world
and utilizing the religious force in Asia for the purpose of humanity and
progress. Let us see out actual relationship with Mohammedanism are, and the
value of its goodwill to us in Asia.
And first as to India …
The Mussalman population in India is a large one in proportion to other races
and communities according to the census in 1881. Its geographical distribution
coincides with the political life and energy of that country.
Punjab and Northwest Frontiers alone contain aggregate of 13 million
Mussalmans. Thirdly that is homogenous to a degree shown by no other Indian
community. Though less numerous by two thirds than whole of the Hindoo
population, it is far more so than any coherent section of that population, and
thus is the largest body of opinion in the Empire. Fourthly it is also the most
generally enlightened. It is the only section of the community which knows its
history and preserves the tradition of its lost political importance; and if it has
held itself back aloof from competition with other races for public service, it has
been through pride rather than inability. And lastly it is no isolated body, but
remains in close communications with the masses of its fellow believers
throughout the world. Hence the Mohammedan population of India is, therefore,
an exceptional as well as a large one.
Christopher Hitchens (Author) says:

“In the Subcontinent the empire tended to classify people as Muslim or nonMuslim, partly because the Muslims had been the last conquerors of the region
and also because—as Paul Scott cleverly noticed—it found Islam to be at least
recognizable in Christian-missionary terms (as opposed to the heathenish
polytheism of the Hindus)”.
The British strategy to handle the Islamic countries was already laid out in 1882 after they looked at
the homogenous composition of the Punjabi Muslims in India. They cultivated their relationship with
Indian Muslims for more than 100 years to create a world in which they could control the Islamic nations
and earlier colonial countries. By the creation of Pakistan an influential groups of Indian Muslims had
become subservient to Anglo-Saxons and dependent for protection and political direction in a UN defined
world. They were the largest Islamic country in the world and Punjabi Muslims were known for their
martial quality. Hence they were the most influential of all the Muslims in the world in the 1940s.
The British were closer to Muslims of the sub-continent and employed them for their global
leadership during the First World War and 2nd world war. This entente was continued after the British
withdrawal in 1947 and they had the leverage and still pulled the strings of Pakistan. The UK and US acted
as a pivot between India and Pakistan for most of the independent history. The British control over the
local institution was taken over by the US immediately under SoS George Marshall and even if India got
its freedom it was colonial in its thinking and most leaders and parties were sub-servient to the leaders of
the major powers. The new generations Indians after 1990 have effectively broken the link from the
colonial and major powers. Indian leaders never realized that they were still under the mental control of the
colonial powers and have been indoctrinated for a long time.
During the cold war Pakistan was closer to the western camp due to the historical soldier connection
and strategic position with Afghanistan. Pakistan’s tryst with historic moment was the afghan war fighting
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with the mujahideens in the 1980s against the advancing Soviet Union. Pakistan went through
transformation with a psudo-Islam taking over the country under Gen Zia.
The major powers tried hard to change India in the 50 years to their geo-political goals but could
not other than engage India by the end of the decade in 2000. There are still elements in the major powers
that still think that India and its population and ‘religion’ (make them civilized) can be changed to suit the
geo-political interest. The perception is still that country is really not one and the people do not have sense
of one single country and hence does not need any attention as one country and be given political
legitimacy. The main method in the long term is to reduce India and make it impotent; and to split India
into multiple warring states. The other parallel method is to work on the population so that they are not
monolithic and do not create a nationalistic ethos. The other way is to push the process of evolution with an
Islamic character inside India so that the country becomes an Islamic one in the long term with an Islamic
political center.
US policy on India has been mostly of detached interest and support to India’s rivals after 1971.
India was neglected as part of the cold war policy due to the India’s tilt with former Soviet Union and India
could only come out of the closet after 1991 but in a increasingly globalized world. Only four US
presidents visited India – Eisenhower, Richard Nixon, Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton in the last 56 years.
There is certain ambivalence about Indians and Indian culture by the elite and the policymakers in the US.
This can be explained by the experience of Americans in their history from 1945 and this is discussed later
in this document.

Civilization states:
Carroll Quigley in his book The Evolution of Civilization defines a civilization as "a producing
society with an instrument of expansion". A civilization's decline is not inevitable but occurs when its
instrument of expansion is transformed into an institution-that is, when social arrangements that meet real
social needs are transformed into social institutions serving their own purposes regardless of real social
needs has many instruments of expansion such as culture, religion, moral values of Indic thought and trade.
The consolidation of one single state after independence can be considered one instrument of expansion.
The slow but steady growth of the economy, influence and culture(Bollywood) are the other instruments of
expansion.
The colonial rule had completely destroyed Indian ability to expand economically, culturally and
influence. The British had made sure that Indian culture and religion was foreign to the rest of the world by
creating an image of exotic and strange values. By economic colonialism the Indian industries became
stooges in the hands of international capitalism completely and by re-interpreting Indian history and
literature Indian thought process was completely subjugated. Hence at the time of Independence India was
left with very few instruments of expansion and Nehru the first Prime minister used the morality card to
increase the influence in the world of real-politics.
Sam Huntington says that China has been successful in creating a idea of a Chinese civilization and
a class of homogeneous people(Huns) who are nationalistic and modern. This has given the Chinese an
identity and a place on the world map. China has created an entire economy, which can drive the
economies of other surrounding countries from Japan, Koreas to South East Asia. It has even come close to
driving the destiny of the south Asian countries and much of the Asian land mass. Nobody talks about
India or its Indian civilization or Hindu identity in the world in a similar manner as they talk about China.
This is avoided and ancient Indic civilization is rarely talked about and actively negated in the western
world. The entire Indian state and civilization is given less coverage in the media and academic world.
Chinese analysts say that India is an illegitimate power and does not have the right to expand. What they
mean is that the Indian state was born out of providence and has no previous history of such a landmass
with a civilization and be legitimate nation state now or in the future.
Both China and India are ancient empires that produced brilliant civilizations. Empires are states
that rule over a great diversity of peoples and extend over huge tracts of lands. Civilizations are cultures on
a vast scale. And culture can be defined as the ways people live, work and think together. Some empires
rest on great civilizations, others do not. The former last very long while the latter do not. China and India
are the world's greatest examples of the former. And great empires like these seek peace and prosperity. It's
the short-lived empires that stir up wars, like the ones led by Napoleon and Hitler.
The Indians and Chinese have three or four millennia of civilization embedded in the minds and
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souls of their huge populations. Now they also have well-functioning states highly respected throughout
the world. It's not coincidental that Indian and Chinese youngsters do well in many areas of education.
They are all immersed in stories about great heroes and heroines that mould their minds and give their
souls direction. Their most powerful direction is education. Furthermore, both civilizations radiated out to
many countries, near and far. These collateral youngsters perform just as well as those of the root
civilization. For one thing, they share the traditional stories of the root civilization. Even way back in
history when foreigners ruled India and China these rulers accepted much or all of the great civilizations
that surrounded them.
And over the centuries many of those foreign rulers gave their Indian and Chinese subjects the
peace that provided security to farmers, traders and intellectuals. The rulers of both countries now know
that the combination of a strong state and a brilliant civilization can give their huge populations what most
want, peace and prosperity.
After the collapse of the Western Roman Empire in 476 B.C., Europe had only short-lived empires.
Charlemagne's attempt lasted less than two decades. Napoleon crowned himself Emperor in 1804 and met
his Waterloo in 1815. Hitler's Thousand Year Reich didn't even last a decade. Around the beginning of the
second millennium Europe did create a civilization, the Renaissance that still sends rays of knowledge and
beauty all over the world. But they were not able to create a Roman-style empire in Europe. Britain built a
vast empire all over the world but shunned Europe. France's dominion over Europe died at Waterloo. Like
many empires, Austria had great diversity but was never able to create a strong state. And today, while
Europe is still struggling to build a strong European state, India and China are using their historical capital
to create both brilliant civilizations and strong states.

Long Term Plans on INDIA:
The current assault and challenge on India is multi dimensional and has been executed for more
than 50 years as part of the cold war policies or even 150 years. The threat to India is external, internal and
civilization in nature and long term in nature. Short-term external threats to the territory and human life are
not discussed in detail in this document. Some of the most deep rooted plans are still being executed inside
India and outside India to negate the idea of India in the long run. The long term plan is part of the cold
war plan where Pakistan( and other Islamic states such as Saudi Arabia) is one of the partners and has
helped the major powers to win the cold war. This plan is to bring about sufficient change inside India,
which would help them to in their common goals.
1.One of the most deep long term plan is to change the interpretation of Indian history and society
in the eyes of Indians in the long run. Influence of historians and social research projects by US and other
western government from 70s is very deep. Research funding for sub-altern studies in US universities
spurned the growth of Indian experts in social anthropology and Indian leftist were cooped who were
influenced to negate the Hindu society and Hindu history and a Indian/Indic civilization. By this process
for a long time the aim was to create a civilization vacuum inside the minds of Indian people. How long is
this going on. It is hard to find out but can be traced to the time when the Aryan invasion theory was
postulated which was around 1863. This reduces the ‘idea of India’ and never builds a civilization identity
among the new generation of Indians.
The British during colonial rule, attempted stamping out the Indian mind of Indian heritage, but not
through sheer brute force. As we know, besides their primary object of plunder, they viewed—or perhaps
justified—their presence in India as a “divinely ordained” civilizing mission. They spoke of Britain as “the
most enlightened and philanthropic nation in the world” and of “the justifiable pride which the cultivated
members of a civilized community feel in the beneficent exercise of dominion and in the performance by
their nation of the noble task of spreading the highest kind of civilization.” Such rhetoric was constantly
poured out to the Britons at home so as to give them a good conscience, while the constant atrocities
perpetrated on the Indian people were discreetly hidden from sight.
The major change in Indian history teaching in current times came after the 1971 war and
separation of Bangladesh. The Indian Council of Historical Research [ICHR], a major academic body was
constituted on 27 March 1972 that comprises reputed historians and archaeologists. This 27-member
council was constituted as an *autonomous* body with the mandate of setting high standards of research
for the writing of Indian history. It currently operates under the Department of Education of the Human
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Resource Development Ministry, administers several historical projects (such as the "Towards Freedom"
research and publication ventures), awards various fellowships and scholarships, and provides leadership
for research in the disciplines of history, archaeology and so forth. Indian historiography and Indian
historians have built a globally high reputation over the last few decades. But the hidden agenda was to
reinterpret Indian History with a bias towards Mughal history and revive the Pakistan ideology even after
separation of Bangladesh. This is discussed in more detail later.
2.It is important to note that in the case of most "civilization" the states are in control over how their
history is taught, which influences their societies self image and thus prepare for the future. The Chinese,
Europeans, Americans all have their own grand narratives about who they are. In the case of India
however, its history has been consistently in the hands of outsiders’ upto this day. These outside interests
have found it very useful to manipulate Indian History to suit their own agendas. This is a fundamental
cause for a contested history and the debate between different civilizations and cultures inside India.
Negation of Indian history outside India is a long-term plan by other powers to stamp out all the Indic
symbols which are outside and inside India so that India will neither reclaim the history and nor the
external land. Indian population growing to be the largest in the world in the next 40 years has created
worry among many big powers apart from Pakistan.
The plan to negate the Indian history was rejuvenated around 1971 after India rolled back one part
of history with the creation of Bangladesh. To stop this rollback and reclaiming of Muslim Indian history
by Indians in the future there is a slow negation of Hindu Indian history across all academic and political
area around the world. One of the things that Rajiv Amphora has pointed out is the danger of U-turns
wherein Christian missionaries penetrate Hindu organizations, and hijack them and steal Hindu ideas like
Yoga etc This mosaic of Hinduism which is not monolith is advantageous to outsiders who have ulterior
motives. Since there is no central repository and a central authority to lay claim to the Indic traditions and
practices there is free for all attitude to the interpretations of the Indic practices.
Only books written by the western authors are acknowledged by the western academic. No book
written by Indian authors about Indian history is fully praised including the favourite authors of the
western academics. Quote about a book written by Romila Thapar [preferred author for the west] EARLY
INDIA:
“Written in dense academese, it opens with a long theoretical introduction
containing the usual cap-doffing to Edward Said and Orientalism. It is more than
70 pages before we meet our first hunter-gatherers. There is little sense of
narrative progression and the writing is far from colorful. This is all the sadder as
there are precious few well-written accessible histories of India, John Keay's
excellent India: A History being an notable exception. This as much as anything
else has allowed myths to replace history among India's voraciously literate
middle class. Unless Indian historians learn to make their work elegant and
intelligible, attractive to a wider audience, unhistorical myths will continue to
flourish”.
3.External pressure from Pakistan in the form of LOC incursions, threats and diplomatic pressure at
various international forums has been relentless. This created a sense of a blown up Pakistan, which is
equal in strength to India and can defeat India in case of war. The US tapped the pride of the ashrafs in
Pakistan in their mogul history to bring the confidence of the Paki elite after their defeat in 1971. The pride
and the confidence of Pakistani ashrafs were blown up by the major powers so that it can become a counter
weight to the growing power of India and help Pakistan create a powerful Islamic political center. Subtle
use of media and image creation inside India was used brainwash the general masses inside India. This is
actually a long-term plan of the major powers. How big is this plan. It could be as big as a clash of the
Ummah with the Indian civilization in the long run.
Global Sunni Political Islam whose aspirations which was present for a long time; was recognized
by US after 1979 Iranian revolutions and nurtured for a long term plan to create a core state of Islam. This
core state would create the political center and be a representative of Islamic civilization in the world.
Turkey and Pakistan were considered ideal countries for this role. Pakistan was one of the aspirants due the
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history of Moghul rule and familiarity of the ashrafs to the Anglo-Saxons with ashrafs who held the respect
of the rest of the Muslims in the sub-continent. The concept of the Pakistan flag on the Red Fort in Delhi
has significant political meaning among the Muslims of the subcontinent. Shah Wali Ullah a Islamic
scholar in 1700s had expressed a vision of creating a center of political Islam in the heart of India to
become the center of Islamic world. He was influenced by Shakyk Ahmad Sirhindi (1564-1624) who was
the founder of Nasqabandi order of Sufi Islam. This concept of Islamic center has been actively
encouraged by the western powers and China in the last 50 years. By pushing the aspirations of the Sunni
political Islam to the sub-continent the major powers have deflected all the Islamic jehadi energy and
confrontation with the west against India.
Traditional adversaries such as Islamic predatory institutions from Islamic countries such as
Pakistan and Kingdom of Saudi Arabia are used to change the identity of Indian minorities and to create
chaos in the Indian political and social sphere. Islamic pressure through funding of madrassa all across
India by Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and Pakistan is actively encouraged by internal groups and external
countries from the west. In India, an increasing number of madrassahs are being taken over by the even
more extreme Jamiat Ahle Hadith and Tablighi Jamaat groups, which does not bode well for the world's
largest democracy. Creating examples out of Kashmir with experiments in supremacy of Islam (Nizam e
Mustafa) was a plan to change the psychology of an Islamic society. The creation of Taliban in
Afghanistan was shown as the first Islamic state in 100 years. LeT and HuM openly flaunted the security
and law of the land to kill innocent Indians with impunity. The psy impact on rest of India was being
monitored every year and is still done. Global terrorism report from the State Dept did not put the center of
terrorism to South Asia until the year 2001. This may be due to earlier relationship between the terrorist
groups, Pakistan and US agencies. The USG still had a stake in the continuation of jehadi activities at least
in the sub-continent for their long-term goal.
4.Threat from internal subversive groups such as academic and influential intellectuals who are
aligned with the western powers knowingly or unknowingly is most devastative. This threat is the most
dangerous in a free and totally open society such as India and most of the Indian leftists intellectuals are
pawns in this game. The leftist, academic, social anthropologists and intellectuals have been cultivated in
the last 40 years in the western university with south Asian chairs. The perception of these intellectuals is
actually that they are doing something to change and civilize the Indian society[ just as the colonial
masters] which is mired in ‘old culture’ into a progressive culture. So most of the Indian studies in the
western universities are actually project to map the Indian society and come up with a plan to change the
society to suit the aims of the western powers. One such example is to create chaos among a ethic minority
during the time of need to put pressure on the Indian government. The Indian elite has been the eyes and
ears of the major powers to observe and using social engineering change the Indian society. The most
significant aspect of the unique Indian society has been the high diversity and this has been used to a great
extent by the major powers for their goals. Significant sections of the illiterate population and less
privileged section in the society have been susceptible to influence from these Indian elite, NGOs and
western organization including the religious ones.
5.Demographic threat is a long term threat to the civilizational identity of India. The British
understood the need to study the Indian population in a more detailed manner to create schism with the
society. The first census was conducted in 1881, which showed the long term plan of the colonial masters.
Recent studies by Centre for Policy Studies in association with the Indian Council of Social Science
Research show the current trend of demographic changes in India, Pakistan and Bangladesh in the last 100
years. With globalization and creation of liberal society in the last several decades there has been steady
change in the demographic profile of the country with reduction in Indian religionists due to conversation.
There were two spurts of growth of population of India. One was the after 1965 and the other was after
1985. There were major policy changes by other powers against India at these two data points.
The percentage of Hindus according to the study (including Buddhists, Jain and Sikhs, for which
the three authors have given a common term of Indian Religionists) would be reduced to minorities in the
second half of the century. The study says the percentage of Indian religionists in the region had dropped
from 78 per cent to 67 per cent in a century. This is a fairly large decline for a single religious community
and 57 per cent of the population lived in two-thirds of the country, where Hindus constituted more than 90
per cent of the population. However, there were some pockets of Muslim-dominated areas and some
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Christian-dominated ones. On the Gangetic belt, comprising 19 per cent of the area and 38 per cent of the
population, the share of Indian religionists had come down by four per cent, which not be considered a
normal phenomenon. In the border districts of India, the share of Indian religionists had come down by
seven per cent, which he said was very high, while those in Kerala had declined by 12 per cent. Alarming
was the condition of several States of the Northeast, where the Christian population was increasing very
fast. Now there are only small pockets, which were dominated by Indian religionists. The British were
perhaps even more contemptuous of the fundamental civilizational and religious principles of India than
the Turko-Afghans and Mughals. They, through their patronage and propagation of Christianity,
introduced another source of religious heterogeneity in India. But more than the spread of Christianity, the
British contributed to the increase of heterogeneity by systematically negating and suppressing the
civilizational homogeneity of India. Thus, even though the growth of Christianity in India during the
British rule was less than spectacular, the share of adherents of indigenous religions began to decline
precipitously during this period. This decline has not been arrested yet.
6.Uneven development in critical regions in India close to the borders is threatening the integrity of
India. From UP to Assam there are 400 million people whose per capita income is below international std
and the per capita growth is less than the population growth. The breakdown of the civil administration and
law enforcement has made the region ungovernable and non-developmental. This area was the target of
leftist campaign to bring about revolution from 1970s resulting in total collapse of the government. This
region is a prime target of various external organization including religious ones for change and eventual
disorder. Marxist organization to communal organization control large areas of the countryside.
7.Internal disorders such as insurgency, political instability and economic and financial crisis are all
exploited by the external adversaries to create chaos and reduce the confidence in the government and
bring crisis in governance. These crisis over a period of time will create sufficient force for secession and
regionalism and underdevelopment. Marxist ideology and peoples movement and anti-authority sentiments
will increase to such a level that anarchy will prevail leading to governance crisis. All these are supported
and encouraged by the external agencies since India is mostly free and open with few barriers for
manipulation in the field of media, politics and education.
External Threats
The External threats are various for India and India is in a region of instability and of great interest
to bigger powers. External enemies cannot subjugate Indians completely but could affect a defeat which
would lower the Indian influence in the world and bring about the collapse of the Indian central
government. A weak Indian government could be controlled by external powers by proxy and balkanize
Indian subcontinent to vassal states.

Threat Analysis’s
The following table outlines the some military perception of risk of war to India with likely
challengers in the short, medium and long term. “War-risk” is an abstract parameter (it is defined as
product of “possibility of war with the country” and “difficulty of fighting the adversary”) to indicates the
degree of military challenge India is likely to face in going to war with the specific country. This parameter
will be used in the analysis to narrow down the type of warfare that India needs to prepare for. It is also
understood that there is good possibility that the war may not be fought with a country but instead against a
conglomerate of countries that the main challenger invoke alliance with. (E.g. War with Pakistan may also
involve deterring or fighting with China and/or Saudi Arabia or Iran at the same time deterring USA from
intervening).

Country
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Expected
Difficulty fighting
the adversary
(0 to 10)

Confrontation
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(0 to 1)
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Pakistan
China
USA
S Arabia
Bangladesh
Iran
Sri Lanka
Myanmar
Thailand
Malaysia
UAE
Indonesia
Japan
Bhutan
N Korea
Iraq
Nepal
Afghanistan

1 to 4
8 to 20
5 to 20
10 to 20
5 to 10
5 to 20
5 to 10
5 to 20
10 to 30
10 to 30
10 to 20
?
10 to 30
?
?
?
?
?

3
8
15
2
1
3
1
2
2
2
1
2
8
1
5
3
1
2

IRF100.0/2006

0.9
0.3
0.15
0.2
0.2
0.05
0.1
0.1
0.05
0.05
0.1
0.05
0.01
0.05
0.01
0.01
0
0

2.7
2.4
2.2
0.4
0.2
0.15
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.08
0.05
0.05
0.03
0
0

India has one of the most complex external threat matrixes, which Indian military has to factor in.
This document does not deal with this section in detail.
From the above table we see that India has greater threat probability in the next 5 to 10 years from
nearby countries.

1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

35

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

Chapter 5

EDUCATION IN INDIA
Western History Studies of Indic Civilization
"In the modern planetary situation, Eastern and Western ‘cultures’ can no longer
meet one another as equal partners. They meet in a westernized world, under
conditions shaped by western ways of thinking."
- W. Halbfass ( “India and Europe” by William Halbfass. First Edition, Delhi, 1990 , p 44 )

The first English histories of India were written by officials of the British Raj. In the 20th century,
''administrator-historians' gave way to academics, but with The British Conquest and Dominion of India
they return for a swan song. It tells the story of the British in India from 1748 (when the French showed
the English the path to power over Indian rulers, and hence to trading privileges) to independence in 1947.
The book has no central argument, but there are several themes. The dominant one is the part played by
Indians in supporting the British Raj -- established by Indian soldiers, saved by them during early disasters
and the Mutiny of 1857, and run until 1947 by Indian officials (whose efficiency belied British claims that
Indians could not rule themselves). Another theme is changes in British goals in India: getting rich, then
ruling well, then civilizing.
The Mutiny changed all this, and whatever excuses were thereafter offered, the truth was simply
that Britain kept India because it made her a world power. The main theme in the latter part of the history
is the Indian demand for self-government, and ''the cautious, tardy British response' with grudging reforms
that only alienated Indians. Moon rescues from obscurity such men as Thomas Adams, who really won
Bengal for the British. He shows that expansion was not always profitable for the East India Company
(under Wellesley, who conquered more territory than any other governor general, the company's debts
almost doubled). He explains that in 1917 conservative ministers in Britain agreed to promise India
''responsible government' because, ignorant of dominion history, they thought they would be able to
interpret the phrase to mean whatever they wished. The study of India in the West has long been
overshadowed by the concerns of Eurocentric historians, who, to the extent that they studied India at all,
did so in a manner that privileged Europe as the motivating force of world history.
Under the idea that all civilization came from the Middle East, it was assumed that Harappan culture
derived its impetus from the Middle East, probably Sumeria. Recent French excavations have shown that
all the antecedents of the Indus culture can found within the Indian subcontinent going back before 6500
BC as revealed by the Mehrgarh site near the Bolan Pass in Pakistan. Mehrgarh is the largest village/town
culture of its period anywhere in the world and develops into the Indus culture by a series of stages,
showing the evolution of agriculture and arts and crafts typical of Harappa. In short, Western scholars are
also beginning to reject the Aryan invasion or any outside origin for Hindu civilization:
Current archaeological data do not support the existence of an Indo-Aryan or European invasion into South
Asia at any time in the prior proto-historic periods. Instead, it is possible to document archaeologically a
series of cultural changes reflecting indigenous cultural development from prehistoric to historic
periods. The Indo-Aryan invasion as an academic concept in eighteenth and nineteenth century Europe
reflected the cultural milieu of the period. Linguistic data were used to validate the concept that in turn was
used to interpret archaeological and anthropological data. The idea of the Aryan invasion was the product
of linguistic speculation and archeological data was twisted into that model. Now the archeological data is
shown either not to fit the theory or the date ascribed to it, while the literary evidence (the Vedas) never
did.
Historiography is a modernist project, which developed in concert with imperial beliefs about the
Other. The discipline of history developed as a set of two interconnected ideas: (1) there is a universal
history with fundamental characteristics and values which all human subjects and societies share; and (2)
universal history is one large chronology or grand narrative. History is about developments over time; it
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charts the progress of human endeavor through time. The actual time events take place also makes them
'real' and 'factual'. In order to begin the chronology, a time of 'beginning' and 'discovery' has to be
established.
Possession of chronology allows one to go backwards and explain how and why things happened in
the past. Societies are believed to move forward through time in stages of developments much as an infant
grows into a fully developed adult being. As societies develop, they become less primitive, more civilized,
more rational, and their social structures become more complex and bureaucratic. History is similarly
deemed to be about human moral development that moves in stages through the fulfillment of basic needs,
the development of emotions, the intellect and culminating in morality. Just as the individual moves
through these stages, so do societies. The story of history therefore can be told in a coherent narrative.
A skilled historian can assemble all the facts in an ordered way so that they reveal to the reader the truth
providing a very good idea of what really did happen in the past. History as a discipline is held to be
innocent since the "facts" speak for themselves. A good historian simply marshals them and weaves them
into a coherent, concise and cogent narrative. Once all the known facts are assembled, they tell their own
story, without any need of a theoretical explanation or interpretation by the historian. History therefore is
pure as a discipline, unsullied by ideology, interests, or agenda. All history has a definite beginning and
there are clear criteria of determining when it begins: literacy, rationality, scientific spirit, social and
political formations, etc
In the context of Indology, the upshot of the above view and understanding of history is the
argument that only a historian trained in historiography can write a "true" and accurate history of
Hinduism, Hindu culture and society. The disciplines of history and anthropology, accordingly, were
implicated from the beginning in the construction of totalizing master discourses to control the
Indian as the "Other" and to deny the Indian's view of what happened and what the significance of
historical 'facts' may be to the colonized. "If history is written by the victor," argues Janet AbuLughod, "then it must, almost by definition, 'deform' the history of the others".
Research using western paradigms describes an approach, which assumes that western ideas about
the most fundamental things are the only ideas possible to hold, certainly the only rational ideas, and the
only ideas that can make sense of the world, of reality, of social life, and of human beings. This line of
thinking has been carried over into Hindu studies and conveys a sense of innate superiority and a desire to
overwhelm research in Hinduism spiritually, intellectually, socially and politically.
It is such research imbued with an `attitude' and a 'spirit', which assumes ownership of the Hindu and Indic
world. It has established systems and forms of governance, which embed that attitude in institutional
practices. These practices determine what counts as legitimate research and who count as legitimate
researchers. In this enterprise, the objects of research do not have a voice and do not contribute to research,
science or knowledge. An object (in this instance, Hinduism or Hindus) has no life force or spirit of its
own, no humanity, 'it' cannot, therefore, make any active contribution. For all practical purposes, the
"benevolent" impulse of modern Indology to represent Hindus and Hinduism effectively appropriates their
voice, reducing them to the category of the subaltern.
It nevertheless reaffirmed the West's view of itself as the centre of legitimate knowledge, the arbiter
of what counts as knowledge and the source of all 'civilized' knowledge. It is generally praised as
'universal' knowledge, available to all and not really 'owned' by anyone: until non-western scholars make
claims to it.
History is suitably revised whenever claims like the above are contested, so that the story of civilization
continues to remain the story of the West. For this purpose, the Mediterranean world, the ancient near east
and ancient Greek culture are conveniently appropriated as part of the story of the western civilization,
western philosophy and western knowledge. More recently, this practice has also been extended to such
elements as yoga from Indic civilization and culture. The nexus between cultural ways of knowing,
scientific discoveries, economic impulses and imperial power enabled the West to make ideological claims
having a superior civilization. The idea of the 'West' became a reality when it was re-presented to the
people of Africa, Asia and the Oceania through colonialism. Colonial education was used to create new
indigenous elites to colonize indigenous disciplines of knowledge.
Ronald Inden, a professor at the University of Chicago, asks the basic question of the West's
representation of India in his highly praised book [Imagining India.] He suggests that stereotypes in these
narratives are based on the West's own desires for world hegemony, and fantasies about its rationality. He
argues that the West's major depictions of India as the civilization of caste, villages, spiritualism and divine
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kings - and as a land ruled by imagination rather than reason - have had the effect of depriving Indians of
the capacity to order their world. As a consequence, India, even after independence, is being dominated by
the West or its surrogates.
Inden says that the West has created [essences] of India and Indian society. In doing so, it has
denied the reality of what India was and is, and created a manageable but grossly distorted view. Ideas
found in Indian culture are taken out of their context and used inappropriately elsewhere. In creating these
essences the West denies Indians agency in their own history. Shackled by these ideas, the Indian is unable
to shape his own destiny.
Likes of Max Muller had a Profound affect on How British Think Today.
Under colonialism, Indians had to reconcile with the western inspired studies and history of India.
While a few struggled against the received version of India and Hinduism, most Indians complied with the
dominant western view of Hinduism and its history. Hindus allowed the history of their religion to be told
to them and, in the process, became alienated from it. They became outsiders as they heard and read a
contrived version of their religion and its history. The system of education that the British introduced into
India was directly implicated in this process of alienation from Hinduism.
Max Muller was a German Born missionary. He went to Oxford very early in life and studied
Sanskrit to translate Vedas into English. To a poor German student at Oxford this was a way to make
money and get a scholarship from East Indian Company. This scholarship was his stepping-stone to fame.
He side stepped the available evidence and authored the thesis that “Aryans” came from outside. He has
dated Aryan culture much later than what Indian scholars believe, because he could not predate the Indian
culture before the commonly held Christian belief of creation of world around 4000BC.
The greatest effect on the British mindset, he exercised, was during his lengthy stay at Oxford. He
instructed for 30 years the graduating class of Indian Civil Service (Imperial Civil Service at that time) on
India and Indian culture. What he taught them was what he believed in i.e. Indian cultural fortress is to be
undermined. All his graduating class went to rule India with that mind set. They could never like India and
could never consider Indian an equal. They stayed aloof and became self-centered. In turn developed the
habits of over-lordship. A parade of Viceroys like Ripon and Curzon followed. The latter were masters of
divide and rule. Irwin and Mountbatten came later. They talked softly but carried their prejudged
prejudices. On return, they spread stories and gossip of strange customs and practices they have seen in
India. They could never bring themselves to believe that they may have had dealings with a superior
culture. To put crudely “ Indians were writing philosophy when the British were swinging from trees”.
Successive scholars, viceroys, civil servants maintained this differentiation. Army officers were no
exception. This policy ultimately started the end of British occupation of India. Within fifty years, after the
rule began, resentment grew high and next fifty years were spent in ejecting them out peacefully.
The returned overlords from India became business leaders, politicians, media moghuls, historians,
intellectuals, civil servants, and intelligence agents and set in motion their opinions, which are resonating
today.
A religion based primarily on a unique Historical Event (typically involving a unique Prophet) is
History-Centric, because History turns into a form of social capital controlled by the institution. Abrahamic
religions tend to have a core of literalist dogma that is their proprietary and non-negotiable History of
God’s interventions. This form of social capital is extremely powerful in sustaining the authority and
credibility of certain institutions and groups. Absolute History becomes the main property of the
institution, which derives its power by interpreting it, and by having the exclusive franchise to
preach/distribute it, and it does this in the name of protecting and propagating God’s Truth. Any challenge
to the official account of History is seen a threat that would dilute or undermine the institutional authority.
Hence, History fuels fundamentalism and conflicts. Hinduism has not in the past been History-Centric for
its most part, and hence has remained pliable and accommodative, easily “negotiable.” This is also one of
the many reason for the contested histories in India which divides the polity and communities.
The Indian myth of Aryanhood was utilized to bring about the mobilization of powerful sentiments
of affinity and solidarity. Through a transformation of consciousness, segments of the Indian

population( Brown Sahibs) could consider themselves on par with their conquerors( British)
rather than their subjects. With this myth, privileged segments of Indian society were able to frame an
embattled Aryan 'We," which purportedly existed before the arrival of the British and could be rallied in
the rearticulated tradition. This construct allowed specific groups of Indians to assert a cohesive social
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identity and declare their cultural superiority in response to colonial domination. The social identity
activated by the Aryan myth fostered estrangement from British colonial authorities and thus functioned as
an effective instrument of resistance. It was instrumental in the eventual expulsion of the colonial
authorities. But it also created a deracinated social class which imagined itself superior to the rest of the
Indian population. This class of elite became the ruling establishment after independence.
India has, ever since the classical Greeks make contact with the Persians to the East, been an object
of curiosity for Europeans, although until recently their knowledge of India was largely second-hand and
imprecise. As Europeans gained greater access to India, it was under the context of the British conquest
and colonialization, and this significantly affected the resulting portrayal. India has been represented as
lacking historical agency, and serving a role in history that is subservient to the agenda of Europeans.
Despite the many recent critiques of colonial orientalist historiography, elements of this tradition linger on
in contemporary studies of India. India so characterized makes the Western colonial aggression and
resultant theft of resources appear as an essential an inevitable stage of history; this indeed is the ulterior
motive, conscious or unconscious, in constructing an essentalized version of Indian history. The conclusion
of this passage, which portrays the colonization of India as something practically every "great nation" has
done, is also clearly an attempt at the legitimization of the colonial enterprise. It is now widely recognized
that such theories of history are basically ethnocentric justifications of European colonialism. While they
are rooted in the very real hegemony achieved by the Europeans of most of the world during the nineteenth
century, they err in assuming this achievement was due to an intrinsic superiority of the Europeans.
European colonial writers saw India as the theater where their European history was playing out, rather
than viewing it from the Indians’ perspective.
Dating back to the earliest occupation of India by the British, academic scholarship has often
studied and depicted India and its religious and cultural traditions as consisting of the exotic cultures of
distant and primitive peoples. For generations, these views went unchallenged. Although more recently, a
number of educated Indians, as well as contemporary American scholars, have sought to stimulate a
rethinking of this approach and bring into the scholarly dialogue an expanding knowledge and awareness
of the traditions, a significant portion of the scholarly community continues to adhere to and promote
myopic and outdated views.
A serious Hindu (and in fact, Indian) intellectual failure for the past several centuries has been in
not studying and developing theories of “others.” When others attacked us, often we were confused about
whether they really were others, whether we were to blame for our predicament, whether these others were
really helping us, and miscellaneous excuses to justify not doing anything. This is a very common reaction
from many Indians even today, when such discomforting matters are brought to their attention. The
problem could be that Indians neglected the teaching of life in the mundane world where others exist and
are to be engaged.
Eurocentric historians have presented Indian history in a manner that privileged Europe as the
motivating force. India has been presented as lacking historical agency, and serving a role in history that is
subservient to the agenda of Europeans. India has been considered as a passive, unchanging entity
("nothing of consequence happened in India" argument) that underwent historical changes only when
motivated by outside forces (read invaders – the Turks, the Mongols, the Afghans, the Persians, the Arabs,
and the British). Although the overt Eurocentric bias has become somewhat diminished, it nevertheless
persists in attenuated and subtle manner even in contemporary history writing (and that includes the
writings in last 40-50 years).
Features of classical Indian civilization (500 B.C.- A.D. 500) are defined as political disunity, shortlived, dynasties, regional cultural diversity, only stability provided by: social, political, religious authority
of Brahmans, and rigidity of cast system. The colonial perspective lingers on today in what might be
termed the "invasion theory" of Indian history. This narrative assumes (usually implicitly) Hegel's idea that
India is an intrinsically static, passive civilization, incapable on its own of having a history. Indian history
then is taken as the result of a long series of invasions, beginning with the mythical "Aryans" and
culminating in the invasion by the British. While there was at times warfare between India and her
neighbors, sometimes culminating in invasion, India here is no exception to the general trends of ancient
and medieval history. To assume that invasions are THE motivating force in Indian history is to fall into
the self-justifying theory of Indian history developed by the British to legitimate their exploitive
colonization of India. Following the Greeks, the invasion theory timeline moves on to the Mauryan
dynasty, and then to the invasions of the Kushans and Sythians. The Gupta dynasty is then covered, only to
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move on to the devastation caused by the invasion of the Huns. Following the Huns, India is usually
portrayed as undergoing a political decline characterized by fragmentation and decentralization, as well as
a cultural decline, resulting in the rise of "unorthodox" religious traditions such as the Tantric schools of
Buddhism and Hinduism. India was then purified by the violence of the Islamic invasions, resulting in the
re-establishment of centralized rule under the Moghuls.
This narrative framework is found in many histories of India, including some quite modern ones. The
classic version of this history is Vincent Smith's The Oxford History of India (1919), which has been duly
deconstructed by Inden, who makes quite clear the ideology underpinning the "invasion" narrative. Inden
wrote that

“To have represented the kingdoms of India as relatively autonomous agents, as
complex, inter-related polities that could unite through pacts as well as 'force'
within a single imperial formation and create new centers not determined by a
fixed military topography, would have undermined this whole orientalist project.
So Smith dispatched cruel Huns to prepare the way for the still worse advent of
Islam, which would in turn, clear the way for the miraculous arrival by sea of the
better Aryan, the Western or European. He could clip the Dravidian jungle and
prevent the Russians setting fire to the whole green expanse. The history of
medieval decline did not stop, however, by preparing for the modern. If Smith's
history of ancient India was, in effect, a history of its present, his narrative of
medieval India was really a parable of the future, of what would happen in India
if the British withdrew.”
The first comprehensive history of India entitled History of British India (1818), was attempted by
James Mill. He believed in the superiority of the British people over the Indians. But there were other
scholars thinking on different lines. The work of Sir William Jones and other European scholars unearthed
a volume of evidence on India’s glorious past. However, despite the European discovery of India’s past
greatness and well-developed civilization, the British, having become the paramount power in India,
remained generally convinced of their own superiority over Indians, and continued to feed themselves on
Mill and Macaulay. They held Indians and their literature in low esteem, insisting on accepting the
degenerate conditions of the eighteenth century Muslim India as its normal condition. Seeley declared that
nothing as great was ever done by Englishmen as the conquest of India, which was “not in the ordinary
sense a conquest at all”, and which he put on par “with the Greek conquest of the East”, pointing out that
the British who had a “higher and more vigorous civilization than the native races” founded the Indian
Empire “partly out of a philanthropic desire to put an end to enormous evils” of the “robber-states of
India”.
European philologists "discovered" the rich literary Sanskrit tradition at the end of the eighteenth
century; and during the nineteenth century constructed the theory of the Aryan Invasion based on their
study of the etymology of common roots of words, which they claim came from a Proto-Indo-European
parent language. Indologists mined Vedic literature looking for clues that could prove the Aryans
originally came from outside of the Subcontinent. It was reasoned that such a sophisticated language,
related to but more refined than Latin, must have come into India from a common proto-Indo-European
source. According to this line of thinking, from its pristine Vedic form, Sanskritic culture gradually
degenerated into Hindu idolatry and ritual. Conveniently, the Aryan Invasion provided a pattern of
conquests by outsiders, which helped to justify colonial rule over a land that had always been subjugated
by foreigners – first the Central Asian Aryans, followed by the Turks and Afghans, and finally the
Europeans. In this way, India was seen as a derivative civilization, always in need of stimulation from
outsiders to progress.
Professor D.P.Singhal asserts that, contrary to the general belief, Indians in ancient times did not
neglect the important discipline of historiography. On the contrary, they were good writers of history. He
states: “Ancient India did not produce a Thucydides, but there is considerable evidence to suggest that
every important Hindu court maintained archives and genealogies of its rulers. And Kalhana’s
Rajatarangini, written in twelfth century Kashmir, is a remarkable piece of historical literature. Despite his
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lapses into myths and legends, Kalhana had an unbiased approach to historical facts and history writing. He
held that a true historian, while recounting the events of the past, must discard love (raga) and hatred
(dvesha). Indeed, his well-developed concept of history and the technique of historical investigation have
given rise to some speculation that there existed at the time a powerful tradition of historiography in which
Kalhana must have received his training.”
To understand what has led to the current portrayal of India, one has to examine and expose various
intellectual agendas, which are a grim reminder not to abandon the field of the humanities to others:
a. German nationalism was based on the Aryanization of its identity, by combining
(i) the appropriation of India's civilization and (ii) the rejection of Indians as inferior.
b. Britain's agenda to control a population one thousand times more than its own men based in India
was through mental subjugation - the well-known Macaulay plan.
c. India's own post-independence intellectuals turned to the leftist model, partly out of the Macaulay
success of inferiority complex in their own heritage, thereby worsening this self-image.

Colonialism and Orientalism:
Edward Said published his masterly analysis of Orientalism in a book of the same title in 1978. He
thought Orientalism was knowledge of the East sought in the West by imperial societies as a discipline in
support of colonization. Culture, religion and history of the non-Western people in the East were
catalogued and interpreted to assure the Western audience that their Western civilization remained
superior. Spread through the historian, sociologist, philologist and anthropologist, Orientalism is ‘a
Western style for domineering, restructuring and having authority over the Orient’. In the postenlightenment era, it was France and Britain who moulded the practice of Orientalism to their colonial
purpose. Said found no value in Orientalism but thought it useful as a way of understanding the EuropeanAtlantic power over the Orient.
The high-water mark of Orientalism coincides with the high tide of colonialism: from 1815 to 1914
when European direct colonial dominion expanded from about 35 percent of the earth’s surface to about 85
percent of it. Kissinger was not too far removed in mindset from Sir Alfred Lyall when he wrote: ‘Cultures
which escaped the early impact of Newtonian thinking have retained the essentially pre-Newtonian view
that the real world is almost completely internal to the observer. Consequently, empirical reality has a
much different significance for many of the new countries than for the West because in a certain sense they
never went through the process of discovering it’. Kissinger perhaps did not realize that he was relying on
Orientalism when he cut up the world into pre- and post-Newtonian.
William Jones went to India in 1783 primed with knowledge of Arabic, Persian and Hebrew, and
ended up an authority on Hindu and Muslim law. As an employee of East India Company he simply
facilitated the dominion of the British over India. One aspect of orientalism was to make colonial invasion
sweet to the natives, to make them believe it was understanding and sympathetic. Edward Said sees a sense
of superiority in James Stuart Mill when he declares in his On Liberty and Representative Government that
his views there could not be applied to India because the Indians were civilisationally, if not racially,
inferior. The same kind of sense Said also finds in Marx. Sir Alfred Lyall was on record as saying:
‘Accuracy is abhorrent to the Oriental mind. Every Anglo-Indian should always remember that maxim.
Want of accuracy which easily degenerates into untruthfulness is in fact the main characteristic of the
Oriental mind’. British foreign secretary Balfour, together with such ‘friends’ of the Orient as Lord
Cromer, believed that ‘the Oriental is irrational, depraved, childlike, different’; thus proving the ‘European
is rational, virtuous, mature, normal’.
Said says, ‘My contention is that Orientalism is fundamentally a political doctrine willed over the
Orient because the Orient was weaker than the West, which elided the Orient’s differences with its
weakness. As a cultural apparatus Orientalism is all aggression, activity, judgment, will-to-truth, and
knowledge. One of the important developments in 19th century Orientalism was the distillation of essential
ideas about the Orient – its sensuality, its tendency to despotism, its abhorrent mentality, its habit of
inaccuracy, its backwardness – into a separate and unchallenged coherence’.
From copying the colonial West it became copying Soviet and Chinese socialist models, in each
case at the expense of indigenous heritage. Many western thinkers have gone through four stages of
scholarship: (1) Learn, respect and appropriate from India; (2) Distance from the Indic source to 'clean up
the know how'; (3) Rename it as Western and/or Christian; (4) Trash the source as world negating,
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primitive and backward in comparison to the 'scientific and progressive' west, thereby justifying the
appropriation. Skillful use of cultural language can and is used routinely to define a belief, subtly denigrate
a community, appropriate another's ideas by clever renaming and re-mapping, and assert cultural
hegemony over others.
Indian historiography in the post-independence phase has been characterized by the remarkable
similarity between western scholarship on India and the works of Indian historians, whether Marxist,
secular or liberal. Writings of this genre present Hindustan as the aggregationist story par excellence: A
patchwork of communities, dialects and religion from time immemorial. This view of history, largely
uncontested so far, is now facing its first serious challenge. One typical piece of western analysis, which
found fertile ground in Indian historiography, reads...

"within the one society and culture there are ... alternative representations,
each pretending to universality... Intra-culture translation therefore becomes a
central problem for anthropological investigation, because it is a central problem
within the Hindu world itself. To ignore this by privileging one representation at
the expense of the others is to reduce complex multiplicity to misconstrued
uniformity to reduce the sociologies of India to a single sociology."
Colonial scholars reinforced the missionary attack by their own from another angle. They taught
that India was not one country, that it was a miscellany of people, that it had never known independence,
that it had always been under the rule of foreign invaders. The colonial rulers had a clear motive, a clear
goal. Colonial scholars wanted an India which had no identity, no vision of its own, no native
class of people respected for their leadership. They were to be replaced as far as it lay in their power
by a new class of intellectual compradors. Meanwhile, the concerted attacks succeeded. They were
internalized and Indians made them their own. There was a crop of "reformers" who wanted India to
change to the satisfaction of its critics. Above all, there appeared a class of Hindu-hating Hindus who knew
all the bad things about Hinduism. Earlier invaders ruled through the sword. The British ruled through
"Indology". The British took over Indian education and taught Indians to look at themselves through their
eyes. Original Indian narration of Indian history was discarded. They created a class Indian in blood and
color, but anti-Hindu in its intellectual and emotional orientation. This is the biggest problem rising India
faces - the problem of self-alienated Hindus.
Dr. Hoernle met Swami Dayananda in 1926

“ He (Dayananda) may possibly convince the Hindus that their modern
Hinduism is altogether in the opposition to the Vedas....... If once they became
thoroughly convinced of this radical error, they will no doubt abandon Hinduism
at once...... They cannot go back to the Vedic state; that is dead and gone, and will
never revive; something more or less new must follow. We hope it may be
Christianity,.....”
There has been a significant sprouting of South Asian studies in many American and European/UK
universities after 1971 and after separation of Bangladesh from Pakistan. The reason being that after the
split of the Pakistan there was concern among the western policy makers that the political center of Islam in
the sub-continent was going to be split and weaken and get merged into the Indian statehood and
eventually into a Hindu nationality. The power of assimilation of the Indian society is the one most feared
by the Islamists and its western supporters. One of the main aim of the academic chairs after 1971 was to
recreate a Muslim political history and to negate and undermine non-Muslim history and studies in the subcontinent. The emphasis was more on revising the Moghul rule and whitewashing their rule in the south
Asia. The other goal of the academic world was to find out the weakness in the Indian political structure
and society in terms of dissent and local revolution. This strategy was supposed to reduce any assimilation
inside Indian society and eliminate centrifugal force inside Pakistan and Bangladesh.
Why is Kissinger's strategy of 'balancing' India with Pakistan still the implicit meta-narrative in US
universities and think tanks today? Why do these scholars under-value the fact that India is ten times
Pakistan's size in economic terms and that the differences are even greater in the rates of technological and
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sociological development? Current educational materials tend to portray India in terms of hopeless poverty,
backwardness and superstition -- using caste and conflict as the predominant lenses. On the other hand,
countries like China, Japan, Korea and Singapore are approached from their own positions of strength.
The discrepancy between what many American school educators want to teach about India, and what the
curriculum offers, may be originating in American higher education, aided and abetted by certain IndianAmerican scholars. There is a contradiction between the US government's positive new policies towards
India and the jaded focus of many Indian-American scholars. This is a matter of grave concern, as many
such scholars are also political activists, and they can exacerbate the cleavages in Indian society in ways
that subvert and destabilize its sovereignty. Many of these scholars maintain ambiguous identities to
conceal their ideological hostility to the majority religion and culture of India.
When elite colleges in the West teach great respect for Greek and other Western Classics as being
the bedrock of their civilization, it has become fashionable for elitist (i.e. Westernized) Indians to denigrate
their own Indian Classics. Furthermore, these Indians see their education in Western literature as validating
their Western identity (falsely equating modernization with Westernization), and go out of their way in
putting down their Indian heritage. This transformation of the consciousness of the elite Indians to see
themselves similar to their western counterparts to criticize and denigrate the Indian traditional heritage has
been exploited by the western intellectuals for over a century.
As with any large academic field, Religious Studies in the US is highly organized, with prestigious
journals, chairs and programs of study. To carry out the studies and research, there is a well-defined system
that uses the tools and methods that have come to be known as “hermeneutics”. This is the theory of
interpretation, especially of religious texts, using a process of deriving new interpretations from a body of
text or knowledge, so that (hopefully) our insights about the text or subject keep growing.
To control and regulate this field pertaining to Indian religions, there is the association known as
RISA (Religions In South Asia). RISA is a unit within The American Academy of Religion (AAR), which
is the official organization of academic scholars of Religious Studies in the Western world. Around fifty
years ago, there was a partition of the guild of scholars who studied religion, and two organizations were
created: AAR and SBL (Society of Biblical Literature). AAR and SBL maintain very close relations and
influences, and hold their annual conferences jointly. While SBL members study and promote the insiders'
view of Judeo-Christianity, AAR members are supposed to pursue the objective view from outside a given
tradition and to not promote anything. However outsiders to Hinduism are insiders to Judeo-Christianity,
and/or to Western Feminism, and/or to Marxism, and/or to other ideologies, and hence they are not
“neutral” as advertised. With a membership of over 10,000 scholars -- and growing -- the AAR has
enormous clout over the future direction of Religious Studies, and indirectly, over the humanities at large
including Indian religions.
Because the depictions of India in the West are inseparable from depictions of India's religious life
(something that Indian secularists have tried to wish away unsuccessfully), the work done by RISA
scholars has implications that go well beyond the discipline's boundaries. Religion is prominently featured
in South Asian Studies, Asian Studies, International Studies, Women's Studies, Philosophy, Sociology,
Anthropology, History, Literature, and Politics, and indirectly also influences Journalism, Film, and so
forth. Therefore, the utter ignorance of Indians regarding such a discipline is a major gap that deserves
attention and remedy. Meanwhile, under Western control, Hinduism Studies has produced ridiculous
caricatures.
For over a decade now from 1989, South Asian scholars have focused on the growth of Hindutva as
their central plank in attacking India, but have not bothered to acknowledge the militaristic and globally
threatening Wahhabi-Taliban movement. While dozens of conferences and books in South Asian Studies
in the US focus on Hindutva problems, there is virtually no study available or conferences organized on the
rise of Saudi-funded Wahhabism in all of South Asia, over the last two decades. This is sheer negligence,
because the latter should likely be of far greater concern to the US than the former, which has no direct
strategic conflict with America. It has now become impossible to ignore the Wahhabi-Taliban movement,
the scholars insist on depicting it as a reaction to Hindutva. To achieve this remarkable distortion, they
equate Hindu violence that is within India, localized and upon provocation, with Islamic terrorism that is
globalized and at the initiative of Islamists. The fact that these Islamic movements pre-date the rise of
Hindutva by more than a decade has not prevented these scholars from constructing parallels between
Islamic and Hindutva movements, and from rationalizing the Islamic violence as a reaction to Hindutva.
The result of this manipulation (done right under the nose of "peer reviews") has been to dilute India's
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negotiating power in pressuring Pakistan on cross-border terrorism, because a large number of Washington
think tanks and their academic affiliates across the US have made sure that Islamic cross-border terrorism
gets neutralized as a separate issue, and is seen alongside Hindutva nationalism.
Arguably, the most comprehensive and challenging knowledge representation systems
available outside the West are contained in the Indian Classics. The sheer magnitude of India’s
Classics is over one hundred times as large as that of the Greek Classics. For a brief glimpse into some of
the potentials based on the recovery of Indian Classics, see the web site for an academic Colloquium on
this very subject. Yet, whatever little is taught about Indian Classics tends to suffer from its ghetto like
positioning as “South Asian,” whereas Greek thought is positioned as being “universal.” The dominant
(European) culture, into which Greek thought became assimilated, claims to own the logos (the rational
principle that governs and develops the universe), while non-Western peoples’ indigenous ideas are
mythos and exotica. Greek Classics are taught in mainstream academia and are not relegated to a particular
ethnicity or “area” of the world. Indian Classics, on the other hand, are considered relevant mainly as a
way to understand what is unique (i.e. peculiar) about Indian ethnicity.
Unfortunately, in the name of progress, modernity, and political correctness, Indian Classics have been
virtually banished from India’s higher education – a continuation of the policy on Indian education started
by the famous Lord Macaulay over 150 years ago.. While India supplies information technology,
biotechnology, corporate management, medical and other professionals to the most prestigious
organizations of the world, it is unable to supply world-class scholars in the disciplines of its own
traditions.
The reason is that the nexus of Indology studies remains in Western universities, almost as though
decolonization had never happened. The top rated academic journals and conferences on Indology and
India related fields are in the West, run largely by Western scholars, and funded by Western private,
church and governmental interests. The best research libraries in the Indian Classics are in the West.
Religious Studies is the hottest academic field in the humanities in the US, and is growing at a very fast
rate, but is non-existent as a discipline in Indian universities.
Furthermore, Greek thought is referenced as being of Greek origin, whereas, when Indian ideas are
appropriated, their Indian origin is erased over time: real knowledge is implied to come only from Western
sources; all others must wait till they get legitimized by being claimed as Western. This is because the
knowledge representation system is under Western control, and hence they are the final arbiters of “what”
belongs “where.” Only when something falls under Western control does it become legitimate. It is simply
expected of Hindus in the Western academic world to acknowledge acceptance of their servile place and be
thankful for it. They are not entitled to the same rights to protest; nor is routine respect accorded - facts at
variance with the rights and respect extended to Muslims and other minority religions in USA on their
perseverance and demand. It is not surprising, therefore, that most Indian American Hindus confine their
religious expression inside the walls of the 800 Hindu temples in North America, and “white Hindus” often
prefer to hide their practice behind the new-age cover.
Hinduism Studies is filled with not only former missionaries but actively practicing missionaries.
RISA (Religion In South Asia) events will provide the information. A prominent example is John Carman,
who recently retired from Harvard where he headed Hinduism Studies, and who is regarded amongst the
most important authorities in academic Hinduism Studies. After retirement, he has returned to his family’s
mission – his family is third-generation Christian missionaries in India. Furthermore, the vast majority of
candidates entering the secular institutions for PhDs got their BA or MA from Christian seminaries, so this
indicates the mindset flowing into the pipeline of secular religious studies. Less than 20% of RISA
members have a public Hindu identity, although this does not at all imply that non-Hindus are bad scholars.
It merely hints at the gaze built into their subconscious minds, unknown to them. The Princeton
Theological Seminary has a massive Hinduism library, and its budget for its missionaries-in-training is
larger than any Indian university. Tragically, most India-trained scholars in the English language academy
know very little about Hinduism because they threw out the study of Sanskrit from the top Indian liberal
arts colleges, on the grounds of it being primitive or even abusive – a misunderstanding about secularism.
So the talent pool in this field is largely western-trained. When Indian academicians want an authority on
Hinduism, they usually have to go to a western scholar.
After the 1971 war and the subsequent POKHRAN (POK) I atomic test in 1975, containing India
was subcontracted to Pakistan and every effort was made to help it support itself. Cold War exigencies
helped in the transfer of nuclear weapons to Pakistan, which slowly was becoming Islamised. A major fear
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after 1971 was that Punjab, Sindh and Pakistan Occupied Kashmir(POK)would merge with India, NWFP
with Afghanistan and Baluchistan would merge with the Shah’s Iran. Islamization of Pakistan was
undertaken to prevent this. Another fear of western strategist for Pakistan was that it would be culturally
assimilated in India just as the 500 other states had been. Once again a new culture was propagated and
new history was created. So the Pakistan of present times after 1990s is not that created at Partition in
1947. The west just started what they were working on India for the last 150 years to negate the
Hindu/Indic civilization and replace it with Islamic history and Islamic political center.
It is no accident that Michael Witzel was offered the Prince of Wales chair in Harvard for sanskrit
studies. In fact Witzel is not half as bad as some of the others such as Wendy's children in Chicago. These
universities were doing the extrinsic trivialization of Hinduism outside India and attempts to reduce its hold
on the Indian masses through the propaganda of the secularists and the Indian leftists inside India using the
media controlled by them. This is pernicious to India, because however much one may try to deny it, the
real fabric of India's unity lies in its Hindu ethos.
Ever since independence the focus of this effort starting with the India office in London has been to
contain a resurgent India. The sad part is so many Indians have fallen for this hook line and sinker since a
large educated mass turned to the western thinking process and negated all Indian traditions. To assert
anything good about Indian traditions is suspicious in the eyes of some in India and is immediately
denigrated as being saffron. It was a brilliant masterstroke on the part of Atlee and Mountbatten to co-opt
the Congress as the more palatable of all the alternatives in India for independence, dominated as they were
by England educated politicians and thereby delay the inevitable resurgence of the Indic civilization. But
this tradition is slowly but surely asserting itself and one day it will be realized that a great portion of Asia
from the Tarim basin to the Indonesian Islands owes its civilizational ethos to the ideas originating in the
Indian subcontinent.
After the Iran revolution and the soviet attack on Afghanistan Western capitals started extensive
research on Sunni Islam. This created university centers and lobby for Islam in US with the money and
support of Saudi Arabia and Pakistan ashrafs. Ashrafs of the sub-continent are the descendents of the rulers
of Islamic empire in the Indian sub-continent and they are of Turks, Mongol , Afghani and Iranian origin
and have a exalted position among the Muslims of the sub-continent. The policy makers were working on a
political center for Sunni Islam, which could oppose the Shia Islam in Iran. That policy created a larger
study of Islam in the subcontinent including the deobandi, Sufi, WaliUllah and others. Indian sub-continent
may have been a long term choice for the Islamic political center but the non-Muslims and the Hindu
religions posed a problem for this policy. The entire policy of negating the non-Muslims of India was
started with the final goal to create a center of political Islam inside India.
This policy was accelerated during the early 1980s and with the help of leftists inside India it
reached a crescendo in the early 1990s. The CPI party took a stand regarding the Ayodhya dispute before
any other party took any notice of it and created a wedge in the society which created fissures in the polity
and the society. It snowballed out of proportion and may have been intended that way by the western
policymakers to watch the social and political splits inside India. India has become a giant experimental

nation on the earth for a small group of academics and policymakers in the west to play and
tweak remotely for the last 50 odd years or more. The divide-and-study academic theories about India
have already gone very far in precipitating internal clashes on the ground in India. The cycle of violence
inside India and cycle of political debate over secularism inside India is a product of these policymakers
over the last 30-40 years. Today's separatists in India (who see "Hindu" as a four-letter word and like to
imagine themselves as liberators of the "downtrodden" from its backwardness and oppression) will one day
be seen in the same light as jihadis are seen today. Will the Western institutions that are now sheltering and
promoting these separatist ideologies like to go down in history as catalysts of Taliban-like movements?
Western academics are dismissive about Indian historians of the indigenous kind. Quote from
Edwin Byant (from Harvard University)

Some Indigenous Aryanists are professionals scholars and publish their
research in professional publications in a professional manner. Quite commonly,
however, their contributions are seized upon with great enthusiasm, taken out of
context, and rearticulated-sometimes in ways that are quite comical from the
perspective of critical scholarship-by nonprofessional people in publications that
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would be quite appropriate to label communalist( some blatantly so). Such
publications abound in India. It is essential for scholars to point out and condemn
such abuses of scholarships.
Most of the people of India are seen as object of study for these academics to analyze and come to
conclusion .( mostly wrong). just as the colonial Europeans did few centuries back. They employ native
informants from India to get information about Indian subset of cultural behaviour and negate or ridicule
such behaviour. Advertisement for native informants can be still found in the internet pages of universities
which have south Asian studies. They use the native informants for information and then groom them to be
true macaulytes who will look at fellow Indians as subject of study in future studies.
History narration is important for the western and semetic historians since their history process is a
linear one as opposed to the cyclical and non-linear eastern counterpart. The linear history does not allow
reinterpretation of past history and move in the forward direction with inevitable destiny. This makes
Islamic historians and western historians to be justified in their interpretations and long term force of
history. The force of history concept which has been imbibed by the western and Islamic intellectuals are
alien to the eastern intellectuals for comprehension due to their non-linear world view of history. The
narration of history is carefully detailed and introduced inside the education system so that future
generations are completely internalized with that interpretations.
In India after Independence the Marxists have taken oven the history interpretation and according to
the Marxist interpretation of the history have used the force of history and linear history concepts to
interpret the history of India from early times. This includes the advent of Islam and process of
Islamization of India which for these historians is still continuing and is inevitable.

Force of History:
This doctrine says that a certain evolution of history is always going on and in a particular
direction and there is a historical order of things. In the case of India and the sub-continent it means that
the process of Islamization going on from 1000 years will continue to its logical end. Hindus do not pay
much attention to the historical order of things," wrote Al Beruni in 1030 AD. "They are very careless in
relating the chronological succession of things." The millennium-old censure of the Hindus' lack of historic
sense by a medieval Muslim historian appears to still apply, particularly to the Indian historians of the
present day. This has been exploited by the Islamists, British and modern day communists in India for the
last 200 years and continued by the western academics
The Islamist believes in this doctrine of history since it is part of the Islamic history as represented
by Islam and is read by all the students who go training under the ulema and madrassahs. The Islamic
history has been preserved for a long time with accuracy and also has been presented with a sense of force
of history. This makes the faithful to believe that the faith will take them to the destination, which they
strive for. This is the reason why Pakistan army and the Islamic parties are confident of in the long run to
change the history of south Asia to their advantage. By showing Islam as a winning religion in the subcontinent the non-Muslim tradition could be totally wiped out of the sub-continent or made a minority.
According to this doctrine of force of history, creation of Pakistan and Bangladesh is part of the
evolution from the Middle Ages ( a third phase of expansion of Islam) and the entire sub-continent will
also one day will be a Islamic country. During the cold war the US and Pakistan forced this history as the
final destination of south Asia. The hatred of Hindus particularly the Brahmins by the ashrafs and sections
Anglo Saxon (because to the independence in 1947) created a powerful pact between them along with
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, which resulted in a cold war plan to change the history of south Asia forever to
their advantage.
The protection of Pakistan by Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and US and China] for so many
decades is for this reason of force of history and for geo-political goals of the hyper power. The reason
is that by supporting and protecting the center of Islam inside the sub-continent the force of history will
work its own way to force change with the population. This process of evolution is still going on working
for the last 35 years since 1971 even after the collapse of FSU. US with its vast resources and control of
the world media are providing the powerful push to this force of history to become a reality. US with the
help of proxies inside India are also doing its social reengineering and conversion to break the Indian
society [kinship and old traditions] and accept an Islamic govt. The US policy to treat the entire south Asia
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as one – consisting of Muslims and non-Muslims – is to make sure that non-Muslims do not gain
dominance (culturally, leadership) over the Muslims and in due time over the course of history all the
people will be of same ethnicity – Muslims.
The communists believe in this doctrine since they consider revolution as the modern version of
the process of the evolution of history. The revolution in the communist world is similar to the jihad in the
Islamic world. Hence Indian leftist and communists are also part of this game and have similar views
about the future destination of India and are collaborating with the external organization to bring about the
change in India. How much is the interaction and to what extent is the link is yet to be determined. The
perception of the leftists and communists about non-Muslims in the subcontinent is the same as of their
earlier colonial masters. The force of history is believed to change the non-Muslims to final destination.

Doctrine of Phases:
This doctrine proposes that a series of events and sequence in time will lead to a course of history.
It may take few days or many months and year even decades but the course of events (history) is such that
it will move in a particular direction.
One example is used for the Palestine sequences of actions against the Israeli state. The ultimate
goal is to make the state a Palestine one and the Jews second-class citizens of that state.
Something similar is going on Kashmir. First there is the protest, next the killings, next the
political dialogue and then international attention. The killings transformed the society into a nizam-emustafa, which is supremacy of Islam in the Kashmir valley on the non-muslims. So every thing was made
as a jihad and for the benefit for Islam.
When the population in a predominant Islamic society gets radicalized they go for jihad to change
the status quo and are done in stages. In Kashmir the madrassahs was radicalized in the 70s. So by early
1980s by the middle of 1980s many Kashmir youths were fighting in Afghanistan as mujahideens. This
gave them sufficient support to start a jihad for their old nationalistic grievances in their hometown. By
1989 the jihads had started the jihad in Kashmir and reached the peak by 1994.
The Pakistan increased the scope of this jihad after 1992 for the entire country of India with the
aim of radicalizing the entire Muslim minority population within India and to start a bigger phase in its
doctrine. The aim was to weaken the state and make it easy to spread Islam throughout India.

South Asia Studies:
South Asian studies department may have started as early as during the British days when Maculay
laid the foundation of education in English in India. Western style academic study of India's traditions was
started in the 19th century colonial era as the field called Indology - the study of India by the West for the
West. Even today, Indians seeking to advance in the study of their own traditions face the conventional
power structures that survive decades after colonialism. They must at the very least 'prove' their objectivity
sometimes by alienating themselves from Indian ways of thinking, including having to adopt the use of
Western categories and language for their work. Given the natural ambitions of many Indians to study
about India, numerous Indian scholars become 'Macaulayites', exactly as hoped for by Lord Macaulay in
1835, when he re-engineered India's education to "form a class who may be interpreters between us and the
millions whom we govern; a class of persons, Indian in blood and color, but English in taste, in opinions,
in morals, and in intellect." Over time, Macaulayism was planted within Indian minds, invisible and harder
to fight than physical dominance. The endgame was the universalizing of colonial ideas and values,
through prominence of their writings. This subliminal adaptation has helped many Indians to enter, survive
and advance in the field of Religious Studies, Anthropology, Asian Studies, or Social Studies. Those who
have tried to stand up to such a hegemonic situation have often been blatantly declared as fundamentalists,
or else marginalized in subtle ways.
Max Muller was one of principal figure in the interpretation of the Indian culture and text and
Indian behaviour/psychology for the Europeans. Many universities such as Yale, Columbia and other Ivy
League campuses have a continuing south Asian/Indian studies dept. After independence these studies
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continued with many Indian scholars taking over many departments but they still had the colonial mindset
and interpretation of the Indian sub-continent. Quote about India in the 1930s –

“Lastly there is this further point to which attention should be paid: the
attachment (such as it is) of the Mohammedan world in India to English rule is
founded mainly upon the gulf between the Mohammedan and Hindu religions.
Every step towards a larger political independence for either party strengthens
the Mohammedan desire for renewed power. The Indian Mohammedan will more
and more tend to say: "If I am to look after myself and not to be favored as I have
been in the past by the alien European master in India which I once ruled I will
rely upon the revival of Islam." For all these reasons (and many more might be
added) men of foresight may justly apprehend, or at any rate expect, the return of
Islam.”
The excellent book by Diamond, “Compromised Campuses,” uses recently declassified government
documents to show how Ivy Leagues (he focuses on Harvard and Yale) were bastions of CIA/FBI
surveillance of scholars who were branded as trouble-makers, and, in particular, the author shows the
role of Henry Kissinger as a government agent when he was at Harvard. It documents how the
government agencies and bureaus influenced academic selections by many covert means. This, according
to the book, was a widespread infiltration, and was with the full knowledge and cooperation of the
universities’ highest level authorities, including university presidents. The author also remarks that there is
no reason to believe that things have changed today, because similar institutional strings, funding, agendas,
and covert means remain intact.
But after 1971 (after the creation of Bangladesh) a new thrust was given to the south Asian studies
with focus on the sub-altern studies and Muslims of the sub-continent. The American university system is
now in practice (if not in theory) a branch of the governmental intelligence services (cf. Sigmund
Diamond's important work “Compromised Campus”, New York, 1992). As Diamond notes (p. 53): “When
former national security advisor McGeorge Bundy said that all university area studies programs were
‘manned, directed, or stimulated by graduates of the OSS [Office of Strategic Services],’ he was writing
more than history; he was giving a prognosis of the future and making policy. There always had been and
always would be ‘a high measure of interpenetration between universities with area programs and the
information-gathering agencies of the government of the United States.’ Rajiv Malhotra says:

“The South Asian Studies departments across the US have been funded ever
since by “Title VI Grants” from the US State Department, intended to promulgate
and promote a theory of that “area” in order to support US foreign policy.
Edward Said analyzed this and wrote that besides the military, the Western
powers also have “armies of scholars at work politically, militarily,
ideologically.”
Rajiv received a email from an insider:

“A small number of white scholars have intimate ties with government
agencies and conformity radiates from this core, via funding and positions in high
status institutions, though obviously they don't control everything. Two of the
world's leading anthropologists, working on India, report to the intelligence
services in their own country and have intimate ties with the Church. They also
have strong personal ties with some of India's leading leftist scholars.
Unfortunately, I can't be more specific..”
The management of controlled internal opposition is a major mechanism behind the success of the
Western Grand Narrative. The academic system encourages Indian pseudo-intellectuals to engage in harsh
criticism of the West, provided they do it using Western categories. This is managed so as to not become
too intense, and yet to be severe enough to protect the system’s reputation.
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The following quote from a governmental report describes why the US Department of Defense
invests in the social sciences to understand and reengineer the “others”:

“The Armed Forces are no longer engaged solely in warfare…. For many
countries throughout the world, we need more knowledge about their beliefs,
values, and motivations; their political, religious, and economic organizations;
and the impact of various changes or innovations upon their socio-cultural
patterns. ...”
The same report recommends specific kinds of social research and reengineering, and one can find
in this list many projects that are being carried out in the US academe and via NGOs in India. Some of the
programs in DoD are as follows: The following items are elements that merit consideration as factors in
research strategy for military agencies.

Priority Research Undertakings:
(1)methods, theories and training in the social and behavioral sciences in foreign countries. ...
(2) programs that train foreign social scientists. ...
(3) social science research to be conducted by independent indigenous scientists. ...
(4) social science tasks to be conducted by major U.S. graduate studies in centers in foreign areas. ...
(5) studies based in the U.S. that exploit data collected by overseas investigators supported by non-defense
agencies. The development of data, resources and analytical methods should be pressed so that data
collected for special purposes can be utilized for many additional purposes. ...
(6) collaborate with other programs in the U.S. and abroad that will provide continuing access of
Department of Defense personnel to academic and intellectual resources of the ‘free world.’
To contain Soviet influence, the US State Department allocated funds to American universities for
studying the non-Western world, and the new field was called 'Area Studies'. Under this rubric, the notion
of a 'South Asia' was born, along with far reaching consequences of balancing India with Pakistan, and
trying to 'South Asianize' the identity of Indians and Indian civilization. This grouping of countries is a
politically correct way of referring to former British colonies. It is the American equivalent of colonial
Europe's field of Indology. Within these area studies, are somewhere between three and five faculty
positions for East Asia (China, Japan, etc) studies, for every one position for South Asia. The government's
funding was based on geo-political importance at a given time based on its strategic interests. The studies
were more strategic and were designed to create experts in anthropology and social scientist who would
work with the western experts. The leftist groups and NGOs and media were also cultivated to create a
gigantic network in the name of social studies and progressive culture. The progressive ‘culture’ in India
gained momentum by early 1980s and was dominant by mid 1990s. The purpose of the new studies and
greater focus on India is explained in the next few sections.
Anthropologists have positioned the Indians being studied as ‘native informants’ in an asymmetric
relationship. Given the power imbalance, often these native informants supply the data that is expected of
them to fit into the western scholars’ paradigm, and the representation tends to be that of a primitive people
as compared to the superior, ‘rational’ west. Hinduism has been studied when the new discipline
‘Indology’ was created in late 1800s. This started as a study of comparative language between Sanskrit and
European languages but later took up the study of Hinduism and other religious texts. Academic scholars
of religion reduce Hindu into exotica, sociology and anthropology, a story depicting backwardness in wait
of western cures. Psychology scholars have been appropriating meditation, kundalini, tantra and related
Hindu-Buddhist ideas, repackaging them into ‘new age’ and western representations, while letting the
traditions' roots die out. Adept yogis/meditators are often reduced to laboratory subjects in the same
manner as laboratory rats, when in fact they deserve to be co-scientists and co-investigators of the inner
realm.
The colonial missionaries laid the foundation of distorting the Indian religious traditions for their
long-term motive and created academic traditions, which are still followed in universities across the world.
In the forum for south Asia called Religions of the South Asia [L-RISA] every religion is studied except
Hinduism. Hinduism is denigrated as much as possible and is never treated as a equal religion to be
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researched. The religion is negated as far as possible in every forum that the concept of a tradition is
ignored as nonexistent. The western academy of philosophers has largely boycott non-western
philosophies, and many openly proclaim that there is no such thing as non-western philosophy. India's
own Macaulayite elitist intellectuals have often sold out their traditions, rather than championing the
revival and proper place of these traditions for the benefit of all humanity. Most of the western experts are
proselytizer and use colonial lens and are Judeo-Christian controlled within institutional fortress. They
focus on negative stereotypes while ignoring the positive aspects.
The British and the Anglos in general have been able to influence the intellectual thought process of
Hindus in general and Indian secular intellectual thought process during the independence movement. The
influence of colonial education and creating Indian intellectuals who thought in similar paradigm changed
the elite of India both on the left and on the Hindu conservative for the last 150 years. After independence
the secular and leftist continued with the traditions and controlled the education and thought process of a
new generation of post independence era.
Among academicians in American universities who are specialists in South Asian Studies and also
in History departments in many institutes of higher learning in India, there is a tendency, perhaps an
unwritten rule, a consensually agreed upon approach that systematically discourages objective discussions
of the early years of the Islamic interface in the Indian Subcontinent. Academia has for decades sidetracked
and stonewalled research projects or in-depth discussions that focus too closely on the destruction and
dislocation associated with the many incursions led and organized by medieval Central Asian invaders who
entered into the Indian Subcontinent over the course of five or six centuries. Hindus, Buddhists, Jains, and
later Sikhs endured hundreds of years of what could be called "medieval imperialism" initially
characterized by a tremendous amount of religious intolerance and iconoclasm. Military adventurism
inspired by Islam, brought serious pressures on indigenous religious, cultural, and political institutions.
These indigenous Indian communities were able to sustain and continually reassert themselves. Strangely,
their resistance, resilience, and cultural tenacity are not topics found in most treatments of Indian history. It
is a period almost devoid of indigenous Indian voices.
A well-known group of "Marxist/Leftist/Progressive" Indian intellectuals, who refer to them as
"The Delhi Historians' Group" has during the past three decades created an academic blockade that, has
been very effective and nearly impossible to transcend. The strident efforts of this group of Indian scholars
have helped to institutionalize the widely accepted taboo against teaching about the topic of medieval
terrorism and Islamic imperialism. In academic institutions in many countries in the west and in India -- in
departments of South Asian Studies -- there is a prejudice against this studying of indigenous resistance.
The indigenous response that resisted the pressures to Islamize created by centuries of the political and
military presence of Islamic ruled states, kingdoms and fiefdoms is a taboo topic. At present, there is no
room in the academic world for such research, which by inference must have referents to the violence
which characterized that period of military aggression, violence brought on by invasions, circa 1000 CE
onwards.
Some of the quotes from the leftists are as follows about Hinduism compared to other religions First, tribal people exposed to conditions of modern life and modern education desire a transition to a
broader social and cultural life than those available under their ancient tribal institutions. Hinduism with its
numerous taboos and pollution norms makes this transition difficult and hedged with restrictions.
Christianity makes for an easier and more democratic transition. However, Christian preachers and priests
often instill a kind of exclusiveness bordering on bigotry among the converts. Militant faith and
convictions lead to more antagonistic relationships with the neighboring Hindus; and indeed with their own
animist" brethren, also significantly turned "Hindus" by Christian preachers.

Quote from Yvette C. Rosser an academic with interest in the history of the subcontinent.

“In 1993, when I began graduate school as a student of South Asian Studies,
I noticed a bias. This bias was seemingly addressed and partially engaged by a
number of thoughtful scholars spurred on in the eighties by Edward Said's
Orientalism movement and in the nineties by Ron Inden's novel approach to Indic
studies. However, as the bias spun on the many analyses in the wake of the
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demolition of the Babri Masjid, it took on the proportions of a typhoon. The
Hindus were all somehow thrown together with fascists and Hinduism was blown
into fragments so it was not even a religion at all, just a collection of cults. Even
Sanskrit studies had to erect a facade to protect its pundit purity from association
with actual Hinduism and practicing Hindus. Indology became a socio-economic
area of concern or a playground for Freudian analysis. Hindutva in many ways
became synonymous with Hinduism. In a field that has become guided by a quest
for the exotic and/or focused on the negative, there seemed to be very little room
for the personal appreciation and respect that I felt for the traditions of India. “
Antonio de Nicholas, now retired as Emeritus Professor of Philosophy and Religion at SUNY
writes:

"Christianity, Islam, Judaism, Buddhism, even Shinto studies have found a
place in the American Academy and are being taught by scholars of those
traditions. All but Hinduism, the earliest of all ancient cultures recorded in
writing, the store house of our own internal habits of soul, mind, society,
mortality, immortality; the reference of later cultures and mystics, the mother,
literally, of our own human possibilities has neither found an autonomous voice in
the Academy nor have the children of this culture, Hindus, allowed to represent
themselves in the American Academy when Hinduism is taught by non-Hindus, or
patronized or vilified or simply ignored."
Negationism in Indian History:
This topic is taken mostly from K Elst book - Negationism in India. Negationism means the denial
of historical crimes against humanity. It is not a reinterpretation of known facts, but the denial of known
facts. The term negationism has gained currency as the name of a movement to deny a specific crime
against humanity, the Nazi genocide on the Jews in 1941-45, also known as the holocaust (Greek: fire
sacrifice) or the Shoah (Hebrew: disaster). Negationism is mostly identified with the effort at re-writing
history in such a way that the fact of the Holocaust is omitted.
The negationists themselves prefer to call themselves revisionists, after all they think that there is
nothing to deny or negate, and that the known facts of history are a fabrication which will be exposed when
history is given a second look or revised. Many commentators use the two terms interchangeably, and it
has become impossible to use the word revisionism (once used as a Maoist term for Khrushchev's
destalinization) except in the sense of negationism. Only a few purists, like the Flemish scholar Gie van
den Berghe, insist on the distinction between negationism alias revisionism, and the legitimate revisionism.
Revisionism stricto sensu is then defined as the normal activity of historians, viz. the reassessment of given
historical facts. By contrast, in negationism, facts are not re-interpreted but denied.
Since about 1920 an effort has been going on in India to rewrite history and to deny the millenniumlong attack of Islam on Hinduism. Today, most politicians and English- writing intellectuals in India will
go out of their way to condemn any public reference to this long and painful conflict in the strongest terms.
They will go to any length to create the illusion of a history of communal amity between Hindus and
Muslims. Making people believe in a history of Hindu-Muslim amity is not an easy task: the number of
victims of the persecutions of Hindus by Muslims is easily of the same order of magnitude as that of the
Nazi extermination policy, though no one has yet made the effort of tabulating the reported massacres and
proposing a reasonable estimate of how many millions exactly must have died in the course of the Islamic
campaign against Hinduism (such research is taboo). On top of these there is a similar number of
abductions and deportations to harems and slave-markets, as well as centuries of political oppression and
cultural destruction. The American historian Will Durant summed it up like this:” The Islamic conquest of
India is probably the bloodiest story in history. It is a discouraging tale, for its evident moral is that
civilization is a precious good, whose delicate complex of order and freedom, culture and peace, can at
any moment be overthrown by barbarians invading from without or multiplying within."
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The original source material leaves us in no doubt that conflict often erupted on purely religious
grounds, even against the political and economical interests of the contending parties. The negationists'
tactic therefore consists in keeping this original testimony out of view. A good example is Prof. Gyanendra
Pandey's recent book, The Construction of Communalism in Colonial North India. As the title clearly says,
Pandey asserts that communalism (the Hindu-Muslim conflict) had been constructed by the British for
colonial purposes and out of colonial prejudices, was later interiorized by Indians looking for new,
politically profitable forms of organization in modern colonial society. But the negationists are not satisfied
with seeing their own version of the facts being repeated in more and more books and papers. They also
want to prevent other versions from reaching the public. Therefore, in 1982 the National Council of
Educational Research and Training issued a directive for the rewriting of schoolbooks. Among other
things, it stipulated that: "Characterization of the medieval period as a time of conflict between Hindus and
Muslims is forbidden." Under Marxist pressure, negations have become India's official policy.
The political context of the first attempts at negationism was chiefly the attempt of the
independence movement, led by the Indian National Congress, to eliminate all factors of disunity between
Hindus and Muslims. The Congress leaders were not yet actively involved in the rewriting of history. They
were satisfied to quietly ignore the true history of Hindu-Muslim relations. After the communal riots of
Kanpur in 1931, a Congress report advised the elimination of the mutual enemy- image by changing the
contents of the history-books.
The next generation of political leaders, especially the left wing that was to gain control of Congress
in the thirties, and complete control in the fifties, would profess negationism very explicitly. The radical
humanist (i.e. bourgeois Marxist) M.N. Roy wrote that Islam had fulfilled a historic mission of equality
and abolition of discrimination, and that for this, Islam had been welcomed into India by the lower castes.
If at all any violence had occurred, it was as a matter of justified class struggle by the progressive forces
against the reactionary forces, meaning the feudal Hindu upper castes.
Around 1920 Aligarh historian Mohammed Habib launched a grand project to rewrite the history of
the Indian religious conflict. The main points of his version of history are the following. Firstly, it was not
all that serious. One cannot fail to notice that the Islamic chroniclers (including some rulers who wrote
their own chronicles, like Teimur and Babar) have described the slaughter of Hindus, the abduction of their
women and children, and the destruction of their places of worship most gleefully. But, according to
Habib, these were merely exaggerations by court poets out to please their patrons. Secondly, that
percentage of atrocities on Hindus, which Habib was prepared to admit as historical, is not to be attributed
to the impact of Islam, but to other factors. Sometimes Islam was used as a justification post factum, but
this was deceptive. In reality economic motives were at work. The Hindus amassed all their wealth in
temples and therefore Muslim armies plundered these temples. Thirdly, according to Habib there was also
a racial factor: these Muslims were mostly Turks, savage riders from the steppes who would need several
centuries before getting civilized by the wholesome influence of Islam. Their inborn barbarity cannot be
attributed to the doctrines of Islam. Finally, the violence of the Islamic warriors was of minor importance
in the establishment of Islam in India. What happened was not so much a conquest, but a shift in public
opinion: when the urban working-class heard of Islam and realized it now had a choice between Hindu law
(smruti) and Muslim law (shariat), it chose the latter.
The Aligarh school has been emulated on a large scale. Soon its torch was taken over by Marxist
historians, who were building a reputation for unscrupled history rewriting in accordance with the party
line. In this context, one should know that there is a strange alliance between the Indian Communist parties
and the Muslim fanatics. In the forties the Communists gave intellectual muscle and political support to the
Muslim League's plan to partition India and create an Islamic state. After independence, they successfully
combined (with the tacit support of Prime Minister Nehru) to sabotage the implementation of the
constitutional provision that Hindi be adopted as national language, and to force India into the Soviet-Arab
front against Israel. Under Nehru's rule these Marxists acquired control of most of the educational and
research institutes and policies.
Moreover, Marxists had an enormous mental impact on the Congress apparatus: even those who
formally rejected the Soviet system, thought completely in Marxist categories. They accepted, for instance,
that religious conflicts can be reduced to economic and class contradictions. They also adopted Marxist
terminology; so that they always refer to conscious Hindus as the communal forces or elements
(Marxism dehumanizes people to impersonal pawns, or forces, in the hands of god History). The Marxist
historians had the field all to themselves, and they set to work to decommunalize Indian history writing, i.e.
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to erase the importance of Islam as a factor of conflict. In Communalism and the Writing of Indian History,
Romila Thapar, Harbans Mukhia and Bipan Chandra, professors at Jawaharlal Nehru University (JNU, the
Mecca of secularism and negationism) in Delhi, write that the interpretation of medieval wars as religious
conflicts is in fact a back- projection of contemporary religious conflict artificially created for political
purposes. In Bipan Chandra's famous formula, communalism is not a dinosaur; it is a strictly modern
phenomenon. They explicitly deny that before the modern period there existed such a thing as Hindu
identity or Muslim identity. Conflicts could not have been between Hindus and Muslims, only between
rulers or classes who incidentally also belonged to one religious community or the other. They point to the
conflicts within the communities and to alliances across community boundaries.
After postulating that conflicts between Hindus and Muslims as such were non-existent before the modern
period, the negationists are faced with the need to explain how this type of conflict was born after centuries
of a misunderstood non-existence. The Marxist explanation is a conspiracy theory: the separate communal
identity of Hindus and Muslims is an invention of the sly British colonialists. They carried on a divide and
rule policy, and therefore they incited the communal separateness. Yet, the negationist belief that the
British newly created the Hindu-Muslim divide has become an article of faith with everyone in India who
calls himself a secularist.
More Marxist wisdom we encounter in Romila Thapar's theory (in her contribution to S. Gopal's
book on the Ayodhya affair, Anatomy of a Confrontation) that the current Hindu movement wants to unite
all Hindus, not because the Hindus feel besieged by hostile forces, not because they have a memory of
centuries of jihad, but because "a monolithic religion is more compatible with capitalism" (to borrow
the formulation of a reviewer). She thinks that the political Hindu movement is merely a concoction by
Hindu capitalists, or in her own words "part of the attempt to redefine Hinduism as an ideology for
modernization by the middle class", in which "modernization is seen as linked to the growth of
capitalism". She reads the mind behind the capitalist conspiracy to reform Hinduism thus: "Capitalism is
often believed to thrive among Semitic religions such as Christianity and Islam. The argument would
then run that if capitalism is to succeed in India, then Hinduism would also have to be moulded in a
Semitic form".

Scholarship of Indians:
Professor Albrecht Welzer is one of the few Western academics to acknowledge that scholars of
Europe and North America have frequently been the source of misinterpretation of many key Hindu
concepts. By way of illustration, he discusses the prevailing notion of Varna in Indology and in academic
literature dealing with India in general. Traditionally, Varna means sounds of speech or language. In the
nineteenth century, however, scholars like H.H. Wilson wrongly identified Varna with 'a letter of the
alphabet'. This misrepresentation was continued in the works of Th. Benfey, H.T. Colebrooke, Franz Bopp,
and others. Welzer raises the question: Why did Indic scholars acquiesce to and even imitate such mistakes
committed by European Indologists, in spite of the fact that they could and should know better. The
answer, according to Welzer, lies in part in India's colonization. He alludes to it in the Latin portion of the
title of the article he wrote: "Credo, Quia Occidentale"; viz. a widespread overestimation of western
culture and the blind belief that anything of western or European origin cannot but be superior to the
corresponding element of Indic culture (see Welzer 1994: 232-234). The resulting "inferiority complex"
has had a shattering and traumatic effect upon Indic scholarship and academic output. Unfortunately, this
trend continues even in post-independent India and among Indians living in the Diaspora today.

Caste Studies by the West:
“In that Country the laws of religion, the laws of the land, and the laws of honor, are all
united and consolidated in one, and bind a man eternally to the rules of what is called his caste”
—Edmund Burke 1
For Westerners when thinking of India it is hard not to think of caste. In comparative sociology
and in common parlance alike, caste has become a central symbol for India, indexing it as
fundamentally different from other places as well as ex-pressing its essence. A long history of western
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writing— from the grand treatise of the Abbé Dubois to the general anthropology of Louis Dumont; from
the piles of statistical and descriptive volumes of British colonial censuses starting in 1872 to the eyecatching headlines of the New York Times— has identified caste as the basic form of Indian society. Caste
has been seen by west as omnipresent in Indian history and as one of the major reasons why India has no
history, or at least no sense of history.
In the year 1871-72 the first approach was made to the taking of a general census for the whole of
India at a given date. Enumerations of the people had already been made in the North-West Provinces in
1853 and 1865, in Oude in 1869, in the Punjab in 1855 and 1868, in the Hyderabad Assigned Districts in
1867, and in the Central Provinces in 1866; while in Madras quinquennial returns have been prepared since
1851-52 by the officers of the Revenue Department, giving with more or less accuracy the numbers of the
people in each district, and in British Burma also a tolerably correct census is made each year for the
purpose of the capitation rate. Nor was the Government supposed to be without some means of forming an
estimate of the numbers under its rule in Bengal, in Bombay, or in the minor provinces, though in Bengal
at least the estimate has been found to have been utterly wrong. The Census of 1871 was, however, an
attempt to obtain for the whole of India statistics of the age, caste, religion, occupation, education, and
infirmities of the population.
In The Discovery of India, Jawaharlal Nehru wrote "Almost everyone who knows anything at all
about India has heard of the caste system; almost every outsider and many people in India condemn it or
criticize it as a whole." Nehru did not like the caste system any more than he admired the widely heralded
"spiritual" foundations of Indian civilization, but even he felt ambivalence about it. Although he noted that
caste had resisted "not only the powerful impact of Buddhism and many centuries of Afghan and Mughal
rule and the spread of Islam," as also "the strenuous efforts of innumerable Hindu re-formers who raised
their voices against it," he felt that caste was finally beginning to come undone through the force of basic
economic changes. And yet Nehru was not sure what all this change would unleash. "The conflict is
between two approaches to the problem of social organization, which are diametrically opposed to each
other: the old Hindu conception of the group being the basic unit of organization, and the excessive
individualism of the west, emphasizing the individual above the group."
Westerner will ask why it is that caste has become for so many the core symbol of community
in India, whereas for others, even in serious critique, caste is still the defining feature of Indian social
organization. For a long time, views of caste differ markedly: from those who see it as a religious system
to those who view it as merely social or economic; from those who admire the spiritual foundations of a
sacerdotal hierarchy to those who look from below and see the tyranny of Brahmans (all the more insidious
because of the ritual mystifications that attend domination); from those who view it as the Indian
equivalent of community to those who see it as the primary impediment to community. But an
extraordinary range of commentators, from James Mill to Herbert Risley, from Hegel to Weber, from G. S.
Ghurye to M. N. Srinivas, from Louis Dumont to McKim Marriott, from E. V. Ramaswamy Naicker to B.
R. Ambedkar, from Gandhi to Nehru, among many others who will populate the text that follows, accept
that caste— and specifically caste forms of hierarchy, whether valorized or despised— is somehow
fundamental to Indian civilization, Indian culture, and Indian tradition.
Caste, as we know it today, is not in fact some unchanged survival of ancient India, not some
single system that reflects a core civilization value, not a basic expression of Indian tradition. Rather,
caste (again, as we know it today) is a modern phenomenon, that it is, specifically, the product of an
historical encounter between India and Western colonial rule. It was under the British that "caste"
became a single term capable of expressing, organizing, and above all "systematizing" India's diverse
forms of social identity, community, and organization. This was achieved through an identifiable (if
contested) ideological canon as the result of a concrete encounter with colonial modernity during two
hundred years of British domination. In short, colonialism made caste what it is today. It produced the
conditions that made possible the opening lines of this book, by making caste the central symbol of Indian
society. And it did its work well; as Nehru was powerfully aware, there is now no simple way of wishing it
away, no easy way to imagine social forms that would transcend the languages of caste that have become
so inscribed in ritual, familial, communal, socioeconomic, political, and public theaters of quotidian life.
Colonial conquest was not just the result of the power of superior arms, military organization,
political power, or economic wealth— as important as these things were. Colonialism was made
possible, and then sustained and strengthened, as much by cultural technologies (to be tried in Iraq
after occupation by US) of rule as it was by the more obvious and brutal modes of conquest that first
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established power on foreign shores. The cultural effects of colonialism have until recently been too
often ignored or displaced into the inevitable logics of modernization and world capitalism; and this only
because it has not been sufficiently recognized that colonialism was itself a cultural project of control.
Colonial knowledge both enabled conquest and was produced by it; in certain important ways, knowledge
was what colonialism was all about. Cultural forms in societies newly classified as "traditional" were
reconstructed and transformed by this knowledge, which created new categories and oppositions between
colonizers and colonized, European and Asian, modern and traditional, West and East.
Through the delineation and reconstitution of systematic grammars for vernacular languages, the
control of Indian territory through cartographic technologies and picturesque techniques of rule, the
representation of India through the mastery and display of archaeological mementos and ritual texts, the
taxing of India through the reclassification and assessment of land use, property form, and agrarian
structure, and the enumeration of India through the statistical technology of the census, Britain set in
motion transformations every bit as powerful as the better-known consequences of military and economic
imperialism. British colonialism played a critical role in both the identification and the production of Indian
"tradition." Current debates about modernity and tradition fail to appreciate the extent to which the
congeries of beliefs, customs, practices, and convictions that have been designated as traditional are in fact
the complicated byproduct of colonial history. Bernard Cohn has argued that the British simultaneously
misrecognized and simplified things Indian, imprisoning the Indian subject into the typecast role it
assigned under the name of tradition.
A society based on caste could not be more different from modern Western society, for caste was
opposed to the basic premises of individualism, and it neither permitted the development of voluntarist or
politically malleable social institutions nor worked to reinforce the modern state. Further, caste conferred
citizenship only in social and ritual rather than in political contexts, and opposed the ideas of both
individual action and social mobilization. According to some, caste actively resisted the modern state even
more than it did the old, for the modern state opposed rather than supported the dharmic order of things. At
the same time, many British officials were convinced that caste would stand in the way of nationalist
mobilization, claiming as it did primordial loyalty from its members.
Under colonialism, caste was thus made out to be far more— far more pervasive, far more
totalizing, and far more uniform— than it had ever been before, at the same time that it was defined as a
fundamentally religious social order. In fact, however, caste had always been political— it had been shaped
in fundamental ways by political struggles and processes; even so, it was not a designation that exhausted
the totality of Indian social forms, let alone described their essence. What we take now as caste is, in fact,
the precipitate of a history that selected caste as the single and systematic category to name, and thereby
contain, the Indian social order. In pre-colonial India, the units of social identity had been multiple, and
their respective relations and trajectories were part of a complex, conjectural, constantly changing, political
world. The referents of social identity were not only heterogeneous; they were also determined by context.
Temple communities, territorial groups, lineage segments, family units, royal retinues, warrior sub castes,
"little" kingdoms, occupational reference groups, agricultural or trading associations, devotionally
conceived net-works and sectarian communities, even priestly cabals, were just some of the significant
units of identification, all of them at various times far more significant than any uniform metonymy of
endogamous "caste" groupings.
Indian society that clearly appealed to British colonial interests and attitudes; they also
secured for Indians pride of place in a civilization lexicon of cultural reconstitution, reaffirmation,
and resistance. The idea that Varna— the classification of all castes into four hierarchical orders with the
Brahman on top— could conceivably organize the social identities and relations of all Indians across the
civilization expanse of the subcontinent was only developed under the peculiar circumstances of British
colonial rule. Hierarchy, in the sense of rank or ordered difference, might have been a pervasive feature of
Indian history, but hierarchy in the sense used by Dumont and others became a systematic value only under
the sign of the colonial modern.
The transformations associated with modernity in India were over determined by the colonial
situation. On the one hand, what was useful for British rule also became available for the uses of many
Indians who were recruited to participate in one way or another in the construction of colonial knowledge.
On the other hand, new forms of and claims about knowledge, products as they were in large part of early
colonial Orientalism and late colonial state practices, could take root only because colonial interventions
actively obliterated the political dynamic of colonial society. Ironically, it was the very permeability and
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dynamism of Indian society that allowed caste to become modern India's apparition of its traditional being.
Under colonial rule caste— now systematic, and systematically disembodied— lived on. In this new form
it was made appropriate and reconstructed by colonial power. What Orientalist knowledge did most
successfully in the Indian context was to assert the pre-colonial authority of a specifically colonial form of
power and representation.
British interest in the institution of caste intensified in very new ways after 1857 revolt. The
crises of early conquest and rule began to give way to other issues of control. This was so particularly in
the wake of the Great Rebellion of 1857, after which the Company's ambitions of complete conquest were
necessarily curtailed, and the British state assumed "direct" rule. For issues of control the primary
reason to divide the society along caste so that they can never come together politically and threaten
the sovereign power of the British rule. They were successful for a large measure. District-level
manuals and gazetteers began to devote whole chapters to the ethnography of caste and custom; imperial
surveys made caste into a central object of investigation; and by the time of the first decennial census of
1872, caste had become the primary subject of social classification and knowledge. Although the village
continued to be seen as the dominant site of Indian social life, it became understood as more a setting for
caste relations than the primary building block of Indian society. By 1901, when the census commissioner
H. H. Risley announced his ambition for an ethnographic survey of India, it was clear that caste had
attained its colonial apotheosis.
Recounting the history of caste, in other words, is one way of narrating the social history of
colonialism in India. This is a history in which the past itself was colonized, in which the domain of civil
society was abandoned to theories about the weight of tradition, in this case the totality represented by the
caste system. Caste became the colonial form of civil society; it justified the denial of political rights to
Indian subjects (not citizens) and explained the necessity of colonial rule. As India was anthropologies in
the colonial interest, a narrative about its social formation, its political capacity, and its civilization
inheritance began increasingly to tell the story of colonial inevitability and of the permanence of British
imperial rule. If caste occupied the place of the social and constrained the possibility of the political,
colonial rule could consist largely of the enumerative technology of the census and the ethnographic
survey, producing by the late nineteenth century the "ethnographic state."
This colonial knowledge about caste after independence was still being used by Indian government
as well as western institutions and universities. The western scholars were again able to gain leverage and
control over the caste discourse and politics around them in India by gaining influence over those
communities in the 70s. This was the most important event in the history of the independent India, which
created social upheaval never seen in the Indian society. The colonial stratification created sub national
political communities with grievances which US government found very receptive to their human rights
initiative in the late 70s under Carter administration. In the 90s Dalits became the significant community
which was receptive to the state department initiative to create political and social movement inside India
which disrupted any consolidation of single party rule at the center. The primary aim of the western
strategic community is to make sure that India will never have a solid majority for a single party rule that
means a single political unity. This use of caste communities may be considered as the biggest weapon
which the superpower has on India in the 21st century; which it can use in the future to unmake the nation
as we know as India.

Subaltern Studies:
Sub Altern studies is the studies of the marginalized and minorities in any nation or society and this
field slowly started after Independence in India and given recognition by vested interests in western
academic circles after 1970. This study was slowly sponsored mostly by western academic institutions in
the last 30 years and was mainly focused on the Gangetic Plains where the Muslim population of India was
the most concentrated.
The new interpretations and concocted history in India have found roots in American academe; and
given a "scientific" label for recognition. Some Indian historians and their particular take on the events of
the past and present have found resonance in American academe so that their influence in India is
enhanced.
The ICHR has been the conduit for patronizing scholars through travel grants. It isn't just the
foreign trip that the grants get one. More important are the impressions that are created: the "scholar" gets
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known abroad as a leading historian of India, his drivel comes to be regarded as the Voice of Indian
History; and back some, each trip redoubles his influence -- for one thing, by confirming the fact that he is
close to the sources of patronage. So, since 1972, who has got how much of these travel grants? But these
[the former members of ICHR are not just partisan 'historians’ but are nepotists also. Their doings in the
ICHR have been true to pattern. How is it that over twenty-five years persons from their school alone have
been nominated to the ICHR? Dedicated as they were to the cause of the illiterate downtrodden Indians,
argued; they must have the works of leading historians translated into our regional languages. And which
were the "historians" whose books -- old, in many cases out-of-date books - got selected for translation? R.
S. Sharma: five books. Romila Thapar: three books. Irfan Habib: two books -- one being a collection of
articles. Bipan Chandra: two books. Muhammad Habib: three books. D. N. Jha: two books. S. Gopal: four
books. Nurul Hasan: two books. Even sundry leaders of the Communist parties got the honor -- E. M. S.
Namboodripad, P. C. Joshi, even Rajni Palme Dutt, the leader of the British Communist Party who
functioned as the controller and director of the Indian Communists in the forties. As a result, the books and
pamphlets of these fellows are available in all regional languages, but the works of even Lokmanya Tilak
are not available except in Marathi! Second, in 1972, almost simultaneously with the establishment of the
ICHR, a project was launched to collect and publish a record of the Freedom Struggle from the Indian
point of view. The British had launched their Transfer of Power Documents series -- which deliberately
made out that the British were ever so ready to leave, and it was only the cussedness of and discord among
Indians, which delayed their doing so. The project was to be based on Indian documents.
New interpretation of the Indian people and Hinduism has created a neo-colonized generation of
Indians in the last 30 years. Rajeev Malhotra (Infinity Foundation) says: While subaltern scholars have
depicted Hinduism as elitist and Brahmin controlled, the sadhus have been subaltern people; the bhakti
saints were almost always subaltern people; tantrikas were subalterns and not Brahmins; and the puranas
have traditionally been performed by all jatis. Hence, these scholars have thrown the baby out with the
bathwater, because they simply assumed Marx' conclusions about Abrahamic religions as being universally
applicable to all cultures - the blind spot from becoming neo-colonized.
Such changes and wrong depiction of Indian society and culture is done to change the perception of new
educated Indians about India and Indian culture. It creates a class conscious within the Hindu society and
also creates an elite, which can be demonized for past wrongs. Social fragmentation is one of the purposes
of these studies. This was one of the major campaigns for the reservations for the SC/ST category of the
Hindus before and during the independence.
Insurgency attracted special attention when the sub altern studies in the 70s were being done on the
history of India. In India, the 1857 centenary had stimulated new histories of rebellion, some directly
inspired by rebels like Kattabomman Nayakkar. Romantic heroism was attached to old rebel histories, but
in addition, the sixties and seventies raised concern about revolution in the present. Even the Indian Home
Ministry feared revolution and this was being noted by the western academic and more importantly the
strategic and policy makers in the western capitals. In this context, more scholars took up studies of
insurrection and elements of its intellectual history go back to the twenties, when early Indian studies of
Indian rebels sought to recuperate insurgent mentalities. Indigenous Indian theories of peasant revolt had
emerged in the thirties, among communists and in the Kisan Sabha but in the sixties, the academic study of
insurrection came into its own. The western powers have nurtured various insurgencies inside India with
the help of Pakistan for several decades [some from 50s] waiting for upheaval on significant section of the
population.
The interaction of these studies with the western universities helped them to understand the nature
of these insurgencies and nurture them if they wanted to. THE YEAR 1972[After the Bangladesh war]
proved to be a turning point. It was the year of formation of major and pioneer organizations of nearly all
the new social movements and of regional-national organizations as well. The Jharkhand Mukti Morcha,
the All Assam Students Union, the Self-Employed Women's Association (SEWA), and such farmers'
organizations as the Zamindari Union of Punjab, the Tamilnadu Agriculturalists' Association, and the
Khedut Samaj of Gujarat were all founded in that year. In addition, the Anandpur Saheb Resolution
(demanding autonomy for Punjab) was drafted in 1972, and India's most famous environmental movement,
Chipko, began at that time. But of all the new organizations, the one that most immediately caught the
imagination of youth and progressive intellectuals throughout India was that of the Dalit Panthers, the
organization of ex-untouchable (or Dalit, literally "downtrodden") youth of Maharashtra, which
represented the first wave of a new anti-caste movement.
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In the seventies, this possibility of revolution had become a serious problem, because state
institutions had remained substantially unchanged despite many decades of popular
insurgency, nationalist agitation, and tumultuous independence not only in 1947 (India and
Pakistan) and 1948 (Sri Lanka) but also in the 1971 Bangladesh Liberation War. Modern states
did not prevent rebellion, but insurgency had not become revolution. Why did nationalism provoke revolution
in China and Vietnam, but not India? How do oppressed people take over governments? How do nations
redesign states? Why not revolution in South Asia? More attention was paid to UP and Bihar due to large
Muslim population. These were pressing questions for India mainly the Marxists whose aim was a revolution
and willing to wait as long as possible. But the real aim for the western academic was to find a way to create
centrifugal forces inside India for eventual split. This was being monitored by the western strategic community
and institutions and being passed on to Pakistan intellectuals. Pakistani commentators during the 90s keep
referring to 27 insurgencies going on inside India simultaneously for several decades and report that no
country can survive that many. But their understanding of the insurgencies inside India is due to the US
information given to them from the US academic studies.
Subaltern Studies joined debates about insurgency and nationality at the breach between popular
unrest and state power during the 70s(the unrest was of course supported by the agencies in the western
governments to create chaos/disorder inside India). Years 1975-6 is taken to be turning point in many
discussions of recent trends in Indian political culture. The year is significant since it was the year of
emergency and Government led by Indira Gandhi exploded the first atomic test in May 1974 and after that
there was serious policy initiatives by the US as part of the cold war policies.
In 1977 under the guise of promoting" human rights," US (State department) changed its foreign
policy to take up human rights in its relationship with other countries. While blackmailing those countries
with the threat that if the demands weren't fulfilled, vital military relationship and strategic relationship
would be withheld. This strange policy, carried out against a staunch allies such as Iran (resulting in
revolution) was a repeat of similar policies applied in the past by US governments to other allies such as
pre Mao China and pre Castro Cuba. This is the beginning of a new method of policy where the US would
cultivate the dissent in the target country to topple the government. This hypocritical policy of the Carter
administration was a turning point in the world events since it also gave a boost to Islamic militants and
mujahideens in various parts of the world fighting the oppressive rules; to topple regimes. The human
rights policies and the support given to various dissent and subaltern groups created its own movement
creating chaos and violent reactions. India was the subject of a massive experiment in supporting various
‘sub-nationalities’ and NGOs for their rights and historic wrongs for more than three decades. By 2000
there were various movements for Dalits, tribals and other sub-altern communities that the rise of a violent
chaotic revolution was only days away.
With a new non-congress government in the Center and other Indian leftist organizations in 1977
US universities and think tanks were able to penetrate the social and community studies of the departments
in the Indian government. They were able to manipulate social engineering in UP and Bihar to such an
extent that the political fragmentation took place within 10 years. The school textbook had the most
revision in 1978 after a period of 10 years which sowed the seeds of separatism and sub national identities.
The US universities using the help of their Indian leftist counterparts had full access in defining the
social-political paradigm in the Indian political debates and leftist/university debates. From then on
the US universities and their supported NGOs had large influence on a complete generations of
Indian academic, political and social intellectuals.
The US was not happy with India supporting insurgency in Pakistan after 1971. Till 1977 the
Indira Gandhi government actively worked for the democratic aspirations of the Baluchis and Pathans.
Baluchi fighters were trained in the deserts of Rajasthan. India also provided them with financial and
diplomatic assistance. With Bangladesh free, Indira Gandhi reckoned that Sindh, Baluchistan and
Pakhtunistan should follow. After her electoral defeat in 1977, Vajpayee as the Janata government's
foreign minister made his first attempt to normalize relations with Pakistan by withdrawing the help to
Baloch and Pastuns. In India, The breach between insurgency and nationality was widening at the time, in
part because, despite rampant crises, dominant state institutions had managed to survive as though secure
inside a mountain fortress high above the plains. Muslims had acquired a separate political history that
became more prominent in the context of Hindu majoritarianism. (and this was the final objective of the
western powers in the subcontinent and supported by the western institution and scholars such as Stanley
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Wolpert. By creating a rival political center their goal is to create a rival and ultimately replace the Indian
state)
One of the goals of US during the 1970s and 1980s was to make sure that Pakistan had a secure
Muslim political history derived from the history of the sub-continent. This was to provide Pakistanis
emotional, political and national security as a people who had a past as rulers. The problem of self-identity
for Muslims in subcontinent began when Muslim imperial rule ended. Till 1857 the Indian Muslim who
was capable of thinking seriously looked upon himself as a "ruler", a member of the elite, a part (even a
cog is a part) of the imperial machine. This feeling of ‘ruler’ was indefinable, vaguely comprehended,
imperfectly conceived, and not commonly expressed in writing or speech. Recently Islamabad rejected
Vajpayee’s suggestion for a celebration by India, Pakistan and Bangladesh of the 150th anniversary of the
1857 First War of Independence in 2004. Pakistan’s interpretation of the first war of Independence is
actually the war of the Muslims of previous Moghul dynasty fighting for restoring the past from the
occupying British. General Ziaul Haq from 1980 in the name of a debatable patriotism and a
supposititious ideology, made his control over history writing and teaching complete, arbitrary, coercive
and totalitarian. He (1) subjected all textbooks of Social Studies to the scrutiny and approval of the Federal
Ministry of Education, i.e., a group of civil servants, (2) created a new subject of "Pakistan Studies"; made
it compulsory for all undergraduates in arts, sciences, medicine and engineering, and all graduates in law;
and got a special textbook prepared for it by several committees and panels of experts working in close
collaboration, and (3) dictated that all these books must meet the requirements of an ideology.
After 1980, an expanding gulf inside India between the histories of peoples and states ripped many
old bonds between academics and politics. Scholars who claimed to speak for people who had been left
out of nationalism marched away from scholars who continued to fuse popular history with national
politics. Social fragmentation of the kind not seen before became common. But more importantly for many
others, Indira Gandhi’s Emergency in 1975 made the Indian state blatantly dictatorial. A leftist controlled
media was another tool used to amplify the reality. As new popular movements arose from many quarters
in India -- communal, regional, and expressing radical aspirations among women, peasants, workers, and
tribal groups -- old nationalism lost legitimacy and the Left and the Right fought for its legacy. To quell
the disturbances of Punjab and other places the army was called in many times during the 1980s. During
81-82 the army was called in more than 60 times, in 82-83 more than 90 times and during 83-84 the army
was called more than 150 times. This gives the scale of insurgency inside India, which was planned from,
outside the country with help of dissenters.
The leftist gained in strength by late 70s and they started a campaign to reduce the kinship between
various social classes. The old kinship and order was systematically being broken in every sphere in India
from early 70s. Leftists with active support from the western agencies started defamation campaign against
upper castes and upper caste government officials on a large scale including trade union strikes. This
started to break the old kinship and order to bring about social fragmentation of castes, religious and labor
class. This campaign was started after some detailed social economic study of various communities of
India in the south Asian studies department in western universities. How long have they been doing this?
This could have been planned and executed for several decades with studies possibly from even a century
when the first census was done in 1881 under the British rule.
The social changes and unrest; was being watched by the academic and the India watchers in the
west with obvious interest. They were forming their own conclusion about the loss of old nationalism. One
conclusion was that there would be no new nationalism in future and the state would become weak due to
constant dissent and eventually break apart. By using education and media new nationalism such as
Hindu/cultural nationalism was never allowed to flourish. Most of the focus was in UP and Bihar since
they had the largest representation in the national political structure. Any fragmentation of the polity within
these two states will weaken the central political structure of the country. Popular resistance to state power
became a prominent academic theme in the eighties. In 1986, James C. Scott's Weapons of the Weak:
Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance announced a broad move away from studies of revolution into the
analysis of localized, personal resistance to the power of elites and states. Foucault’s influence was
spreading. By the nineties, an array of scholars inside and outside Subaltern Studies had made everyday
resistance a basic feature of life in South Asia.
Left-wing extremism, which includes Naxalites and Maoists, was turning out to be a major law and
order problem in States like Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh,
Maharashtra, West Bengal and Uttar Pradesh. Many Naxalite leaders like Kanu Sanyal and Charu
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Majumdar had become icons in the late 60s till mid 70s. The movement had attracted many urban youths
as well including many from middle-class families. The nation was facing a severe economic crisis and
social unrest. Many producers such as Khwaja Ahmed Abbas making movies glorifying the Naxalites.
The conclusion the western political analyst and the strategic community which they may have drawn
watching the development in 1970s and 1980s was that India was ripe enough for political instability and long
term social disorder and eventual balkanization. The analysts gained insights into weakness in the formation of
the political structure at the center in Delhi and in states specifically UP and Bihar containing large Muslim
population. The supporters for Pakistan and pro-Pakistan policymakers in the US administration were in the
forefront of south Asia policymaking during the 1980s and early 1990s and they had come out with a strategy to
cap and rollback the WMD capabilities of the Indian state and eventual collapse of the Indian state just like the
former Soviet Union.

The western analysts may have derived other conclusion that the country gets united when a
major war is waged against India since there is an enemy political center which is identified such as
the state of Pakistan. But what is observed is that when low intensity conflict is waged in one corner
of the country without a political center, the public opinion is divided and is not able to rally to
support the government. This is one of the reasons that low-level insurgency keep simmering in
different parts of the country but does not get the attention of a critical mass of the population. By
using the press/media by not focusing on the political center of the threat; the Indian public can be
deceived into complacency. This has allowed Pakistan to continue the low intensity conflict in
Kashmir under a nuclear shield without any repercussions during the last 13 years.
The last major offensive Kargil was also planned the same way with the Pakistan officials denying the
involvement of the government and hence a political center behind the war. The Indian public conscious about
the threat perception is vague and can be easily reduced through media and other propaganda. The political
parties can be easily subdued with coercion and bribery to reduce their rhetoric against threat to the nation or
any community. By reducing the old historical kinship among communities the long term plan was to create
sub nationalism and political identity which can be given support to reduce the political nation. The revolution
method was one which was tried in the early decades to reduce the bonds among communities and in the last
few decades after the globalization religious conversion is being used as a tool to break old social bonds and
kinship among communities throughout the country.
India has never been remotely as united or strong as it is today, and neither is it a Hindu state.
Because of this lack of any precedence the other powers are not able to read correctly the strength and
future of Indian state and social dynamics inside India.
But is it possible that such a large scale gigantic conspiracy is being waged against India for several
decades even after independence. It is hard to believe but the facts and writing of large number of people
show a pattern where a large number of Indians have been mental slaves of foreign institutions and have
been subverting India without realizing it.
Anthropology: History of Indian anthropology was never given due importance by Indian
anthropologists. It neither formed a part of the teaching curriculum nor a subject of research. Few like
Vidyarthi first reviewed in detail the developments after the introduction of anthropology as an academic
discipline in an Indian University in 1920. Although some scholars made brief attempts, no one has
discussed the pre-1920 history in detail. In the early days of teaching of anthropology during British days
in India, Vedas, Upanishads, Samhitas, Puranas and other ancient Indian texts formed a part of the
curriculum. Later the study of these ancient Indian texts was discontinued and the subject became heavily
dependent on the ‘Oxbridge tradition’ since Oxford and Cambridge became the centers of Indian studies.
After 1960 the influence of American anthropology especially that of the ‘Chicago-Cornell school’
prevailed over the British school. U Chicago and Cornell U had taken over the Indian studies from the
British by 60s. From the 70s after the partition of Pakistan; Colombia and U Berkely had become the
centers of Indian Studies. Thus Indian anthropologists were never free from western influence and
consequently Indian anthropology lacked a distinct identity. Most of the Indian interpretations were
actually the interpretations of the west since they were heavily influenced by the western thought.
American academic programs on India flourished in the 1950s and 1960s, but then fell off sharply
during the next three decades. In part, this reflected the view that India had become relatively marginal for
U. S. political and economic interests. The 70s, 80 and 90 was deliberate policy of neglect by the US where
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they weaned only the people from India who could be influenced by them. Policy restrictions imposed by
India on foreign scholars also reduced interest, and India programs and courses decreased in number and
scope. In the past few years, the study of India has enjoyed a considerable revival. The desire of young
Indian Americans to learn more about their heritage has been one reason. Another has been the perception
that India was being neglected and warranted greater academic attention. Thus, in the past two years,
George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairs and the Johns Hopkins University's
Nitze School of Advanced International Studies have both enhanced their South Asia programs, and the
University of Pennsylvania has successfully completed a major fund-raising program to expand its Center
for the Advanced Study of India. Indian Americans were major contributors to these efforts and to others
programs being bolstered on campuses around the country.
Think tanks and research centers in Washington and elsewhere have also been showing
substantially greater interest in South Asia. In the 1990s, few had regional specialists and their focus was
almost entirely on nuclear nonproliferation and the threat of India-Pakistan conflict. Today, more than half
a dozen of the leading centers have programs on India and South Asia that consider a broad range of
political and economic as well as strategic issues. Hardly a week goes by without several South Asia
programs on the Washington think-tank or public interest circuit. Here too, Indian Americans have become
an important source of financial backing that has very low knowledge of the area of study and focus.
In the Washington, D. C., area, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, the
American Enterprise Institute, the Brookings Institution, the Center for Strategic and International Studies,
the Council on Foreign Relations, the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, the Rand Corporation,
the U. S. Institute of Peace, and the Henry L. Stimson Center all currently have South Asia specialists and
programs.
Starting from the year 1977 and around that time; NGOs (Non Governmental Organizations) and
leftists have been encouraged to represent the minorities/sub-altern community and fight for the causes of
deprivation of the Dalits, the tribals and other minority community. But the level of the debate and the
causes taken up were such that that it would be inflammatory and cause dissent against the government or
against the political party and against the majority community. The major riots and inter community
problems which increased after 1970; was being discussed in the western institutions and various minority
community groups started getting support for their cause in US universities and other western think tanks.
By the end of 90s human rights groups in the west were the arbitrators for the behaviour of Indian
government, political parties and social groups. They started setting the agenda for the debates and terms of
debate inside India and its polity. This is a major achievement of the western strategic community and
western universities where they have been able to take control of the terms of debate of a large nation and
lead them away from the national interest. By 2000 the terms majority and minority at a national scale was
being discussed with the assumption that the majority and minority were monolithic community. The
national identity by the end of 90s deviated from the Indian civilization identity with 30 years of sub-altern
studies and change in educational system and change in terms of debates.
EDUCATION IN INDIA:

Education in India before Independence:
With a view to destroy the educational heritage of India, the British colonial power started Indian
universities in 1858 as institutional plants imported from Great Britain. The main objective behind the
move was to connect Indian education to European knowledge. Lord Macaulay was of the view that "A
single shelf of a good European library was worth the whole native literature of India and Arabia." ( Page
3- Education and Politics in India by Rudolph and Rudolph). There were two types of education in India
during that time. There was the Indian education which made sure that; there was emphasis on the Indian
literature and heritage. The other education was the English which made sure that the conscious of the elite
Indians was transformed to view just like the British and look down upon the rest of the Indians. The
deracinated Indians became the ruling political class of India and influenced the independence movement.
Tapan Raychaudhuri in his study of Bengali intelligentsia points out that, ‘Implicitly the Bengali
intellectuals examined afresh the two components of their own culture - the indigenous and the acquired.”.
Pannikar points out that 19th century Indian intellectuals were firm believers in the efficacy of
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Enlightenment as a panacea. Like Chinese intellectuals, they traced the sources of all ills in Indian society
to the ignorance of the masses and the weight of traditional thought and learning.
In India, we see Liberalism replacing pre-colonial sensibilities and ideas, Mill, Spencer, Rousseau and
Paine were popular amongst Indian intellectuals. The idea of liberty was first absorbed in Bengal through
the work of Derozio. The journals published at this time by the students of Hindu College in Calcutta
between 1626-43 were influenced by the ideals of the French Revolution. More importantly, as Pannikar
points out, Britain was viewed as the champion of these principles. As Rammohan Roy (1772-1663) one of
the most famous of the early Indian reformers put it thus:

“A nation of people not only blessed with the enjoyment of civil and
political liberty but also interested in promoting liberty and social happiness, as
well as free enquiry into literary and religious subjects among those nations to
which their influence extends.”
The age of Ram Mohan Roy is sometimes described as the ‘Indian Renaissance”, and later Indian
intellectuals, like M.N. Roy (1667.1954), admired the courage of the “fathers of Indian Renaissance” to
attack the time-honored but enslaving social customs and prejudices” perpetuated in India. MN. Roy
argued, further that India might have a great civilization but it would be ridiculous to think that the Theory
of Relativity was already announced in the Vedas, and that the world should learn its science from ancient
India.” Ancient Indian cultural achievement should not blind modern Indians from the reality that “the
world has gone ahead.” Meanwhile, “Indian history was stagnant” hence her “cultural superstructure”
failed to develop. Here again, one notices the enchantment with the self-defined project of Enlightenment
which is felt by Indian intellectuals. They see Britain as the savior of their country and hope that the
popularization in western thought in India wilt free the country from its superstitious and irrational past,
Above all, modern British institutions such as the Parliament and the legal system were praised by most
Indians of this period. This admiration is what led them to accept British rule. Nehru’s discourse on
tradition versus modernity quickly travels from the stage of enchantment to that of disenchantment. He
wrote in The Discovery of India:

“Today, in the world of politics and economics there is a search for power
and yet when power is attained much else of value has gone. Political trickery and
intrigue take the place of idealism, and cowardice and selfishness the place of
disinterested courage. Form prevails over substance, and power, so eagerly sought
after, some how fails to achieve what it aimed at.” (p. 595)
Tagore’s “last birthday address” was on “crisis of civilization”. In this address, Tagore almost
summarized the entire process of metamorphosis of an Indian intellectual mind from enchantment to
disenchantment journeying through western civilization. He thought so “firmly rooted in the sentiments” of
Indian leaders fighting for Independence was the Indian “faith in the generosity of the English race”.
Tagore admitted: “I was impressed by this evidence of liberal humanity in the character of the English and
thus I was led to set them on the pedestal of my highest respect.” He, then, narrated what he saw in Japan
and USSR their rapid industrialization which, then led him to resent British imperialists’ sacrificing “the
welfare of the subject races to their own national greed”. He lamented that while many other countries
were “marching ahead”, India alone “smothered under the dead weight of British administration, lay static
in her utter helplessness.” This was “the tragic tale of the gradual loss of my faith in the claims of the
European nations to civilization.“(Ghose, p. 186)
It took Tagore in the end of his life to understand the larger process of history where nations
progress over time. He could compare the Indian progress during the entire rule of British with the other
nations in Asia and elsewhere and come to conclusion that British enlightenment and liberal humanity was
just a smokescreen to keep the entire colonized people and its intellectuals under intellectual submission
and sense of generosity towards the colonizers.
To achieve the aim of stamping out the Indian mind during the colonial rule, the British rulers
followed two lines : on the one hand, they encouraged an English and Christianized education in
accordance with the well-known Macaulay doctrine, which projected Europe as an enlightened,
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democratic, progressive heaven, and on the other hand, they pursued a systematic denigration of Indian
culture, scriptures, customs, traditions, crafts, cottage industries, social institutions, educational system,
taking full advantage of the stagnant and often degenerate character of the Hindu society of the time. There
were, of course, notable exceptions among British individuals, from William Jones to Sister Nivedita and
Annie Besant—but almost none to be found among the ruling class. Let us recall how, in his famous 1835
Minute, Thomas B. Macaulay asserted that Indian culture was based on “a literature ... that inculcates the
most serious errors on the most important subjects ... hardly reconcilable with reason, with morality ...
fruitful of monstrous superstitions.” Hindus, he confidently declared, had nothing to show except a “false
history, false astronomy, false medicine ... in company with a false religion.”
As it happened, Indians were—and still largely are—innocent people who could simply not suspect the
degree of cunning with which their colonial masters set about their task.
In the middle of the 1857 uprising, the Governor-General Lord Canning wrote to a British official :

“As we must rule 150 millions of people by a handful (more or less
small) of Englishmen, let us do it in the manner best calculated to leave them
divided (as in religion and national feeling they already are) and to inspire them
with the greatest possible awe of our power and with the least possible suspicion of
our motives.”
Even a “liberal” governor such as Elphinstone wrote in 1859, “Divide et impera [‘divide and rule’ in
Latin was the old Roman motto and it should be ours.”
In this clash of two civilizations, the European, younger, dynamic, hungry for space and riches,
appeared far better fitted than the Indian, half decrepit, almost completely dormant after long centuries of
internal strife and repeated onslaught. The contrast was so huge that no one doubted the outcome—the
rapid conquest of the Indian mind and life.
That was what Macaulay, again, summarized best when he proudly wrote his father in 1836 :

“Our English schools are flourishing wonderfully.... It is my belief that if our
plans of education are followed up, there will not be a single idolater among the
respectable classes in Bengal thirty years hence.”
Macaulay wanted to create a generation of Indians who in their thought and words would be British.
Macaulay had not planned prophetically for one or two generations but for generations that now thrive in
independent India. Very faithfully, certain groups of individuals who monopolized the control of
institutions and had the blessings of their political masters and had cultivated bureaucracy have relentlessly
strived for the success of the perceptions of Macaulay. Ananda Coomaraswamy, the famous art critic, gave
the following warning early 20th century :

“It is hard to realize how completely the continuity of Indian life has been
severed. A single generation of English education suffices to break the threads of
tradition and to create a nondescript and superficial being deprived of all roots—a
sort of intellectual pariah who does not belong to the East or the West, the past or
the future. The greatest danger for India is the loss of her spiritual integrity. Of all
Indian problems the educational is the most difficult and most tragic."
But subjection to Western influence does more than simply impoverish the Indian mind or wean it
away from Indian culture. It also introduces serious distortions into its thinking processes. With their clear
and bold thought, Western thinkers since the eighteenth century no doubt did much to pull Europe out of
the dark ages brought about by Christianity. But they had to take shortcuts in the process : they needed
sharp intellectual weapons and had no time to develop the qualities of pluralism, universality, integrality
native to the Indian mind and nurtured over thousands of years. Their thought was essentially divisive and
exclusive.
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The result of this Western obsession with divisiveness has been disastrous in India’s context. Her
inhabitants had never called themselves “Aryans” or “Dravidians” in the racial sense, yet they became thus
segregated ; they had never known they were “Hindus,” yet they had to be happy with this new designation
; they had never called their view of the world a “religion” (a word with no equivalent in Sanskrit), but it
had to become one, promptly labeled “Hinduism.” Nor was one label sufficient : India always recognized
and respected the infinite multiplicity of approaches to the Truth (what is commonly, but incorrectly, called
“tolerance”), but under the Western spotlight those approaches became so many “sects” almost rivaling
each other (perhaps like Catholics and Protestants !). Hinduism was thus cut up into convenient bits—
Vedism, Brahmanism, Vaishnavism, Shaivism, Shaktism, Tantrism, etc.—of which Indians themselves had
been largely unaware, or at any rate not in this rigid, cut-and-dried fashion. As for Buddhism, Jainism and
Sikhism, which had been regarded in India as simply new paths, they were arbitrarily stuck with a label of
“separate religions.” Similarly, thousands of fluid communities were duly catalogued and crystallized by
the British rulers as so many permanent and rigid castes.*
In 1879 the Collector of Tanjore in a communication to Sir James Caird, member of the Famine
Commission, stated that “there was no class (except Brahmins ) which was so hostile to the English.” The
predominance of the Brahmins in the freedom movement confirmed the worst British suspicions of the
community. Innumerable CID reports of the period commented on Brahmin participation at all levels of the
nationalist movement. In the words of an observer, “If any community could claim credit for driving the
British out of the country, it was the Brahmin community. Seventy per cent of those who were felled by
British bullets were Brahmins”. The Mandal Commission report marks the culmination of the attempt at
social engineering that began with the Christian missionary (followed by British governmental) campaigns
against the Brahmin community in the early part of the 19th century. It was not accidental that Brahmins
emerged as the principal target of British attacks. Britishers of all pursuits, missionaries, administrators and
Orientalist, were quick to grasp; their pivotal role in the Indian social arrangement. They were all agreed
that religious ideas and practices underlay the entire social structure and that, as custodians of the sacred
tradition, Brahmins were the principal integrating force. This made them the natural target of those seeking
to fragment, indeed atomize, Indian Society. This was as true of the British conquerors as it was of Muslim
rulers in the preceding centuries. Mandal takes off from where the British left.
The British census operations that began in the latter part of the 19th century produced further
distortions in the Indian system. The British sought to interpret the caste system in the light of their own
pet theories. H. H. Risley who directed the 1901 census operations was, for example, determined to
demonstrate that “race sentiment” formed the basis of the caste system and that social precedence was
based on the scale of racial purity. The same race theory played havoc in Europe in the form of Nazism
and has now been fully repudiated. The British, unmindful of the complexities and intricacies of the social
arrangement, sought to achieve standardization by placing all jatis in the four Varnas or in the categories of
outcastes and aborigines.
As a result they destroyed the flexibility that was so vital for the proper functioning of the system.
The census operations raised caste consciousness to a fever. Unfortunately, this itemizing and labeling
of their heritage became a undisputed truth in the subconscious mind of Indians : they passively accepted
being dissected and defined by their colonial masters, and they learned to look at themselves through
Western eyes. The Indian mind had become too feeble to take the trouble of assimilating the few positive
elements of Western thought and rejecting the many negative ones : it swallowed but could not digest.
*

Dr. Meenakshi Jain, a respected sociologist, wrote : “It is not generally known that the India of
rigid social stratification and hierarchical ranking was largely a British creation.... [The British] destroyed
the flexibility that was so vital for the proper functioning of the system. The census operations raised caste
consciousness to a feverish pitch, incited caste animosities and led to an all-round hardening of the
system.... Britishers of all pursuits, missionaries, administrators and orientalist, were quick to grasp the
pivotal role [of the Brahmins] in the Indian social arrangement [, in which] Brahmins were the principal
integrating force. This made them the natural target of those seeking to fragment, indeed atomize, Indian
society. This was as true of the British conquerors as it was of Muslim rulers in the preceding centuries....
Clearly it is time to sit up and see reality as it is before we complete the task the British began — the
atomization of Indian society and the annihilation of Indian civilization.” (Indian Express, 18 & 26
September 1990)
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Centre-State relations in education over the last 170 years have presented an extremely variegated
picture in the country. Prior to 1833, India had a period of total decentralization when all the three
Presidencies of the British Empire followed their own educational policy, subject only to the distant and
sporadic supervision of the Court of Directors in London. This was the Macaulay period. The Charter Act
of 1833 went to the other extreme and created a highly centralized form of administration in the country
under which education, like any other subject, became a responsibility of the Government of India. During
this period, for instance, the Directors of Public Instruction in the Provinces used to complain that they
could, not incur an expenditure of even one rupee without the sanction of the Imperial Government at
Calcutta. This was thus a period of extreme centralization. In 1870, a period of decentralization of
authority was initiated by Lord Mayo. This decentralization was gradually increased till 1918, by which
time the Provincial Governments came to possess large authority over education, although the Government
of India did continue to exercise considerable supervisory powers in essential matters. This period can be
considered the period of British plan for the Great Game of dividing the country on ethnic lines. In
addition, there was the Indian Education Service which was created, in 1897 and whose officers filled the
important posts in all the Provincial Education Departments This period may, therefore, be regarded as a
period of large decentralization combined with limited but essential, Central control to create different
world view of different parts of the country for eventual separation.. The Government of India Act of 1919
made a still more radical change. It introduced diarchy in the provinces under the control of Indian
Ministers responsible to a legislature with a large elected majority. As a corollary to this, therefore, the
Central control over education had to be reduced to the minimum if not eliminated altogether.
Consequently, there came about what the Hartog Committee calls a `divorce' between education and the
Government of India. This situation continued right till 1950 although, in view of its disastrous results,
some attempts were made, from 1935 onwards, to bring the Government of India back into the picture
through such measures as the revival of the Central Advisory Board of Education.
The Central Advisory Board of Education, the oldest and the most important advisory body of the
Government of India in education was first established in 1920 and dissolved in 1923 as a measure of
economy. The real reason being that they could not control the education policy according to their larger
design. It was revived in 1935 and has been in existence ever since even after independence. The idea that
there should be a central Advisory Board of Education was first put forward by the Calcutta University
Commission (1917-19) which felt "that the Government of India could perform an invaluable function by
defining the general aims of educational policy, by giving advice and assistance to local governments and
to the development of educational ideas in the various provinces, and also elsewhere than in India." This is
the start of the control of education in India by foreign policy makers which continues even after the
independence. Almost simultaneously the Government of India Act, 1919 decided to make education
mainly a provincial and a transferred subject and to limit the `control' of the Central Government over it to
the minimum. This fundamental decision changed the character of the Government of India from that of an
executive to an advisory authority; and consequently, the Secretariat Procedure Committee set up to
implement the Government of India Act, 1919, observed that, in future, the executive authority of the
Government of India should be mainly exercised through moral persuasion and recommended that, "in
place of giving executive orders it should tend more and more to become a centre of the best information,
research and advice." This recommendation made the adoption of the recommendation of the Calcutta
University Commission all the more imperative and accordingly, a Central Advisory Board of Education
was set up in 1920 under the chairmanship of Education Commissioner to the Government of India. It is a
good deal of useful work but, owing to a financial crisis calling for drastic retrenchments, was abolished in
1923. The first seeds of thought control were setup in 1935 and the first set of Indians educated in India
with western thought started in the 1930s and 1940s. They were the most influence in communism and
socialism and the people born during that time were in the position off power in 1990s and 2000s.
For the next twelve years, there was no Central body to advise the Government of India in
educational matters. This period was the critical period of British trying to find a path for the Muslim
nationalism in India for a separate homeland? However, a feeling of regret at the discontinuance of the
Board began to grow, especially after the Report of Hartog Committee (1928) which observed that the
divorce between the Government of India and education had been unfortunate. Consequently, the present
Central Advisory Board of Education was revived in 1935. The first constitution of the Board was given in
the Government of India (Education, Health and Lands Department) Resolution No.F.122-3/35-E dated 8th
of August, 1935. This period was the revival of the Muslim leagues demand and eventual creation of
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Pakistan in the eastern wing and the western wing. The Board has been reconstituted vide Government of
India Resolution No.1-2/90- PN(D.II) dated 19th October, 1990, as per. The practice adopted by the Board
has been to hold one meeting every year, although the record of the last fifty- five years shows that there
were no meetings in 1937, 1939, 1966, 1969, 1973, 1976( emergency), 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981,
1982, 1984, 1985 and 1990, and two meetings were held each in 1938, 1943, 1950 and 1986. Prof. S.
Nurul Hasan was the chair for the year 1972, 1974, 1975 which was the crucial years after the breakup of
Bangladesh, unrest among Indian intellectual and academic bodies and Pokharan test in 1974.
Literacy rate every decade in India:

1901
1911
1921
1931
1941
1951
1961
1971
1981
1991
2001

5.3
5.9
7.2
9.5
16.1
18.33
28.31
34.45
43.56
52.21
65.38

We see that the literacy accelerated in the 60s, 70s and the major powers started to influence the
education system inside India. Both Russia and UK/USA setup grants and university contact with new
Indian Universities such as JNU and influenced the content and worldview of the future elite. The socialist
and left leaning institutes were encouraged for a long term goal of revolution and upheaval inside India.
Since Indians/Hindus do not have their own narration of other races except the Muslims and Anglo Saxons
the major powers had a vested interest in influencing the worldview of a new generation of Indians. The
British were most successful in changing the image of its colonial rule into rule of stability and progress for
Indians and the country.
The National Policy of 1968 marked a significant step forward in the history of education in postindependence India. It dealt with several important aspects of education which had been examined in depth
by Commissions and Committees over a long period both before and after independence, culminating in
the Education Commission (1964-66). The Policy of 1968 aimed at promoting national progress, creating a
sense of common citizenship and culture and strengthening national integration. It laid stress on the need
for a radical reconstruction of education to improve its quality at all stages, much greater attention to
science and technology, cultivation of moral values and a closer relation between education and the life of
the people. But the policy left others to take control of history and narration in the process making changes
which suited the vested interest such as the Marxists. Romila Thapar first edition of Early India was
introduced in 1968 which later for 30 years became a standard reading material for many institutions( 2nd
edition was in 2003).
The years since the adoption of the 1968 Policy have been considerable expansion in education all over the
country, at all levels. More than 90% of the rural habitations now have schooling facilities within a radius
of one kilometer. At the upper end of the pyramid also, there has been a sizeable augmentation of
education facilities. The most notable development following the policy of 1968 has been the acceptance of
a common structure of education throughout the country and the introduction of the 10+2+3 system by
most of the States. In relation to school curricula, in addition to laying down a common system of studies
for boys and girls, science and mathematics were incorporated as compulsory subjects and- work
experience was assigned a place of importance.
The problem of school textbooks came up for discussion at the meeting of the National Integration
Council held at Srinagar in June 1968. The Council attached great significance to the proper use of
textbooks for purposes of national integration. It was of the view that education from the primary to the
post-graduate stage should be re-oriented (a) to serve the purpose of creating a sense of Indianness, unity
and solidarity ; (b) to inculcate faith in the basic postulates of Indian democracy ; and (c) to help the nation
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to create a modern society out of the present traditional one, and that the textbooks used in the schools
should be specially designed to serve these purposes. It also recommended that the State Governments
should create an appropriate machinery at the State level for the improvement of school text-books in
general and for using them effectively for purposes of national integration in particular and that, in
consultation with them a National Board of School Textbooks which will co-ordinate the efforts of the
State Governments should be set up by the Government of India. But these recommendation was not taken
into policy when the next change in textbook was done in 1978. The year 1978 can be considered as a
crucial year in the history of education in India since the Marxists were in full control of the educational
institutions and other intellectual institutions such as media. Most of the changes in history to suit the
Marxists were done in this year and these reflected even upto the year 2002.
Government of India announced in January, 1985, that a new Education Policy would be formulated
for the country. A full appraisal of the existing educational scene was undertaken and a document, entitled,
"Challenge of Education" was brought out in August 1985. There has been a countrywide debate on the
document, marked by keen interest, and enthusiasm. The views and suggestions received from different
quarters were carefully studied and are reflected in this Presentation. The new Policy takes off from the
National Education Policy adopted by the Government of India and approved by Parliament in 1968 and
seeks to build on it, to respond to the changes which have taken place since.

Distortions in Indian History after Independence:
Fortunately or unfortunately, even after pursuing Macaulay, legacy for over half a century after
political independence, India has not yet overcome the social, economic, political and environmental crisis
prevailing in the country. All the political parties talk on value based politics, but they hardly talk how to
achieve it. It is possible only if the direction of education is focused towards building a social order
inspired through scientific and spiritual vision. In stead of preserving our ancient scriptures, which are the
treasure house of spiritual wisdom the move to negate the introduction of time-tested cultural heritage in
school and university curriculum is seemingly an intriguing reflection of the colonial mindset of selfseeking politicians. Since the majority of the educated Indian elite was made to think and behave like their
colonial masters, it has now become their habit to oppose any attempt to Indianise the country’s
educational curriculum.
If India did achieve political independence—at a terrible cost she hardly achieved independence in
the field of thought. Nor did she try : the country’s so-called elite, whose mind had been shaped and
hypnotized by their colonial masters, always assumed that anything Western was so superior that in order
to reach all-round fulfillment, India merely had to follow European thought, science, and political
institutions. Indian historiography in the post-independence phase has been characterized by the
remarkable similarity between western scholarship on India and the works of Indian historians, whether
Marxist, secular or liberal. Writings of this genre present Hindustan as the aggregationist story par
excellence: A patchwork of communities, dialects and religion from time immemorial. This view of
history, largely uncontested so far, is now facing its first serious challenge.
In book after book, we hear the same refrain. Another work, for instance, argues that "there is
hardly a single teaching in Hindustan which can be shown to be valid for all Hindus, much less a
comprehensive set of teachings." These motivated and highly disruptive theories from western sources are
faithfully reproduced in any number of Indian works. These too, decry attempts to reduce 'the multiplicity
of classical traditions' in the subcontinent to one unitary tradition that is Aryan-Hindu and high caste.
Indian scholarship of the Left variety also comments adversely on the 'modern search for an imagined
Hindu identity from the past.' The main goal of the historians is to remove any national identity and
nationalism in India with a unifying thought. Indian languages are subtly or not so subtly given a lower
status than English, with the result that many deep scholars or writers who chose to express themselves in
their mother-tongues remain totally unknown beyond their States, while textbooks are crowded with
second-rate thinkers who happened to write in English. If you take a look at the teaching of history, the
situation is even worse. Almost all Indian history taught today in our schools and universities has been
written by Western scholars, or by “native historians who have taken over the views of the colonial
masters,” in the words of Prof. Klostermaier of Canada’s University of Manitoba. All of India’s historical
tradition, all ancient records are simply brushed aside as so much fancy so as to satisfy the Western dictum
that “Indians have no sense of history.”
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It is claimed that 'the need for postulating a Hindu community became a requirement for political
mobilization in the nineteenth century when representation by religious community became a key to power
and where such representation gave access to economic resources.' The leftists can get away with it
because they control the media for most part of the modern history and have made sure that there is no
sense of unified India. The persistent denial of the integrity of Indian civilization is accompanied by
denigration of agencies perceived as unifying. Vedism and Brahmanism being singled out for attack. The
Left's insistence on an atomized, splintered heritage has had interesting fallouts. India is presented as the
quintessential no- man's land. Aryans (though it is now accepted by all scholars that there was no 'Aryan
Invasion' after all), Indo-Greeks, Shakas, Indo-Parthians, Kushans... the list of foreign invaders, settlers
and rulers has been formidable from the very early on. So, they argue, no group or community can
legitimately claim 'national' right to the land.
It is to justify these theories that the ancient history of India has been written in recent decades. The
reality, they say, is of 'a fragmented, largely oral set of traditions' and a disparate population. Hinduism is
sought to be minimized as one of many 'religions' existing in the subcontinent, in no way entitled to special
status - a position no longer acceptable to a growing body of Independent historians. So politics is mixed
with history and history with politics. Educated Indians virtually admitted they were “hopeless, dumb,
reactionary,” and could only stop being so by receiving salvation from Europe : they pinned their hopes on
its democracy and secularism, ignoring all warnings that those European concepts would wreak havoc once
mechanically transposed to India. Worse, they rivaled with one another in denigrating their heritage. If
even today a Western journalist or professor utters the words of “caste” or “sati” or “Hindu
fundamentalism” (and I would like to ask him what the “fundamentals” of Hinduism are), you will hear a
number of Indian intellectuals beating their chests in unison—even as they keep their eyes tightly shut to
the most fatal aberrations of Western society.
Ram Swarup, a profound Indian thinker who passed away recently, was not afraid of swimming
against this self-deprecating tide nurtured by our intelligentsia and media :

“A permanent stigma seems to have stuck to the terms Hindu and Hinduism.
These have now become terms of abuse in the mouth of the very elite which the
Hindu millions have raised to the pinnacle of power and prestige with their blood,
sweat and tears.”
Quoted from N S Raja ram: India gained independence from the British in 1947, or more than fifty
years ago; but intellectually and educationally India continues to be a European colony. This is because,
during the first forty years of her existence as a free nation, the Congress Party and the intellectual
establishment, continued to encourage colonial institutions and thinking. The result today is that there is an
English educated elite that identifies itself more with the West than with India and her ancient civilization.
And the Congress Party, especially after the death of Sardar Patel, has identified itself more with foreign
values rather than Indian values. The Communists, who have always been hostile to Indian nationalism,
have now joined hands with anti-national forces, which are fiercely anti-Hindu. This is reflected in the
attitude and behavior of the English educated intellectuals, including the media.
This colonial holdover consisting of the Congress, the Communists and the Leftist intellectual class
(including the media) have come together to perpetuate anti-national values and interests. This naturally
makes them intensely anti-Hindu. It views with fear anything that has even a suggestion of nationalism
rooted in Indian history and tradition. Anglo centric writings, which were tied to British foreign policy and
strategic objectives and continued to exercise influence in the South Asian former colonies, suffered from a
dichotomy with respect to Indian nationalism. They critiqued Indian nationalism or the cultural
nationalism. But they did not adequately critique the Muslim separatism which evolved into Pakistani
nationalism. The result was that most dissidents or opponents of Indian nationalism were glorified, while
the Muslim opponents of Muslim separatism and of Pakistani nationalism were barely mentioned. This is
another form of indoctrination which left division within India.
Since Indian nationalism can only exist as a product of the Hindu Civilization, these forces hostile
to Hinduism have combined to oppose the rise of national awareness that is now sweeping the country. The
result is that they will go to any length to give a negative picture of India and her past. The first step in this
is to distort Indian history. Fortunately for them, most of the distortion had already been done for them by
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the British, and their successors during the Congress rule. So all they had to do was to continue with the
colonial version of Indian history.
A single example should help give an idea of the dangers of this centralized feudal educational
policy. For over 20 years, H.S. Khan headed the history and sociology division of the NCERT. He is
known to hold the view that India became civilized only through the introduction of Islam. This
incidentally is also the official Pakistani line. This was also the view of Nurul Hassan who was of course
the patron of H.S. Khan. This is taking the Aryan invasion idea a giant step forward (or backward).
Dr. Nurul Hasan was a politician, the Education Minister appointed by Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi. Concerning him and his protégés, archaeologist Dilip Chakrabarti remarks (on page 13 of
Colonial Indology. Munshiram Manoharlal: New Delhi, 1997) –

“To thwart the strength of the old Congress party stalwarts, the then Prime
Minister of the country, Mrs. Indira Gandhi, came to depend significantly on the
support of the ‘left’ political parties, and recruited in the process to her cabinet a
History professor, putting him in charge of education. This professor, an Oxford
D.Phil with a firm belief in the ‘progressive’, i.e., ‘left’ ideas, was also the son of
an important government functionary of British India and related by marriage to
one of the powerful ‘native’ princely houses of the north. Till his date in harness as
the governor of a left-controlled Indian state, he acted as the patron saint of a wide
variety of historians claiming ‘progressive’ political beliefs and hoping for a slice
of the establishment cake.”
When Indira Gandhi's Congress faction came together with the CPI after 1969 the Union Education
Ministry presently went to Nurul Hasan. Historiography was placed largely in the hands of wellintentioned but uni-dimensional historians analytically oriented towards the pre-independence CPI. The
Congress-CPI alliance was probably necessary. But its impact on the intellectual front was not well worked
out by the two sides and was skewed. These historians wrote in an age when they were tempted to assume
that the Congress dominance would be there forever or, if replaced, would be replaced only by a formation
in which the Left would play a major role. They, therefore, concerned themselves primarily with the
vindication of the pre-Independence CPI, or variations upon this theme. Congress, including socialist,
history — for example, the Congress and Congress Socialist role in creating and advancing the all-India
peasant movements — went by default. Political training for Indian nationalism was neglected.
From the Seventies onwards, as the last of old congress generation passed away, the Congress took
the easy way out and began to promote the mullah as the interface between the party and the Muslim
community. This may have been to consolidate the political base which was withering away due to attack
by the sub-altern nationalities supported by the foreign agencies and countries. It was with Mrs. Indira
Gandhi's benign, if indirect, encouragement that the All India Muslim Personal Law Board was set up in
1972. The landmark moment was 1980 when Mrs. Gandhi, with the help of Hemvati Nandan Bahuguna,
signed a "pact" with an Imam of Delhi's principal mosque, the self-styled Shahi Imam. It was the symbolic
and real surrender of the whole community's vote to the mullah element. The process only intensified under
Rajiv Gandhi, although, to be honest, he was privately deeply troubled by what he was doing. Perhaps after
the surrender over Shah Bano in 1986 there could be no turning back. And yet, Indira Gandhi and Rajiv
Gandhi do not deserve all the blame for this. Those who came after them could have used their massive
popularity to reverse the trend; instead they courted the mullah even more assiduously. Vishwanath Pratap
Singh sank even deeper into this trough.
In 1982, the National Council of Educational Research and Training (NCERT) issued a directive for
the rewriting of school texts. Among other things, it stipulated: "Characterization of the medieval period as
a time of conflict between Hindus and Muslims is forbidden." Thus, denial of history, or negationism, has
become India's official "educational" policy. To the new historians the Aryan invasion theory was the
lifeline which connected them to their masters in the West. This subservience provided them lecture tours,
fellowships and presence in international conferences. To them India had nothing worthwhile to boast of
except the unsocial practices perpetuated by the caste system and sati and the exploitation of the majority
of the population by the Brahmins. To them India was never a nation, it became so only through the grace
of the British. But for them, there would have been no India. The history which presented that India was
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modernized by the British and by the earlier invaders, was the only worthwhile history. After all, can
anybody match the gift given to India in terms of say, railways and the English language! The great Indian
Marxist academics who have followed the 1853 dictum of their Master.

"India, then, could not escape being conquered, and the whole of her past
history, if it be anything, is the history of the successive conquests she has
undergone. Indian society has no history at all... What we call its history is but the
history of the successive intruders who founded their empires on passive basis of
that unresisting and unchanging society."
To some this was the essence of the Vedas, the Puranas and the Smritis. Total commitment and
unadulterated subservience.
Effacing the harshness of Islamic rule in India has been the primary objective of Indian Marxist
historians. Even rulers of the notoriety such as Mohamed of Ghazni and Aurangzeb have been recipients of
their kind benevolence. R. C. Majumdar has drawn attention to a typical, though not so well-known, case
of Marxist intellectual jugglery. Double speak forms the leitmotif of Marxist literature on medieval India.
The Turkish invasions are glorified for effecting the political unification of India, and ending her alleged
isolation, while Mughal rule is presented as the country’s second classical age. Notwithstanding lofty
declarations about free debate, Indian Marxists have, in classic Soviet style, relied heavily on state
patronage and control of state-sponsored institutions to disseminate their version of history. Satish
Chandra’s Medieval India (NCERT 2000) was part of the Marxist offensive at the school level. It has been
said that history is essentially the story of civilization memory. That has certainly been the case in India.
Both communities which constitute Hindus and Muslims today, have varying memories of their historical
journey. A Marxist dictate on inter-community amity in medieval India has abjectly failed to alter
civilization memories. The gulf between the two communities even at the village level has been poignantly
brought out by a Bengali writer who notes:

“Scientific” History?
Indian Marxists take immense pride in presenting what they claim is a scientific analysis of the past.
Some examples of this ‘methodology’ are given below. It may be seen that Marxist narrative is bedeviled
by a non-Indian perspective, which casts a shadow over its very veracity and motivations.
Though purported to be a text on ‘Medieval India,’ Satish Chandra’s book begins with a discussion on
Europe in the aftermath of the breakup of the Roman empire, followed by a description of European
feudalism, the Arab world from the 8th to the 10th centuries, and last but not least, East and South-East
Asia! That India does not merit even a subsection in the opening chapter perhaps best illustrates the
Marxist alienation from the Indic perspective and their utter reliance upon foreign categories and
periodization for understanding events in India. Even though the very first paragraph of the book admits
that developments in Europe and Asia only “had an indirect effect an India….”(Page 1), Marxists are
unable to break away from imported categories of thought, howsoever ill they fit the Indian reality. They
seem incapable of viewing India in terms of itself. For them, it must always move in tandem with Europe,
the Arab world, even East and South-East Asia.
Shaping the minds of the future generation is the third center of gravity which the major powers
want to target in any nation. The eminent authors of history books amongst them, in the true tradition of
Macaulay, wanted to create a generation totally delinked from its past. They knew that the most
successful approach to demoralize a nation would be to demoralize the young generation. That could bring
about a red revolution. The best strategy would be to make them ashamed of their past. After all, they
belonged to the generations of weak, "unresisting and unchanging people." The negationist kind of history
was thrust down the throats of young Indian children for decades together. A select group of leftists came
to control academic institutions of national importance and invented a course of Indian history of their
choice. Those who opposed them were just ignored and relegated to oblivion. They were not found suitable
for any of the fellowships or recruitments in the institutions and universities. In the process many careers
were destroyed. Eminent historians were thrown to the periphery and never even referred to in the
intellectual outputs. The one perverse objective of this group of intellectuals in authority was to destroy
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

70

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

Indian institutions and whatever was sacred to multitudes of Indians. This is one of the centers of gravity to
be destroyed in India which the great powers had in mind. It was considered vital to destroy all edifices of
which India could be proud of. They ridiculed Indian samskaras, spirituality, the culture of tolerance and
acceptance and the unique balance in Indian society.

Neo-colonialism:
Elite colleges in the West teach great respect for Greek and other Western Classics as being the
bedrock of their civilization, it has become fashionable for elitist (i.e. Westernized) Indians to denigrate
their own Indian Classics. Compare this to the tragic state of Indian Classics in India’s own higher
education. The equivalent to the Greek Classics would be India’s Vedas, Puranas and other Sanskrit, Pali
and Tamil texts. In a comparable education system, students would learn about Pannini, Patanjali, Buddha,
Nagarjuna, Dharmakirti, Bharthrhari, Shankara, Abhinavgupta, Bharata Muni, Gangesh, Kalidasa,
Aryabhata and dozens of other great classical thinkers produced by India.
Unfortunately, in the name of progress, modernity, and political correctness, Indian Classics have
been virtually banished from India’s higher education – a continuation of the policy on Indian education
started by the famous Lord Macaulay over 150 years ago..

While India supplies information technology, biotechnology, corporate
management, medical and other professionals to the most prestigious
organizations of the world, it is unable to supply world-class scholars in the
disciplines of its own traditions.
The reason is that the nexus of Indology studies remains in Western universities, almost as though
decolonization had never happened. The top rated academic journals and conferences on Indology and
India related fields are in the West, run largely by Western scholars, and funded by Western private,
church and governmental interests. The best research libraries in the Indian Classics are in the West.
Religious Studies is the hottest academic field in the humanities in the US, and is growing at a very fast
rate, but is non-existent as a discipline in Indian universities.
Therefore, to get an internationally competitive PhD in Sanskrit, Indian Classics, Hinduism,
Buddhism, or Jainism Studies, with the highest rigor in methods and theory, such that one may get an
academic job in this specialty in a leading international university, a student is forced to go to a US, UK or
German university. Hence, one cannot find qualified experts of Indian religions in India, in order to debate
Western scholars. The few Indian scholars within the Western academy who are educated in the Indian
Classics, are either below the glass ceiling, or else are politically cautious given the risks to their career
ambitions.
Furthermore, the marginalization of India’s heritage in its education system, particularly in the
English medium system that produces most of the leaders of modern Indian society, has resulted in the
leaders of industry, civil service, media and education becoming a culturally lost generation. The result is
today’s self-alienated, cynical youth prevalent in many places, especially in elite positions. This is the
ultimate goal of the western neo-colonialists.
Interestingly, Western academia hires many Indian scholars in the departments of English
Literature, History, Philosophy, Sociology, and Political Science, amongst other humanities. However,
while the Western audiences think of them as spokespersons for Indic Traditions, the vast majority of them
are unwilling and unqualified to explain Indian Classics seriously. But their Western hosts and colleagues
are usually unaware of this shortcoming in most Indian scholars. For this deficiency to become public
about an Indian scholar is tantamount to a minor scandal, because they derive much of their clout based on
the false perception that they are representatives of Indic thought.
To cover up their ignorance, many elitist Indians resort to a combination of Eurocentric and Marxist
rhetoric about Indian civilization – the caste, cows and curry theory of India. They quote Orientalist
accounts of India and even base their own scholarship as extensions and derivatives of colonial writings
superimposed with Marxism. On the one hand, postcolonial studies are at the very heart of their
specialization and career paths. But on the other hand, they are only trained in using Eurocentric
hermeneutics and methods. Hence, they can deconstruct Euro centrism with Western methods, but are
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completely inept at applying Indic categories and perspectives. They cannot replace the Eurocentric
representation model with anything indigenous from India. Postcolonial studies often end up as
Orientalism by the neocolonized.
To get certified that they are secular, many Indians line up to prove how they hate Hinduism, or at
least how distant they are from what they perceive as a denigrated identity. The historian, Ronald Inden
explains the root cause of this disease:

“Nehru's India was supposed to be committed to 'secularism'. The idea here
in its weaker publicly reiterated form was that the government would not interfere in
'personal' religious matters and would create circumstances in which people of all
religions could live in harmony. The idea in its stronger, unofficially stated form
was that in order to modernize, India would have to set aside centuries of
traditional religious ignorance and superstition and eventually eliminate Hinduism
and Islam from people's lives altogether. After Independence, governments
implemented secularism mostly by refusing to recognize the religious pasts of Indian
nationalism, whether Hindu or Muslim, and at the same time (inconsistently) by
retaining Muslim 'personal law'.”
This agenda, built on a false definition of secularism, has been taken to such extremes that Sanskrit
has been demonized, because it is seen as part of the Evil Brahmin Conspiracy to oppress all the victims of
contemporary Indian society. Jawaharlal Nehru University, one of India’s elite institutions in the liberal
arts, and the seminary that produces many of these maladjusted intellectuals, has fought hard to resist the
establishment of a Sanskrit and Indian Classics department, whereas it is proud of its faculty and
curriculum in a wide variety of European languages and civilizations.
This is the result of sheer ignorance about the scope and value of Sanskrit literature. Indologists
believe that there are over 30 million distinct manuscripts in Sanskrit, mostly not cataloged, with less than
one percent ever translated into a non Indian language. The vast majority of Sanskrit texts is not about
“religion,” and covers a diverse territory of subjects – medicine, botany, aesthetics, fiction, jokes, sex,
political thought, logic, mathematics, and so forth.
Sanskrit was the language of scholarship for a period of several millennia, in the same manner as
English has become over the past century. To demonize and suppress this language and its vast literature,
in the name of political correctness, is a tragedy against all humanity. Yet this is precisely what has been
done for 50 years after India’s independence. One result of all this has been that the colonial
mistranslations of Sanskrit words have now become accepted by the majority of Indians educated in the
English language, not only the scholars but also the leaders of India’s media, higher education, industry
and administrative services. By keeping Sanskrit teaching outside the state support system the force of
history is working against the development of Sanskrit language in India and civilization motif. The goal is
that as decades pass by the number of people knowledgeable about Sanskrit and scriptures would die down
and will lead to total elimination of regeneration of Sanskrit, the scriptures and civilization identity in
India. That would also be the death of the civilization unity of India and the idea of India.
In 1986[Why that year and why not earlier years? Probably to coincide with changes in Pakistan;
where a Muslim political history became rooted to stabilize the polity; and second spurt in population in
the 1980s in India and creation of SAARC], on Khan's initiative, textbook writers in all the states were
directed to change the version of history to accord with the anti-Hindu model. Specific guidelines were
issued to all the states instructing them not to glorify any period of history — meaning any Hindu period
— as a Golden Age; the Gupta period therefore was not to be glorified despite its great achievements. As a
further step in de-Hinduisation and rehabilitation of tyrannical Muslim rulers, Hindu leaders like Shivaji,
Chandrashekara Azad and Rana Pratap were not to be described as freedom fighters against alien rule, but
treated as terrorists who opposed 'civilized and civilizing' rulers like Aurangazeb. As a result, the antiHindu agenda, which had been gaining strength since the early 1950s, accelerated dramatically under the
feudal regime of Nurul Hassan. Only now, following the rout of the Congress party in the 1999 elections,
their monopoly has come under threat.
This has made these men and women resort to desperate measures like what is coming out in the
ICHR scandals. Using the choicest of the expressions in the language they love most, they have gone
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hammer and tongs in their attempts to decimate, and, if possible, destroy NCERT. They are the flag-bearers
of secularism and national cohesion. None else is eligible to talk about it. Even the file pushers joined this
bandwagon, smelling a rare chance to deliver sermons to academics and academic institutions. To them,
because of NCERT, the future of the country is bleak. They find the process of curriculum renewal in the
NCERT as disastrous to the future generations and obviously to the "nation," built up by the "British and
those who invaded India earlier." They love being categorized "eminent," the select band of historians,
bureaucrats and fellow travelers. They were never worried about education, books, textbooks and their
quality when they were at the helm of affairs for decades together. Every book prepared then never
contained any error or mistake. They are sure about it. However, these self-appointed saviors of quality and
values in education just winked away when Prof. Makkhan Lal analyzed the Class VI history textbook
prepared by the government of West Bengal. It is not difficult to identify the pall bearers of the traditions
in education perpetuated by Macaulay. They ensured that Indian education remains oriented to the elite,
and the constitutional mandate of equality of opportunity, equity and social justice remain mere statements
on paper.
Indian scholarship, however, largely failed to challenge the Anglo centric dichotomy. This was
partly because the dominant scholarship in India since the 1970s, being overly self-conscious about the
specific line which the CPI took on Pakistan in the 1940s, could not decide whether to challenge or to
reinforce the Anglo centric dichotomy. Even when it discussed these voices it could portray them only as
victims of Indian nationalism.
The creeping myth was fostered so successfully in India for many decades by the JNU-type leftist
academics: that "intellectualism" necessarily involves the debunking of all traditional values, including
patriotism, as pithy symptoms of bourgeois small-mindedness. This attitude of leftist propriety over
intellectual activity was something that cast a shadow over many young minds in their University days.
The commie mafia at every campus in India had a stranglehold on dictating what views were, and were not
intellectually "fashionable". If you didn't bash your country and deride its history and cry tears of guilt and
shame for the circumstances of your birth, so the argument went, you couldn't possibly be bright enough to
be considered an "intellectual". Being an intellectual and recognized as an intellectual is controlled by a
closed group and regulated by the thought police establishment.
Arundhati Roy, Rohinton Mistry (of Oprah fame), Bharati Mukerji, and others of this new genre of
English language Indian writers, are considered second generation of neocolonial brown (mem)sahibs.
They rake in their money and awards spinning a reinforcement of the caste, cows and curry metanarratives of India. This is to be contrasted with recent Bollywood blockbusters, such as Lagaan, that have
depicted the cross-cultural relationship from the Indian perspective, and hence, catered to popular Indian
audiences. These writers, on the other hand, are not read by India’s masses, whom they pretend to
represent. It is the Western reader, seeking to fortify his/her Eurocentric myth of superiority, who endorses
such work. These authors serve as brown-skinned suppliers for the kind of Orientalism previously done by
whites such as Kipling. Their work is widely prescribed in American colleges, as insightful approaches
into the complexity of exotic India, in a friendly fictionalized manner. It is taken more seriously than it
deserves to be, because the publishers are falsely marketing these authors as the real voices of India.
Another problem with the education system is between the minority owned and majority owned
school. Because there is no Constitutional definition of the word 'secular' or 'secularism’ it has affected the
law in giving privileges to education schools. If one had in fact existed on the lines of Sarva Dharma
Samabhava, all decisions which unfairly favor minorities could have been challenged as being non-secular
and therefore violative of the Constitution.
Instead, all judicial decisions of the above kind have constrained Dr M P Jain, a known
constitutional writer, to comment in his book that 'The position as it has developed is that, in effect,
institutions of general education established and administered by religious or linguistic minorities enjoy a
much more privileged position than those run by the majority in the matter of regulation by the government
or the university. While strict supervision can be imposed on majority institutions, the same cannot be as
regards minority institutions. It stands to reason whether such result was envisaged by the framers of the
Constitution.' (Indian Constitutional Law, 1994, Wadhwa & Co. Publishers, Pages 659)

Indian Education system in the1990s and early 21st century
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By the end of 90s there has been a collapse of higher education in India. This is a direct result of a
closed leftist policy on education planted in the 60s which resulted in shoddy scholarship and group think.
The group think mentality made sure that the world events were never interpreted for the Indian point of
view.
It is astonishing that even in as well-established an academic discipline as history, there seems to be a
dearth of names that command general intellectual respect. Imagine the story in other disciplines. The
Delhi School of Economics, once a giant in both economics and sociology, is a pale shadow of its own
past. While it still has very good talent, in both these disciplines it no longer has the commanding presence
it used to. And in fact it has a difficult time finding talent whose reputation is commensurate with its own
history. The story is even worse in disciplines like political science and philosophy, where the veneer of
serious academic talent seems thinner still.
The sense that there is a crisis of academic leadership is very palpable across a range of disciplines.
This judgment is not based on some romanticized version of Indian academic past. After all, in academics,
as in history, time often consecrates eminence. Those whom Indians designate as academic giants in
retrospect, suffered from a similar crisis of credibility when they first appeared on the intellectual horizon.
Many of the so-called giants of the field, especially in disciplines like history and economics, ran
intellectually closed shops. It could be argued that there is no real diminution in the level of average
professional competence in these fields. Yet there is a sense that India is experiencing an unprecedented
vacuum in higher education.
The character of academic life has become ideologically more partisan. Academic life has always
been characterized by partisanship, sometimes ideological, sometimes venial. But scholars have reached a
point where it has become almost impossible to detach the idea of excellence from a scholar’s theoretical
or political positions. Judgments of excellence have become internal to sub-communities of academics.
While academics can name many professionally outstanding individuals, but they are less sure that they
will command some general credibility across theoretical or party affiliations. Sometimes, paradoxically,
greater professionalism also diminishes general credibility. Academics lose the ability to reach even a
wider audience of academics, let alone the general public.
Then there is what we might call the phenomenon of institutional secession. Given the difficulties
of institutional life in Indian universities, good scholars adopted one of the following strategies. Many of
them chose to set up or affiliate themselves with small research institutions that became little islands of
autonomy and occasionally excellence. But the cost was that these academics became less involved in
teaching and the mainstream of university life.
Two consequences followed. First, some of India’s best scholars have not been able to produce a
critical mass of students. They have not been able to institutionalize first-rate research programmers that
are necessary to sustain standards in the long run. Second, the power to command general credibility often
comes from teaching, especially at critical institutions like Calcutta or Delhi University. Teaching can put a
stamp of authority on a figure larger than even their scholarship. And students, more than the scholarly
community, are both more tolerant of diversity and a real source of reputation. Other scholars still, who
chose to remain in the university system, de facto seceded by withdrawing from institutional life altogether.
The result was that even the excellence that remains is fragmented and under-institutionalized.
There was perhaps a time when association with power did not diminish intellectual credibility.
This was because the political climate did not force those in positions of power to make so many
compromises. And those who were in power saw themselves as upholding a professional trust. In
contemporary times, association with power almost automatically diminishes credibility, whether you are a
vice-chancellor or simply the chair of a department. As a result, almost any academic who takes part in
active institutional life, runs the risk of appearing tainted in one form or the other: they have either had to
annoy enough people that their reputations suffer, or they have had to placate enough people that they
come across as mere stooges. But institutional responsibility these days invariably seems to diminish
academics. The result is a general crisis of credibility.
But the difficulty universities are having in making appointments that command general assent is
more evidence that academic life is fragmented, partisan and unsure of what excellence means. It shows
that Indian scholars have difficulty thinking of what a genuinely liberal academic life would look like.
Changes in History teaching in Pakistan:
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There is increasing evidence that changes in history teaching in Pakistan were being matched with
changes inside India after 1971. The western institution and think tanks ; probably are involved in this
change in both countries. University of Nebraska had a program to change the curriculum of Afghanistan
text books after 1980 to make Russians as enemies during the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Finally
AH Nayyar a Pakistani commentator said 'The fact of the matter is that jihad by sword came into not only
Pakistani textbooks but Afghan textbooks as well, only because the US wanted it so. He said the task of
putting jihad into textbooks in Afghanistan(and prob. Pakistan) was given to a University of Nebraska
department in the Cold War years'. He said 'the same University of Nebraska entity has now been
instructed by the President Bush's wife to take charge of getting jihad OUT of Pakistani(actually Afghancorrected) textbooks.' At least one education program the U.S. did sponsor probably did little to break the
culture of violence that envelops children here from an early age.
The Agency for International Development paid the University of Nebraska $50 million over eight
years, from 1986 to 1994, to produce educational materials for Afghan primary- and secondary-school
students. But texts on a range of subjects were highly politicized and often had a militaristic overtone, Tom
Gouttierre, director of the university’s Center for Afghan Studies in Omaha, now concede. Some questions
prodded students to tackle basic math by counting dead Russians and Kalashnikov rifles. In addition to
arming such groups for hitech jihad, the United States became directly involved in their indoctrination
process. Between 1986 and 1992, USAID underwrote the printing of explicitly violent Islamist textbooks
for elementary school children. The University of Nebraska, Omaha (UNO), oversaw this $50 million
contract with the Education Center for Afghanistan (ECA), a group jointly appointed by the seven
mujahideen organizations that the ISI and CIA had taken under their wing. With this money, the Peshawarbased ECA published a series of first- through sixth-grade textbooks whose recurrent theme was the
promotion of Islam through violence. The education changes in Pakistan and Afghanistan from 1980 may
considered as social engineering projects and may be one of largest ever done in history. This social
engineering resulted in a steady stream of Islamic jihad militants for the next 25 years that it has changed
the world as never before. India has been the biggest targeted country due to the effects of this social
engineering.
Taking rather a different tack than Dr.Seuss, these USAID-funded books instructed children that, in
the Persian alphabet, Alif is for Allah, Jim is for Jihad, and Shin is for Shakir, adding that “Shakir conducts
jihad with the sword. God becomes happy with the defeat of the Russians.” Third- and fifth grade books
depicted automatic rifles, rocket-propelled grenades, and tanks. A fourth grade mathematics text noted that
“the speed of a Kalashnikov bullet is 800 meters per second,” and then asked students, If a Russian is at a
distance of 3,200 meters from a mujahid, and that mujahid aims at the Russian’s head, calculate how many
seconds it will take for the bullet to strike the Russian in the forehead.
One of the two official views of history also causes problems for the study of History in Pakistan.
This view popularized by Dr Ahmad Dani locates Pakistan as part of a Central Asian historical and cultural
entity, rather than within India/South Asia. In the first decade after Pakistan's independence, Pakistan
considered its history to be part of a larger India's, a common history, a joint history, and in fact Indian
textbooks were in use in the syllabus in Pakistan. However, this changed in the early 1960s when Ayub
Khan's government wanted to create a 'History of Pakistan' independent and separate from that of India's.
The historians who were given this task attempted to 'take out' Pakistan from Indian history and just look at
Pakistan without India. This gave rise to the writing of a Pakistani history disassociated from an Indian past
and links were established with Central Asia. All the association with the Indian history has been negated
or totally omitted.
It is very clear, that in Pakistan, it is 'Muslim history' that is being taught, and not 'Indian history'. In
fact, this Muslim history, as we argue above, is perceived to be a Pakistani history dating from 712 AD.
This has major repercussions on what is taught and the way it is taught. For example, since there is a
Muslim history and there are courses and subjects called 'The Freedom Movement' which looks at the
struggle for an independent Pakistan - the seeds of which according to some historians were sown in 712
AD, but for others in 1857 - seems to overlook the colonial period entirely and treats the Freedom Struggle
as a struggle from Hindu domination, not colonial rule.
In none of the curricula studied, did we find a single course on British India, or on colonialism; the period
after 1857 is seen as the beginning of the Pakistan Movement and of the Freedom Struggle. From the
'Muslim' period, we move on to the 'Struggle for Pakistan'. In essence, the Freedom Movement is shown to
be a movement for the freedom of Muslims in India, but not of India from colonialism. What is interesting,
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though not at all surprising, is that post-independence modern India, is not taught as part of the history
syllabus in Pakistan. For that matter, nor is there a course on the history of modern Pakistan, since both of
these countries in this era, are treated under politics.
Interestingly enough, teachers at the University of Karachi's international relations department said
that as late as 1989, the term 'South Asia' was "banned" in the department, since it was considered too 'proIndia' and was thought to be a part of an India-centric thinking. South Asia as a subject was introduced
only after a democratic government took over in 1988-89 after the death of General Ziaul Haq.
One objective of change in Pakistani text book is to create an benign Islamic political history of the
Mogul period in the sub-continent so that there is no antipathy towards the Muslim culture and Muslim
people by the non-Muslims in the sub-continent. For the Muslims when a Islamic political history is
glorified and is a continuum of the larger pan Islamic history; it energizes the Muslim community and
unifies them over any political/ethnic differences. Pakistan after 1971 was rocked by decussating by
Baloch and Sindh and unrest. The change in the education was to bring a common Muslim history to bind
the provinces. This process was a way for creation of a sub-continent Muslim ruling class accepted by all
the people in the sub-continent in the long run. The assumption here is that non-Muslim population will
loose their Hindu attributes and blend with the Muslims in the long run and accept their hegemony. For 30
years in its 55-year history, Pakistan has had governments that were run by the military or put into office
and sustained by the military. It is not a matter of surprise that the government-textbook connection has
developed into a military-textbook bond. This started in the 1970s when a former prime minister, Zulfikar
Ali Bhutto, introduced a full two-year course on the ‘Fundamentals of War’ and ‘Defense of Pakistan’ for
Class XI and XII respectively.
In the twilight of the Cold War, the United States spent millions of dollars to supply Afghan
schoolchildren with textbooks filled with violent images and militant Islamic teachings, part of covert
attempts to spur resistance to the Soviet occupation. The primers, which were filled with talk of jihad and
featured drawings of guns, bullets, soldiers and mines, have served since then as the Afghan school
system's core curriculum. Even the Taliban used the American-produced books, though the radical
movement scratched out human faces in keeping with its strict fundamentalist code. Published in the
dominant Afghan languages of Dari and Pashtu, the textbooks were developed in the early 1980s under an
AID grant to the University of Nebraska-Omaha and its Center for Afghanistan Studies. The agency spent
$51 million on the university's education programs in Afghanistan from 1984 to 1994.
During that time of Soviet occupation, regional military leaders in Afghanistan helped the U.S.
smuggle books into the country. They demanded that the primers contain anti-Soviet passages. Children
were taught to count with illustrations showing tanks, missiles and land mines, agency officials said. They
acknowledged that at the time it also suited U.S. interests to stoke hatred of foreign invaders. "I think we
were perfectly happy to see these books trashing the Soviet Union," said Chris Brown, head of book
revision for AID's Central Asia Task Force. AID dropped funding of Afghan programs in 1994. But the
textbooks continued to circulate in various versions, even after the Taliban seized power in 1996.
In the ‘Fundamentals of War’ themes like objects and causes, conduct, nature, modern weapons,
operations, ethics, war and modern warfare were thoroughly discussed. The ‘Defense of Pakistan’ dealt
with Pakistan’s defense problems, economy and defense, foreign policy, military heritage, the role of its
armed forces during peace and the qualities of military leadership. There was a military science group for
intermediate students, which consisted of war, military history, economics of war, military geography,
defense of Pakistan and special military studies as subjects.
General Ayub Khan abolished history from the school system, and got official textbooks prepared
for history students at the university level. Between 1960 and 1980 the students read no history at all for
the first 12 years of their studies.[ why from 1960 the year Indian movies were banned in Pakistan ]
Instead, they were taught a newly invented subject called "Social Studies", which was an uneven and
coarse amalgam of bits of civics, geography, religion, economics and history. During the 13th and 14th
years (undergraduate period) they read a history book prepared by the government. Zulfikar Ali Bhutto's
regime did not make any change in this scheme.
General Ziaul Haq promoted the destruction of history with unswerving determination. In the name
of a debatable patriotism and a supposititious ideology he made his control over history writing and
teaching complete, arbitrary, coercive and totalitarian. He (1) subjected all textbooks of Social Studies to
the scrutiny and approval of the Federal Ministry of Education, i.e., a group of civil servants, (2) created a
new subject of "Pakistan Studies"; made it compulsory for all undergraduates in arts, sciences, medicine
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and engineering, and all graduates in law; and got a special textbook prepared for it by several committees
and panels of experts working in close collaboration (the result was not even bad history), and (3) dictated
that all these books must meet the requirements of an ideology (he did not call it Islam), of which he was
the sole definer, judge and perpetrator.
Ahmed Salim and A.H. Nayyar have compiled a 140-page report on ‘The State of Curriculum and
Textbooks in Pakistan’. The Report is nothing short of a sneak preview of how our Ministry of Education
is preparing five and seventeen year old Pakistanis for ‘jihad’. To be certain, the ‘themes of ‘jihad’ and
‘shahadat’ clearly distinguish the pre- and post-1979 educational contents. There was no mention of these
in the pre-Islamisation period curricula and textbooks, while the post-1979 curricula and textbooks
openly eulogize ‘jihad’ and ‘shahadat’ and urge students to become ‘mujahids’ and martyrs. The
official Curriculum Document, Primary Education, Class K-V specifically prescribes ‘simple stories to
urge ‘jihad’.’ Under ‘Activity 4’, the prescription for three and eight-year old Pakistanis is: ‘To
make speeches on ‘jihad’ and ‘shahadat’.’
Urdu Curriculum (First Language) for Classes IV and V, National Bureau of Curriculum and
Textbooks, Ministry of Education, Government of Pakistan sets the following objective: ‘Stories: eight
lessons; folk tales, mythical, moral, Islamic, travel, adventure and ‘jihad’.’ Textbook writers are officially
directed that ‘a feeling be created among students that they are the members of a Muslim nation. Therefore,
in accordance with the Islamic tradition, they have to be truthful, honest, patriotic and life-sacrificing
‘mujahids’.’ A specific ‘suggestion on preparing textbooks’ for Class V is: ‘Simple stories to incite for
‘jihad’.’
Urdu Curriculum (first and second language) for Classes VI-VIII, National Bureau of Curriculum
and Textbooks, Ministry of Education, instructs teachers that students ‘must be made aware of the
blessings of ‘jihad’...’ and that teachers must ‘create yearning for ‘jihad’ in their hearts.’
The authors say :

Our curriculum still equates Islam, Pakistan and ‘jihad’. We are still
‘inspiring’ our children to become guerrilla fighters. The Islamic Republic of
Pakistan still insists on making her children ‘aware of the blessings of ‘jihad’, to
‘make speeches on ‘jihad’ ‘, to ‘create a yearning for ‘jihad’ ‘, to ‘love and aspire
for ‘jihad’.
Stephen Cohen ( Brookings Institution) Quote : By 2001 The Pakistan history and identity was
being contested once again. Although Army had been able to impose its vision of the state other ideas exist
for what Pakistan should be. The important clash inside Pakistan is not a civilization clash between
Muslims and non-Muslims but a clash between different concepts of Islam, particularly how Pakistan
should implement its Islamic identity.
Currently there is a movement to eulogize Allama Iqbal the poet during the pre-independence
movement as the ideologue of Pakistan to replace Jinnah the Father of the nation. This clearly shows a
deep search once again for a reason for the creation of Pakistan by the elite and they have been able to
change the debate inside the country to suit their objective. There is a great debate on nationalism and
Islamic ummah concept and what does Pakistan stands for.
Pakistan Studies, like most area studies, came into being at a time of crisis. The political and
military upheavals of 1971 forced a rethinking of national life, which seems to have led to the conclusion
that there was a need to study Pakistani society so as to contribute to our national cohesion.
In 1973, therefore, a university department of Pakistan Studies was established at the Islamabad (later
Quaid-e-Azam) University. By 1976 a comprehensive programm for the promotion of the field was
chalked out. Several centers were established, and curricula were developed for the secondary level. In
1978 Pakistan Studies was made compulsory up to the bachelor level. Since then knowledge of Pakistan
affairs has been examined in tests and interviews for jobs in practically all government departments. The
institutional framework for the growth and development of the discipline is furnished by a 1976 act under
which was established the National Institute of Pakistan Studies at the Quaid-e-Azam University in 1983.
Pakistan Studies has its cognitive, practical and affective aspects. Cognitively, its main purpose is to
promote knowledge of the individual about himself, his country, and the world around him. In its affective
aspect, Pakistan Studies is intended to help socialize him to national life and inculcate patriotism and
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confidence in the future of Pakistan. The field is thus an instrument to create love and loyalty for
Pakistan, and thus in the long run produce better policymakers and administrators.
The greatest threat to Pakistan’s future may be its abysmal education system. Pakistani schools—
and not just madrassahs— are churning out fiery zealots, fueled with a passion for jihad and martyrdom.
The obstacles to reform
are great. For
example, recent street rampages by
Islamists forced Musharraf’s former
minister of education, Zubaida
Jalal, to declare herself a fundamentalist and
denounce as unacceptable
school textbooks that do not include Quranic verses on jihad.
The United States, along with the United Kingdom and the European Union, has recently poured
hundreds of millions of dollars into the Pakistani
educational system but with minimal effect. USAID officials in Pakistan have shown little inclination or desire to engage with the government
on the issue of eliminating jihad and militarism from school books. Indeed, rather than calling Musharraf
’s government on the continuing espousal of jihadist doctrine, the White House, out of either ignorance
or compromise, even praised former Education Minister Jalal for her “reforms.” Jalal’s successor,
General
Javed Ashraf Qazi, is a former
intelligence chief known for his
ruthless
tactics.
It therefore appears that Musharraf’s educational curriculum will go unchanged.
This difficulty, of course, reflects the underlying problems of Pakistan’s government. Aware of its
thin legitimacy and fearful of taking on powerful religious forces, no reigning government has made a
serious
attempt at
curricular or educational reform, quietly allowing future minds to be molded
by fanatics. But without such
critical reforms,
the long-term prospects for
Pakistan are anything but comforting.
The social engineering started during the Zia rule has transformed the next generation of Pakistani.
Dr Hoodbhoy says since Zia the Pakistani society had become more “Islamised”. The changes made in
textbooks during his regime had taken effect and the young generation was extremely conservative. He
said in his physics class there were 13 girls, seven of whom remained burqa-clad, three donned hijabs and
only three retained a normal appearance. The change had been profound and it had penetrated to the roots,
he added. The military had changed too and its slogan given by Zia and retained today was jihad in the
cause of God. This social engineering done on the Pakistani society was initiated and influenced by the
western think tanks and universities in a covert manner. The Indian elite and experts failed to comprehend
the scope and breadth of the social engineering being done inside Pakistan for more than 30 years leading
to a dangerous vacuum in understanding the threat to India and its society. From available information it is
the RAND Corporation which has been the lead think tank in the social engineering project for the last 30
years primarily in Pakistan and Muslim world at large.

Long Term Impact of History Bias Taught in India:
History writing has been used both to build nations and to dismantle them. China’s government has
championed and funded major programs worldwide to promote a history of China that is constructed as
being self-contained and insular, with minimum outside influences discussed. This account starts with
Confucianism and Taoism as original pillars of Chinese thought. Even contemporary communist ideology
is depicted as a continuation of Confucianism and not entirely as a recent foreign transplant into China.
Modern Germany and Japan are also prominent examples of nation building based on constructing an
integrated account of their own civilization, history and identity. The European Union is a major new
project in the same direction. All these are examples of backward projection by a contemporary sense of
positive cohesiveness. The Saudis invest petrodollars heavily to promote a grand positive narrative of the
Arab people and their central place in the destiny of humanity. In fact, the export of Wahhabi Islam is
largely a cultural export of Arabism, using religion as a means.
History has never been an objective reporting of a set of empirical facts. It’s a present day
(re)conception and filtering of data pertaining to the past, to build a narrative that is consistent with the
myths of the dominant culture. In India the dominant culture during the later part of the British rule was not
based on Indian heritage and Hindu civilization was shown and projected as primitive right form early
1800. Entire generations of western historians and intellectuals started looking at Hindu civilization and
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Indians as backward and this teaching perpetuated over two centuries and is still continuing. This view was
passed on to the elite Indians on the last 100 years resulting in a class of Indians who resent anything about
Hindu civilization and Indian culture.
The colonial interpretation of Indian history was carefully developed through the nineteenth
century. By 1823, the History of British India written by James Mill was available and widely read. This
was the hegemonic text in which Mill parodied Indian history into three periods - Hindu civilization,
Muslim civilization and the British period. These were accepted largely without question and we have
lived with this periodization for almost two hundred years. Although it was challenged in the last fifty
years by various historians writing on India, it is now being reinforced again. Mill argued that the Hindu
civilization was stagnant and backward, the Muslim only marginally better and the British colonial power
was an agency of progress because it could legislate change for improvement in India.
PERVERSE VERSION OF INDIAN HISTORY was formulated by a few misinformed or
motivated British historians. But many Indians participated in popularizing this version in the mistaken
belief that they were thus proving the superiority of India’s “spiritual culture” over the materialistic
civilization of the modern West. In due course, this became the standard lore taught in our schools and
colleges under the system of education sponsored by Colonial Christian missionaries and British
bureaucrats. The same system of education has not only continued after independence but has also
multiplied manifold. It has spread this version of Indian history to larger and larger segments of succeeding
generations. Muslim Islamists and Marxist “historians” have promoted it with an ever increasing zeal. They
may not have any use for Indian spirituality. But they find this version of Indian history very convenient
for advancing their imperialist causes.
In the process, India’s history has become a history of foreign invaders - Aryans, Iranians, Greeks,
Parthians, Scythians, Kushans, Arabs, Turks, Persians, Portuguese, Dutch, French, and British - rather than
a history of the greatest civilization which the world has known, and later on of Indian heroism which
fought and ultimately frustrated all foreign invaders. India itself has become a sub-continent seething with
a mass of heterogeneous humanity rather than an ancient and indivisible Indian homeland. Indian people
have become a conglomeration of nationalities, racial groups and religious communities which are finding
it difficult to co-exist in peace, rather than a national society which is trying to reform itself and reclaim
some of its unfortunate sections alienated from it by successive waves of Islamic, British and modern
Western imperialism. And Indian culture has become a mechanical mixture of odds and ends, indigenous
and imported, rather than a homogeneous whole created by a vast spiritual vision which is finding itself ill
at ease with incompatible impositions.
It was this version of India’s history which gave a good conscience to the British imperialist while
he pulverized Indian society, plundered Indian wealth and poured undisguised contempt on Indian culture.
It was this version of India’s history which emasculated Indian society and emboldened the residues of
Islamic imperialism to stage street riots and then walk away with precious parts of the Indian homeland,
thus consolidating an aggression which had not succeeded even though mounted again and again for more
than a thousand years.
History teaching inside India is reinforcing the mogul rule and this has a particular agenda by
ignoring the rule of the Marattas and other Hindu rulers of the past. History teaching influence heavily the
political future of any country and how the elite in the country views the political setup in the country. This
history reinforces a political rule, which does not have indigenous roots, and an entire generation will look
at mogul rule as the only rule prior to the British rule. The idea is to deny and negate any previous nonMuslim( Hindu) political center in whole of India and do not recognize any golden period of the preIslamic history. This needs to be understood by the political elite in India and the larger middle class.
Some of the books have titles which suggest the nature of the Indic rule inside India. Example The Decline
and Fall of the Indus Civilization by Nayanjot Lahiri AND Ashoka & the Decline of the Mauryas by
Romila Thapar. They project the decline and fall of pre-Islamic rule and civilization without really talking
about the evolution of the civilization. But titles of Islamic history is put in a different tone. Such as
History of the Rise of the Mohammedan Power in India - 2 Volume Set by Mahomed Kasim Ferishta
The narration of History also has an important bearing on the perception of the past and also the
self image and confidence of the elite. Indian history narration has not been updated for several decades
and this has created problems in the perception of the elite of the world and the self image of Indians in the
21st century. The narration should ideally needs reinterpretations which would further the understanding of
Indians in the comity of the world and also develop enough differences to create an national self image
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

79

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

based on the civilization identity. This part of the narration has been tampered with by the Marxist to
confuse and nullify the part historical sense and over time the national identity of the country based on
civilization ethos.

Example of History Teaching in India for the last 30 years:
Vishal Agarwal Quote:

“A number of discerning scholars abroad have questioned the application of
the western concept of feudalism to the Indian society of this period. In particular,
they have refuted the Marxist contention that there was a paucity of money and
coins in the post-Gupta period and that this triggered off feudal conditions in
India. On the contrary, they say, India had a thriving money economy and the
evidence in the shape of the abundant coinage found has been deliberately
overlooked by Indian Marxists in order to fit Indian history in the Leftist mould.
Since all the processes that India was under going in this period in the
realms specially of religion, language and literature were internally generated and
internally rooted, it is difficult to comprehend the connection between this period
(8th to 12th centuries) and the ensuing one (13th to 18th centuries), which clearly
marked the ascendancy of external forces and culture. Clearly the forced clubbing
together of highly disparate eras has been motivated solely by the desire to
downplay the cataclysmic nature of the Muslim advent in India. In the
circumstances, the second era in Indian history should properly begin with the
establishment of the Delhi Sultanate in 1206 AD.
There is also a deliberate attempt to interpolate caste tensions into Hindu
society as is evident in the off-hand reference to Shudras. In reality, the so-called
Shudras were dominant castes in many areas, they controlled large amounts of
land and were a force to reckon with. Many of India's greatest ruling dynasties
sprang from lower castes or socially "inferior" mixed castes. The Nandas were
shudras, the Mauryas hailed from a mixed caste, and Harsha was a Vaishya. The
Rajputs were of Central Asian stock and became accepted as Kshatriya after they
had established their power. And just like the Muslims, the Kalingas of Orissa
allowed anyone to join their armies and rise to the top by demonstrating their skills
in battle. Moreover the Vaishnava and Bhakti movements had already been
popularizing the notion that spiritual devotion superceded caste in terms of gaining
salvation. Ethnographic studies have also recorded the pride they took in their
Shudra status till as late as the 19th century when caste underwent a series of
changes as a result of colonial intervention. The noted historian, Burton Stein has
alluded to the close Brahmin-peasant partnership in the extension of cultivation in
the south.
In the discussion on religion, there is little attempt to highlight the fact that
the reformist impulse came from within Hindu society and that many of its
proponents were Brahmins.”
The communists and leftist in India understand the nature of the political center and political
construct and hence have been leading proponent of Indian history to negate non-Muslim history. The main
conclusion of the pre-Islamic history of India[ propagated by Delhi historian- Romila Thapar] was that
there was no national political center for the entire country and no real politic ever practiced and hence the
memory of a political center for the vast majority of non-Muslims is non-existence. The main policy of the
western nations is to make sure that the sense of a central political center does not arise in Indian
population at all in future and if there is any political party, which can bring this, should be weakened
including its ideology. The political philosophy of an enemy country is an important center of gravity
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which any major power would target to destroy it. Congress party is one of the main victims of this
strategy. The western countries understood that Nehru/Indira Gandhi were center of gravity of the congress
party and also the political center. The party was run by personal charisma and supported by preindependence nationalism. By reducing Indira Gandhi’s prestige or eliminating her the entire congress
party would become weak and India, which was dependent on one party for most of the 56 years after
independence, would not be able to create a central political authority and fall under chaos.
One of the reasons given for the teaching mogul rule is that allegedly there is no hard political
legitimacy for a central rule in India by the non-muslims and India has no previous precedence (it means
India was never a country) and hence it should look at previous one for inspiration and possible emulation
in future. This gives a ready opening for a Islamist dream of supremacy of Islam and making India a
Islamic political country in the long run. Pakistan has been promoting this idea of a Mogul rule for the last
10 years from 1988 (when a sham democracy was imposed in Pakistan with tacit support of the western
powers) with all the jihadi movement (which is actually a social movement) and in the process to create
fervor for change of government to a favorable Islamic government. Somewhere the essence of India got
eroded in the last 43 years. Gai (cow), Ganga and Geeta have now become communal symbols. By
reducing the civilization identity of India the ground was being prepared for creating sub-national political
center, which can threaten the nation state of India with fragmentation.
One quote from an informed Indian:

‘Historical Indian view of power and hegemony diverge from that of it in the
west. The Indian view holds domestic tranquility and external security as prime
currencies of power and hegemony. Thus, to the Indian view, a chaotic domestic
environment and great power status are incompatible (as with Soviet Russia &
Stalinist purges, or Maoist China and its cultural revolution putsches); this, imo,
has the backdrop of that "Ram Rajya" ideal. The other Indian yardstick for a great
power is the ideal of a secure, non-threatening environment. The greatest freedom,
in the Indian context, is the freedom to be left alone. This is a rare and expensive
commodity requiring a lot of power. It is not isolationist by any means, as a lot of
migration and colonization (physical and cultural) from India occurred in such
circumstances. Thus Western (i.e., European) concepts of great power attributes
are quite different from their Indian (and, I suspect, Chinese) constructs. I would
suggest that if it were put to the Indian masses that India was secure from all
foreign threats, that peace prevailed at home, and that Indians were free to turn the
rest of the world away from their doors if they chose, or to interact with it to their
comfort level, then Indians would say that they are a "world power". The idea of
projecting power beyond its borders and shores ("Kala Pani"), is not native to
Indian concepts of a great power. Thus south East Asian Indian kingdoms were
never in the role of colonies in the western sense (even east Prussia, for instance).
Finally, while economic activity and even prosperity came freely to Indian
societies, the concept of economic power or of wielding such power of economic
and commercial activities are not an Indian concept, imo. One need only compare
Roman and Mauryan empires to see the difference in their outlook.’
Since the British period was cruel, and pre-Mughal India is dismissed as primitive (except for
Buddhism which got intellectually moved from India over to East Asian Studies), what is seen as positive
Indian culture is Mughal centric! In these minds, India's worthwhile culture starts only when the Muslims
colonized it. The reason is simple: they lack knowledge of Indian Classics
In his book, Pakistan or the Partition of India, published 1940, Ambedkar says that for a nation, its
entire group must have a common shared view of history or at least must not have a hostile history. If the
heroes of one group are the villains of the other group, then it is impossible to form a nation. This is being
reinforced by Pakistan to create hostility towards Indians inside its population. The west is giving them the
support and legitimacy for this history. The support from the west for the Muslim political history and the
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US policies in middle east to create a Muslim political center makes the entire scenario complex and
dangerous in the long run. Some western historians who are classified as experts of south Asian history
such as Stanley Wolpert say that Moghul rule was good for the Indian subcontinent giving it a image of
greatness and respectability for sub-continental Muslim political history.
While each rich and powerful civilization emphasizes its indigenous cohesiveness and continuity,
and with scholarship under control of those loyal to it, the reverse is the trend among the economically
weak civilizations such as India. In the case of Indian civilization, the scholars’ emphasis has been on
how there might not even be such a historical entity as India or Hinduism, and how its civilization was
entirely brought by foreigners into India. This intellectual breakup of Indic Traditions into historical layers
of cultural imports, each with a nexus in some other part of the world, is the intellectual equivalent of the
political breakup of India. Bringing India to such a state has been the most successful achievement of
the British/Anglo intellectuals to remove the homogeneous civilization identity and break India.
The national historical perspective had become diluted when some scribes, patronized by an
opportunist or self-alienated political leadership during the 60s and 70s, had started parading Siraj-udDawla, Hyder Ali, Tipu Sultan and Bahadur Shah, the last Mughal, as Indian patriots, and pillorying Mir
Jafar and Omichand as traitors. It had become distorted when the Mughal empire had begun to be depicted
as a native political system in which its victims, the Hindus, were harangued to take as much pride as they
had done earlier in the Maurya, the Andhra, and the Gupta empires. And it had suffered a total perversion
when the Mamluks, the Khaljis, the Tughlaqs, the Sayyads, the Lodis and the Bahmanis were transformed
into indigenous dynasties on par with the Maukharis, the Rashtrakutas, the Chalukyas, the Chandellas, the
Chauhans, and so on. In the process, the bulwarks of national resistance like Mewar and Vijayanagar were
reduced to puny Hindu principalities on par with provinces ruled by Muslim governors, and indomitable
freedom fighters like Rana Pratap and Shivaji were cut down to the size of local chieftains on par with
Muslim rebels who frequently ran foul of their imperialist overlords at Delhi or Agra.
Indian Marxists, notwithstanding their claims to originality, have always been faithful followers of
Western intellectual trends, often long after these were dated in the west. Thus, well after Western
academics expounded upon European feudalism, Indian Marxists continue to search for point-by-point
parallels between post-Gupta India and the West. Similarly the once-in-vogue notion of `imagined'
communities continues to bewitch our Marxist brethren who remain committed to fitting the history of the
subcontinent to this maxim. As of now, they continue to argue that the genesis of the Hindu community
dates back to only the nineteenth century and is inextricably linked to the competition for middle class
employment.
For a Hindu community, Marxists allege, became a requisite for political mobilization under colonial rule,
when representation by religious community became the key to power and economic resources. Hence,

Marxists want us to believe that though the peculiarly Hindu institution of caste existed from
early historic times, the Hindu community itself did not then come into being. Hinduism itself was
claimed to be a nineteenth century western-inspired abstraction. Romila Thapar's "Somanatha, The Many
Voices of a History" (Penguin 2004), represents one such attempt to reinvent the past. Inverting
remembered history, Thapar dismisses notions of Hindu trauma over Islamic iconoclasm as a later-day
fabrication. Rather, she alleges, in medieval times Hindu kings often vandalized temples and images, even
if they did not surpass the Muslim record in this respect.
Since few students pursue history at a higher level, school history is about all that most educated
Indians are ever exposed to. Across the world, school-level textbook writing is left to professionals. But
the scheme of Indian eminent historians was not entirely didactic; it was about mind control.
Even today, many Indians believe that the Aryans were a foreign community of settlers in India, or
that Guru Tegh Bahadur was nothing more than a brigand who got his execution orders from the Mughal
administration. Aurangzeb, the zinda pir, was nowhere in the picture in this sordid act. To them, India was
a backward civilization, a fragmented nation moving from the control of one invading party to another. Till
1999, Thapar was telling her 12-year-old readers that the Aryans may have come from Central Asia or
Europe. Not once did she mention the existence of a group of scholars who believed the Aryans had their
home in India. Moreover, this was in contrast to the position she herself had been taking in her more
serious works for at least 15 years now.
B Raman( from Saag ) says:
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“Let there be no mistake about it. The long-term objective of Pakistan’s
Army of Islam vis-à-vis India is no longer the acquisition of territory in J&K. It is
to make the sub-continent safe for the spread of Islam by weakening Hinduism, by
debilitating the Indian State and thereby paving the way for the restoration of the
Mughal State.”
The increasing resort to political, economic and psychological covert actions by the Western
intelligence agencies since the 1950s was accompanied by a mushrooming of non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) focusing on human rights, trade union rights, environmental issues, etc. Many of
these NGOs were inspired and funded by the intelligence agencies of the US and other Western countries.
The net result is that we have a chaotic version of history for different groups who look at different role
models in their version of the history. Different denominations of Christians have different version of the
Aryan invasion theory and different dates for beginning of Sanskrit language (all after Christ)
The long-term aim of the major powers is to exploit the cleavage inside the Indian society and
the contested history to create chaos and instability. They have figured out that the Indian political
state will become weak with attack and crumble which can be effectively exploited to increase the
reach of Islam and other non-Indic traditions. This will make the Indian society ripe for social
change (engineering) including revolution and spread of Islam. This will delay the development of
India and make it lagging behind other potential powers such as China and SE Asian countries. The
final long-term goal may be creating a larger Islamic political structure and center from within the
Indian landmass, which will finally give legitimacy to the Islamic civilization.
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Chapter 6

INTERNAL DISORDERS AND INTERNAL SECURITY
A western perception of India’s internal crisis - National Events: A Spate of Crises describes India
with troubled history. What explains the failure of Indian nationalism to deliver an Indian national identity?
India's extraordinary social diversity continues to find expression in an extraordinary diversity of political
movements. In the absence of the political symbols and values that comprise a single national identity, the
resulting political conflicts are probably more intense and difficult to resolve. What went wrong?
Even by the standards of India’s troubled history since independence, the domestic situation in the
1980s was grim. As the center concentrated more and more power, relations with the states became
warlike. During these years, the increased use of the army was a measure of the civilian bureaucracy’s
failure to redress genuine grievances. Although some of the domestic crises were inevitable, others were
created by the poor relationship between New Delhi and the state capitals.
The army has been increasingly employed for long periods to counter various separatist and
insurrectionary movements. The seriousness of the threat is revealed by the number of people killed—
16,000 since the Punjab movement began in the 1980s, 5,000 in Assam since 1979. This has led to the
deployment of the army from the borders to within the country for internal security duties. According to
one estimate, three and a half divisions had to be withdrawn from the border with China. In Punjab,
120,000 troops have been used for internal security; some of these troops were previously part of the strike
corps and had to trade their armor for rifles and machine guns.
A Pakistan view of Indian political scene describes India with an argumentative democracy.

“India’s is an argumentative democracy cobbled with complex and fluid
coalitions. Economic inequality will easily corrode the delicate social contract.
The initial growth burst in the early 1990s saw Western states (Punjab, Haryana,
Gujarat, Maharashtra) tear away from the pack. Now it is the South (led by
Andhra Pradesh and Karnataka). But the gigantic states in the Centre, the North
and the East (Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and Laloo Prashad’s Bihar)
accounting for a third of the population and two-thirds of India’s poor are mired
in caste politics, mis-governance and economic deprivation. For maintaining
India’s political cohesion, the challenge is to create employment and income
opportunities in these states, and this will not be easy. The threat of communal
discord to India’s economic ambitions cannot be underestimated. While Hindutva
appeals to upper-caste Hindus and binds them together, it causes great discomfort
to Sikhs, Muslims and Christians, all significant minorities in India. Combine
these with Harijans and other low-caste Hindus marginalized by Hindutva and
you have a large segment of the population that is deeply concerned about the
excesses of the new found ideology. An ideology that appears to be blessed by the
State at the highest levels. More incidents such as the one in Gujarat last year
(2002) could unleash retaliatory action that would seriously undermine the
investment climate.”
The wrong impression and perception of Indian society and social movement by the elite in
Pakistan could be used for taking wrong conclusions and actions by their military.
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Left Wing Extremists:
Since its birth, the Indian nation-state has been challenged by rebellion and insurgency. In the late
Forties, it was the Communist Party of India, who launched a countrywide insurrection claiming that the
freedom we got from the British was false (in their evocatively pernicious slogan, “Ye Azadi Jhoota hai!”).
In the Fifties, it was the Dravidians of the South, who threatened to secede in protest against Aryan
domination. In the Sixties, it was the Naxalites, who thought that they could do in India what Mao and his
colleagues had done in China. In the Seventies, it was the JP Andolan, which brought social life to a
standstill in many states and compelled the most drastic of repressive measures, namely, the Emergency. In
the Eighties it was the Assamese and the Sikhs, both of whom sought (like the Tamils) freedom from
exploitation by Delhi. In the Nineties, it was the Kashmiris, large sections of whom have showed their
disaffection with Indian rule through the use of arson and assassination.
The term "Naxalite" is derived from Naxalbari in the northern region of Western Bengal where,
under the leadership of Kanhu Sanyal, the concept of "forcible protest against the social order relating to
holding of property and sharing of social benefits" originated. The Naxalite movement itself was formed
for the purported purpose of "organizing peasants to bring about land reform through radical means
including violence"! The primary instigator of the terrorist nature of Naxalite uprisings was Charu
Majumdar who in 1965, began developing what he termed "revolutionary opposition" He began training
the cadre of the Darjeeling district committee of the CPM in a radically different line. In his writings,
Mazumdar stressed that the revolution in India must follow the path charted by Mao for revolution in
"oppressed countries--the path of protracted people's war and surrounding the cities from the countryside."
As a consequence of his highly harmful ideas, there was armed struggle in Naxalbari in the spring of 1967.
Land was brutally occupied in the name of the peasants' committees, all the land records were burnt, upper
castes were murdered in cold blood, as the armed bands of Naxalites wandered around looting villages and
imposing "revolutionary rule" on the villages. In other words, the era of a virulent armed Mafia, posing as
the protectorate of the people had emerged! In July 1972 Charu Mazumdar was arrested in Calcutta. On the
night of July 27-28 he died at the hands of the police. After Mazumdar's death, bickering and divisions led
to the breakup of the group and resulted in the fragmented groups of armed marauders who went around
the country oppressing the very people, they were claiming to save from the "imperialists and capitalists".
Since the early 1970s, the terrorist arms of the Naxalites have spread out to parts of Bihar, Orissa, Madhya
Pradesh, and as far as the southern state of Andhra Pradesh. They are especially powerful in states where
the Congress Party is strong.
At their peak, these movements all enjoyed widespread popular support. They dominated the front
pages of newspapers with a sympathetic leftist controlled media, and were each considered a threat to the
“unity and integrity” of India. But in the end, the state’s patience and armed strength prevailed. The
Communist revolutionaries of the Forties forsook the gun for the ballot. The Tamils and Sikhs were in time
reconciled to being part of India. Whether the Kashmiris will also follow this route remains to be seen.
The People’s War Group (PWG) has, since its formation in 1980, in Karimnagar district, AP, had
been using various tactics in different areas to recruit people. The rebels have a presence––insignificant to
intense––in 12 Indian States, while nine of them have witnessed varying degrees of activity. A mere
handful of men first entered in 1995, from West Bengal, into the areas that are now part of Jharkhand.
Steadily, their numbers swelled and, today, the PWG has matured into a formidable group there, engaging
the security forces in bloody clashes or laying ambushes on SF convoys with some degree of frequency.
Similarly, the Bastar area of what is now the central Indian State of Chhattisgarh was once a safe heaven.
But today, the area is a PWG bastion and serves as home to the central leadership that directs the outfit’s
activities from its well-fortified hideout in the dense forests in the Abuz Marh region. Such examples of the
PWG’s expansion abound.
The rebels slowly slip into an area and identify the causes of the people’s grievances––perceived or
genuine––against the state. They then set about to impress upon the people that the Government has
neglected them and that its policies have been responsible for their continued deprivation, even as they
assure them that they would fight the Government to ameliorate their sufferings. Once the rebels carve out
support among the people they proceed to drive away the structures of civil governance that have, in any
case, only a rudimentary presence, through threats and murders. The objective of the rebels is to occupy the
vacant space and entrench themselves in such areas.
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Subsequently, the rebels threaten political representatives to resign from their posts and, thus,
completely eject the institutions of state from their areas of operation. Thereafter, indulge in murders and
extortion and forcibly occupy land, besides engaging the SFs in pitched battles. In the past over-three
2000-2003 years, more than 1,600 lives have been lost across the country in Left-wing extremist violence.
Evidently, AP, Bihar, Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh are the four States worst affected by the menace of
Naxalite violence.

Timeline of key internal disorders:
1974 – May - Testing of first bomb in Pokharan in Rajastan in India.
1974 – Nov – Internal problems in congress party and increase in dissent with the help of outside agencies.
This change after the Indian testing of the Bomb in May 1974 created enough disorder in the
government and society that with the global oil crisis put the economy under pressure.
1975 - Jun Emergency declared. Wide spread dissent and resistance. Strikes, chaos and anarchy in many
places. But government offices and public sector running efficiently.
1977 - Lifting of emergency. The leftist and other parties were received by the western agencies and
academic
by giving them support during the persecution
1979 - Nationalization of Indian business and Indian banks. Fall of the first non-congress govt.
1980 – Punjab problem with the help of Pakistan. Birth of Peoples War Group.
1981 – The army was called more than 60 times for internal duty
1982 – The army was called more than 80 times for internal duty
1983 – The army was called more than 160 times for internal duty
1984 – Assassination of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi and Punjab problem with riots
1986 - Operation Brass tracks. Punjab problem at the heights
1989 - Bofors scandal which was started to put pressure on RG government to withdraw from the Brass
tracks
formation in the western border and remove him from office, Rajiv Gandhi never recovered from
this,
April start of Kashmir terrorism
1990 – Kashmir problem intensifies
1990 - V.P. Singh Government - ordinance was withdrawn by Mr. Singh on October 21, 1990, by which
the
disputed structure and the land around it were acquired for handing it over to the VHP. as it was
vehemently opposed by Muslim leaders and imams, and the then Uttar Pradesh Chief Minister,
Mulayam Singh Yadav, had threatened that he would not allow the ordinance to be implemented.
1991 – May killing of Rajiv Gandhi. Four prime ministers since 1989-1991. The conclusion among
western
policymakers was that the main party congress would wither away and will also bring about the
downfall of India.
1992 – Dec Ayodhya incident and riots in 1993
1996 – Unstable government at the center with Deve Gowda and IK Gujral as PM till 1997. India has
seven
Prime Ministers in 10 years between 1988 and 1998.
1997 – Change of Prime Minister from Deve Gowda to IK Gujral
1998 - Feb - Election and new government which is a coalition of 23 parties. May - Pokharan (POK) II
nuclear testing.
1999 – Fall of Government with a vote of confidence and Kargil war in May
1999 – Reelection for the 11th Lok Sabha. Coalition of 22 parties forming the government.
2001 - Defense scam which rocks the government. Pressure on the government to resign or remove the
Defense
Minister.
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George Perkovich in his book India’s Nuclear Bomb refers to Internal disorder many times and
during those times the western policy makers have observed that Indian polity looks inwards and does not
react to external events. Pakistan looks at the internal political disorder inside India as a ‘continuous crisis
of leadership’ since 1989, and down hill national resolve’. General Sundarji remarked in his book that
between 1975 and 1985 the national security of the country was neglected and there was no focus on the
external threat. This decade is called the neglected decade in Indian security. This decade was also the
decade of maximum turmoil in Indian independent history with emergency declared. In the book American
Prosperity the authors talks about creating/starting strikes inside India if there is increase of productivity
which threatens the industries in the west because of cheap imports. From a vantage point the Indian
society and economy is seen as something, which can be manipulated to the advantage of the western
countries.
The perception of internal disorder inside the Indian army and polity is very important to
understand how the Pakistan leadership makes decision. This is the general analysis by Pakistani military
establishment about the India army during the 1980s and early 1990s.
‘The Indian military, since the early 1980s, has been a victim of Indian bureaucratic inefficiency and as
a result of that, has been extremely curtailed in its military posture and its ability to wage offensive
actions, as seen in the recent crisis, have often been questioned. Starting with the bribery allegations in
the Bofors scandal, the Indian military has consistently watched as petty political infighting has denied
it the
resources necessary to maintain its force in a credible war-fighting mode.
The Indian Army was so desperate for financial assistance that it could not even pay its officer corps
with the result that most of its best and brightest officers left the service to pursue lucrative jobs in the
Private sector. This created a potential leadership gap in the Indian Army and hindered the viability of
its infantry units, the backbone of any professional army, to carry out their objectives. The Indian
middle class, who had traditionally staffed the officer corps of the Indian Army, was leaving it in droves
and the army was becoming a hollow shell without any officers to lead it. This shortfall of financial
resources has
Prevented it from modernizing its forces and most of its units are operating equipment, which has far
outlived its life expectancy. In a more critical sense, this lack of funding has made it difficult for the
Indians to deploy new weapons systems and they have been gradually losing their qualitative, but what
is even worse their quantitative edge over the Pakistani armed forces since the mid 1980s.
Another troubling omen for the Indian Army was the penchant of the Indian politicians to
use it as a well-organized riot police to quell domestic political agitation within India itself. Since the
political disturbances, which lead to the Indian Army's involvement in the Golden Temple crisis of the
early 1980s, it has been periodically used to prevent sectarian violence, often as a result of the Indian
politicians' own shortsighted policies. In the process, especially in the case of the Golden Temple crisis,
it has seen its traditions of non-involvement in politics questioned and by being repeatedly being
embroiled in such instances, it has witnessed a loss of morale in its officers and enlisted personnel. This
is, because the purpose of an army is to defend its countrymen and not seek to be their jailers by
fulfilling a role, which can best be done by the local constabulary. The end result of all this has been
that the Indian Army
lacks a strategic doctrine spelling out its mission and seems to be divided over its role as a local
policeman in Indian politics. As if to add insult to injury, the Indian politicians expect the Indian Army
to undertake such duties willingly. They do not seem to realize that, in lieu of receiving no monetary aid
from New Delhi, the army has to use its own budgetary resources, which are poor at the best, to finance
its newfound role, bequeathed to it courtesy of the Indian politicians.’
Pakistan from 1988 has been looking at the political situation inside India as crisis of leadership and
will take the opportunity to increase its leverage by being aggressive. The debate between the secular and
the Hindu right inside India is also seen as a weakness inside India to be exploited. Pakistan has increased
its leverage inside India with various NGO and religious groups to instigate internal disorders such as riots.
The presence of a large minority population and other disenfranchised people have been taken up by
Pakistan as a Trojan horse to be exploited.
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The trade unions and the leaders of the radical parties have been influenced by the west to create
disturbances and other chaos in key industries and public sectors, which can cripple the government and
also bring the government under knees. This has been used effectively by the western powers to bring the
Indian government to the table to talk and yield to pressures. In Indian public sector and government
department; one department takes up issues against another department and goes to the court to solve their
differences instead of the administration being the mediator to solve differences for a common goal of
national interest as in other countries. The period before emergency with strikes was a period of anarchy,
which forced the government to declare emergency. Leaders such as JayaPrakash Narayan were in the
forefront of agitation but were really influenced by outside agencies. Certain section of the polity has been
already influenced by the western academic world and during the cold war the non-communist left has
been systematically cultivated so the west can influence the course of politics right inside India.
Since 1975 the internal disorder has been watched very carefully by the major powers. They are
extremely aware of the aimlessness of the Indian politicians. The major years which had them to change
their policy towards India are 1975, 1977, 1984, 1989, 1991 and 1996. All these years the political disorder
was seen as a crisis in leadership and withering of the largest national party – congress party and which
was also seen as the beginning of the division of India. The widespread perception was that a weakened
central political core would increase the centrifugal force. One of the reasons for this assessment is that the
western policy makers have not been familiar with any party which is non-congress and which is totally
removed from the independence era. India had seven Prime Ministers in 10 years between 1988 and 1998.
Most of the non-congress party rule was during this period. Stephan Cohen of Brookings Institute says the
Indian Domestic politics is chaotic, faction ridden and violent in many states but is expected of a
developing country undergoing simultaneously economic, class, caste and ideological revolutions. He also
says that the center is weak and is unable to create national policy for the entire country.
When there is political unity especially during the earlier congress regime of Indira Gandhi internal
dissent have been encouraged to break the political structure starting from 1975. The political decisions
have been to known to be taken by few key people and this provides ample opportunities to create disorder
by creating suspicion. Whenever there is a strong political unity among Indians anywhere in the diaspora
the adversaries have found ways to break the unity. Some riots or controversy can be started which
immediately makes the Indian groups to squabble without looking at the big picture political unity for long
term. This tendency has been exploited by the anti-India groups against Indian origin people in US, UK
and other countries. Recent riots in Gujarat have been exploited by Pakistan and Indian leftist to create
wedge inside Indian American community and accuse Hindu groups with alleged support for funding riots
in India.
In 1975 ABVP-led Nav Nirmaan movement in Gujarat and the Sampoorna Kranti agitation led by
Jayaprakash Narayan (J.P.)(funded by external agencies) in Bihar had made an impact in those States.
Indira Gandhi appealed to the Supreme Court for an absolute stay order against the High Court judgment.
On June 24, the Supreme Court granted her a conditional stay, depriving her of voting rights in the Lok
Sabha, but allowing her to continue as Prime Minister. On June 25, J.P. and other Opposition leaders,
including Morarji Desai, held a public rally at the Ram Lila grounds in Delhi where they declared that
Indira Gandhi should resign; they urged the people to join them in a non-cooperation movement. The
following morning, Indira Gandhi announced a national Emergency assumed in view of "threats to national
security". The Nav Nirman and the J.P. movements were described as among the threats to national
stability. Opposition leaders were arrested, censorship was imposed, and a ban was soon announced on
grassroots organizations. Campaigns for discipline and productivity were instituted, including Indira
Gandhi's 20-point programmer, but what became most controversial was Sanjay Gandhi's five-point
programmer. Two of those five points were mainly pursued, namely, sterilization campaigns, aimed
disproportionately at Muslims, and urban "beautification" drives beginning at settlements in the Jam
Masjid area in Delhi. The backlash against these campaigns was widespread.
On May 1974
PNE testing at Pokharan
On June 25, 1975 Emergency declared and stringent censorship enforced
On Aug. 5, 1975 Parliament approves COFEPOSA (Conservation of Foreign Exchange and Prevention of
Smuggling Activities Act).
On Jan. 9, 1976, President suspends 7 freedoms guaranteed by the Constitution. Act 19.
24 Jan. 1976, Burmah Shell nationalized and renamed as Bharat Refineries.
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On Nov. 5, 1976, Lok Sabha votes to extend its own life by one year in a splendid display of democracy.
After this the congress party lost its supporters and the old bond among regions and regional
congress blocks due to earlier nationalism withered away. This was the ultimate motive of the outside
powers to reduce the political cohesion of Indian union formed by the earlier nationalism.
When Shah Bano petitioned the lower courts for continuing maintenance from her former husband
in 1986, she could little have imagined that her name would become synonymous with the rightists' charge
of 'Muslim appeasement' by so-called secular parties. After three rounds in the courts, the Supreme Court
finally found in her favor, noting for good measure its deep regret that some of the interveners who
supported the appellant [i.e., the man; Shah Bano was the respondent in this case], took up an extreme
position by displaying an unwarranted zeal to defeat the right to maintenance of women who are unable to
maintain themselves.] The divisive political debate on this case created a set of motion in the national
polity, which went out of control. The secular and right wing debate became shrill after this legislation.
That broad swipe by the Supreme Court at the despicable conduct of the All India Muslim Personal
Law Board, however, didn't cut any ice with a government bent on maintaining its political support from
minorities, engineered through the machinations of religious figureheads. Making possibly the worst
judgment of his forgettable tenure at the helm of the Congress Party, Rajiv Gandhi turned to his landslide
majority in Parliament to help the extremists reassert control over everyday Muslim life. From there, one
might observe, it has been plainly downhill, and 'appeasement' has become the catch phrase of rightists'
criticism of the secular parties. Muslim leadership had been emboldened by its victory in the Shah Bano
dispute, where it had made the Government change the law to overrule a Supreme Court verdict
disagreeable to the Islamic orthodoxy. It tried to repeat this feat in the Ayodhya affair: force the
Government to overrule the 1986 Court verdict opening the disputed building for Hindu worship. The
success of the 1986 event made the Islamic leadership to look at a larger movement to project an
alternative to the Hindu political center. This was what the communist, leftist and western intellectual were
waiting for and this introduced the contested history in the Indian political debate.
The scandals and the media coverage of these scandals have shook the Indian people creating a loss
of confidence in the system itself. The clever use of the media by the vested interest has played into the
minds of the middle class to change their perception of political parties and public figures.
1) BOFORS SCANDAL (1987)
Allegations were made that the government took kickbacks from AB Bofors to secure a $1.3 billion
artillery contract. The story broke out in April 1987 which created deep political crisis in the Indian
political system and led to the defeat of Rajiv government.
2) SECURITIES SCANDAL (April 1992)
Banks and brokers were accused of siphoning $1.3 billion from the inter-bank securities market to fuel
a boom on the Bombay Stock Exchange. Bank of America official was involved.
3) SUGAR SCANDAL (April 1994)
There were allegations that import of sugar was delayed to allow domestic mills to reap enormous
profits.
4)TELECOMMUNICATIONS SCANDAL (1995)
Opposition political parties paralyzed Parliament, alleging that the Communications Minister had favored
a little-known Indian firm in opening up the state monopoly over telecommunications. The Supreme
Court dismissed the allegations and paved way for privatization. The former telecommunication minister
is now in jail charged with corruption.
5)HAWALA SCANDAL (January 1996)
Ministers and governors resigned after a Hawala, or illegal foreign exchange dealer claimed that he had
received $18 million in exchange of favors.
6) VOTE-BUYING SCANDAL (1993)
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Members of the regional Jharkhand Mukti Morcha said they received $100,000 to vote against a
no-confidence motion.
7) UREA SCANDAL (June 1986)
CBI named one of Rao's sons in a $40 million kickback related to a fertilizer import that did not arrive
Charges have been laid.
8)CHEATING SCANDAL (September 1996)
Mr. Rao faces charges related to cheating. Lakhubhai Pathak, an expatriate Indian testified to paying
$100,000 to a Rao acquaintance, in a failed attempt to win a contract in 1993.

CRITICAL YEARS 1989 – 1990:
The so-called established intellectuals in India played their roles in the Ayodhya controversy, which
eventually led to misunderstanding between the Hindus and Muslims of India of the 1990s, which resulted
in the demolition of the disputed structure. Therefore, the blame for the 6th December, 1992 incident lies
more on the dubious role that some of the intellectuals played from 1989 rather than on the Hindu and
Muslim communities at large.
To sum up, the Ayodhya Issue assumed the kind of form and contents it has of late assumed, a most
dangerous one, mainly because of the Marxist historians taking active part in 1989 in a game for which
they were never trained. It was not their business to enter into the fray and raise passions of the two
communities on grounds of 'facts' which each one tried to interpret in his or her own way. They unwittingly
became biased professionals. Prof. Romila Thapar jumped into a controversy which was beyond her
capacity to handle properly. R.S. Sharma and Irfan Habib jumped into it later and of
course, made it worse. Since none of these historians was a field-archaeologist, they made a mess of the
archaeological evidence often willingly.
1988 -Protests and anti-India demonstrations in the Kashmir valley. The strike against hike in power tariff
turns violent. Many killed in police firings.
1989 -In 1989 the Kashmir problem flared up into an active insurgency from April. General K V Krishna
Rao
becomes governor. Yusuf Halwai, a National Conference worker, is shot dead by militants. The
militants kill the first Kashmiri Pundit. Rubaiya Sayeed is kidnapped within days of V P Singh
taking
Over at the Centre in Nov 1989. Her release is secured five days later in exchange for five JKLF
leaders.
1990 -Jan The initial uprising in Kashmir, which was triggered in January of 1990 when Indian police
opened
fire and killed 50 fifty pro-independence demonstrators who were protesting what they viewed as
the
latest of India’s “puppet” governments. But Pakistan did move quickly to exploit the unrest. By
early
spring, the Pakistanis were known to be operating at least thirty camps in their territory for the
training
of Kashmiri Muslims and were prepared to aid them in slipping across the border. Jagmohan
returns as
governor on January 19. Farooq Abdullah resigns. On January 20, more than 100 people are killed
by
security personnel in the Gawakadal massacre. In March large-scale migration of Pundits from the
valley. On May 21, Mirwaiz Maulvi Farooq is shot dead. Security forces fire upon his funeral
procession. Over 50 are killed. Jagmohan loses his job. Girish Chandra Saxena, a former head of the
Research and Analysis Wing, takes over as governor.
India responded to the angry protests with a heightened police and military presence throughout
Kashmir, and that led, almost inevitably, to brutal repression and shootouts. Between January and
late
April, as civilian control ebbed, hundreds of Kashmiris were shot dead in the street. India moved its
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crack Strike Corps into Rajasthan, within fifty miles of the border, and once again, as in 1987, there
were fears in Islamabad of a preemptive Indian attack to cut off southern Pakistan from the north.
Pakistan moved its 1st and 2nd Armored Corps toward the border. In mid-March, Ms. Bhutto
visited a
training camp inside the Pakistani-controlled part of Kashmir and pledged nearly five million
dollars in
support of “freedom fighters”—a phrase clearly aimed at provoking the Indian leadership. A few
weeks
later, Vishwanath Pratap Singh, India’s new Prime Minister (he defeated Rajiv Gandhi in national
elections in November of 1989, with the aid of the militant Hindu Bharatiya Janata Party, or
B.J.P.—
the Indian People’s Party), publicly warned Pakistan in a speech to the jingoist Indian Parliament
that
it “cannot get away with taking Kashmir without a war.” In May 1990 the media report Robert
Gates
being sent to the sub-continent by US President George Bush Sr when they detect Pakistani
preparation for a nuclear War. This tense period is used by the US establishment to put sufficient
pressure in India to scale back its posture including nuclear development in the early 1990s.

BOFORS SCANDAL - The Bofors scandal has taken a huge toll on Indian faith in democracy.
Quote form Forbes - 1986.

“Two prime ministers chatted amiably as they strolled through a lush garden in
New Delhi. Sweden's Olof Palme, 58, was the darling of the international
socialist set, outspoken critic of U.S. "imperialism," self-proclaimed friend of the
worlds oppressed. India's Rajiv Gandhi, 41, had just come into office as "Mister
Clean," promising to get rid of the high- and low-level corruption that has
plagued democratic India almost from its birth in 1947. A modern man in an
ancient land, Rajiv Gandhi was an aircraft pilot by profession, not a professional
politician, and he came from a distinguished family, his mother the assassinated
prime minister, Indira Gandhi, his grandfather the esteemed hero of Indian
independence, Jawaharlal Nehru.”
In the 1989 general election the huge majority of Rajiv's Congress Party was wiped out, largely
because of the Bofors scandal, though no official charges had been levied against Rajiv. The victor took as
his slogan: "From all the streets, they are shouting that Rajiv Gandhi is a thief." As the new prime minister,
V.P. Singh launched a new investigation, but he lasted nine months.
The scandal erupted in April 1987 Just when the operation Brass tracks was initiated by Rajiv Gandhi
government in Sept 1986 this scandal put pressure on India, when Swedish radio reported the Bofors firm
had paid more than 50-million dollars in bribes to secure a contract for a one-point-four-billion-dollar sale
of field guns to the Indian army, against stiff international competition. The scandal was important for the
western powers to reduce the pressure on the border of Pakistan. Even Gen. Sundarji was named in the
Bofors scandal. India started negotiating for withdrawal in May 1987 under pressure over Bofors and
threats by AQK.
The bribes were paid into secret Swiss bank accounts. Indian authorities obtained documents
relating to the accounts after a seven-year legal battle with Swiss authorities. The scandal created a
political uproar in India, and Bofors became a symbol of political corruption. Newspapers played a
leading role in investigation and foreign sources were sought after to get more details. The role of the
media and it being influenced by foreign agencies in this episode is very clear and glaring. It tarnished the
image of Rajiv Gandhi, leading to his party’s defeat in the 1989 general elections, two years before his
assassination. The major powers were carefully watching the political turbulence in India due to this
scandal. Pakistan may have judged that this may be the right time to create its major insurgency inside
India. ISI became completely focused on entire India after 1988 and AQK started the proliferation among
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the Islamic countries from this period. This was the start of the coordinated plans to destabilize Indian
politically, militarily, socially and economically.
In Nov 1989 VP Singh govt took charge at the center. VP Singh built an alternative to the Congress
at an all-India level as United Front. Being pushed to the opposition politics, he mercilessly renounced his
Congress past, and projected himself as the inheritor of the anti-Congressism of Lohia and Jayprakash and
thereby as the natural leader of the opposition. Starting as a recruit of Sanjay Gandhi during the
Emergency, his rise to UP chief ministership, then to an ardent advocate of economic liberalization as
Rajiv's finance minister, and finally, his overnight transformation into the central opposition figure was in
itself a wonder of Indian politics. He termed the Left as his natural ally and developed a good rapport with
various non-party political formations and grassroots movements, which had sprung up as antitheses to the
Congress authoritarianism. This transformation shows some influence of external agencies and
governments to cut the congress party to size from its massive majority of 400 plus strength in Lok Sabha.
Kidnapping of daughter of Home minister of India in 1989- Rubaiya's abduction was spurred by her
father Mufti Mohammad Sayeed's appointment as independent India's first Muslim Union home minister.
He had taken the oath in Delhi on December 2, 1989, just six days before. Sayeed, who was in Delhi then,
came to know of the abduction two hours later. The Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front, a proindependence militant outfit, claimed credit for it through telephone calls. Their ransom: the release of five
jailed colleagues.
The Vishwanath Pratap Singh government -- then in power only for six days --hurriedly constituted
Cabinet subcommittee-comprising ministers like Arun Nehru, Arif Mohammad Khan and Inder Kumar
Gujral. The release of the militants saw great euphoria in Kashmir. "There was no sympathy for Rubaiya.
The people were all with the militants," recollects journalist Aasha Khosa who has spent the last 10 years
in the valley. "The kidnapping was a shock. The security personnel did not have a clue. Till then everyone
was treating militancy as a joke. People used to say, 'hey, my cousin has become a militant, he has a gun
now...' The Rubaiya episode changed all that. It made people realize that there was major trouble in
Kashmir. "When the militants were released there was celebration all around," she continues, "I have never
seen so many people on the streets! They sang, danced and raised anti-India slogans."
Releasing the militants, this group holds, was nothing short of a blunder. "Had the V P Singh
government not buckled down, things would have been different," they say, "The JKLF would not have
harmed Rubaiya. People felt if they could get this done at gunpoint, then they could get
Independence too." Adds a senior police officer who served in Srinagar then. "The people Saw India
brought to her knees for the first time. It made them feel that ‘azaadi’ (independence) was only a short
distance away."
July 1990 the VP Singh government took the decision to implement the Mandal Commission report.
This lead to riots and major chaos in India. The riots and strikes were considered as the beginning of the
anarchy in north India at that time. This particular social chaos was important for the western strategic
community since they planned to create a social upheaval and a social revolution on the back of this riots.
The timing of the order makes the indication that one of the primary motives of the weak VP Singh
government was survival. Another was that to make sure there is no high majority party in the parliament
as before in the 1985 election of Rajiv Gandhi government. VP Singh reduced the voting age of the
citizens to 18 years for the first bringing in the youth from all section of the society into the electoral mix.
This changed the dominance of the pro-congress voting block built over 40 years and fragmented the
political system leading to regionalization across the country. The VP Singh regime without realizing the
implication created a momentum for fragmentation in the Indian polity probably on the advice of the
western governments to change the political system taking into consideration the Bofors scandal,
demographic changes and social changes.
The Kashmiri dispute first veered close to nuclear confrontation in 1990. That spring 1990, the
American National Security Agency was monitoring what seemed to be yet another slowly escalating
series of Pakistani and Indian attacks, when intercepts revealed that the Pakistani leadership had
"panicked," as a senior intelligence official put it, at the prospect of a preemptive Indian strike and had
readied its small arsenal of nuclear warheads. (The previous fall, the Bush Administration had assured
Congress that Pakistan did not possess such weapons—although it knew better—in order to gain continued
approval for military aid to the country. The US law was passed looking at the internal disorder during the
VP Singh election and Kashmir disorder). The crisis was resolved after American diplomats intervened.
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Afterward, intelligence analysts concluded that the leadership in both nations was willing to run any risk,
including that of nuclear war, to avoid political or military defeat in Kashmir.
Two nuclear threats to India was delivered by Pakistan in 1990. Media reports suggest that Pakistan
was ready to attack India for the reason of Kashmir. Robert Gates trip to the Indian subcontinent in May
1990 to avert war between Pakistan and India is highlighted. May of 1990 is when India and Pakistan
seemed on the brink of war over Kashmir. This standoff is a direct result of the 50 killed during the
procession of the funeral of Mirwaiz Maulvi Farooq. On May 21, Mirwaiz Maulvi Farooq is shot dead by
militants. Security forces fire upon his funeral procession. Over 50 are killed. PM Benazir Bhutto was
quoted as saying that Pakistan would wage a thousand year war to defeat India to take over Kashmir.
President George Bush dispatched his deputy national security advisor, Robert gates, to both countries."
Gates warned US intelligence showed that both sides seemed to be developing nuclear weapons and
getting them ready for launching. "Gates, later CIA director, pointed out the devastation that war would
rain on both countries. As India and Pakistan pulled back from the brink, U.S. officials monitored the
removal of troops and weapons, satisfying both sides that there was no trickery." Pakistan conducted a
major army exercise Zorbe-e-Momin as a riposte to Indian plans for invasion of Pakistan.
The communist and the leftist were using Hagels dialectic analysis to change events inside India.
When ever there is majority bias over any issue such as Ayodhya or the UPC the communists political
parties would take the opposite stand and create large divisive movements in the debates using the media.
This created massive social chaos and uncertainty in the society for several decades with social upheaval
leading to collapse of the government such as VP Singh, UF government and first term of the BJP
government in 1998.
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Chapter 7

MEDIA IN INDIA
Media in India:
Most people absorb what they know about life from the major media centers these days. The media
paints the picture for all to see. If that picture constantly distorts the truth, lies become accepted as truth,
i.e. tell enough lies repeatedly and soon those lies are accepted as fact. Spin and concoct, distort and
influence using the public platforms we know as television, radio and print and outside powers can
influence, sway and control the mind of the vast majority of a population in any subject area the powers
choose—to include pitting one group against another in order to foment internal discord. This is a much
easier task if vast majority of the society has become lazy, unthinking and apathetic.
The modern era is characterized by several radical developments like the deluge of information
for which there appears to be no precedent in history. This provides both an opportunity and a risk factor to
the emergence of India as a great global power. The enemies of the nation have mounted an unprecedented
attack on it. Any attempt to benefit India in the remotest way is criticized openly or `stifled
with silence'. The media in India is one of the most powerful tools used by the major powers to
control and change the Indian public perception about them selves and about the world. The Indian
worldview is actually controlled by outside powers with the help of media inside India. This pattern is also
followed in the international scene with negation of Indic culture and bias against any revival of
civilization ethos. The creeping news about any event in the world including jihad information is presented
in such a way that the process of evolution and force of history is inevitable and forgone conclusion in
favor of the Islamic ideology.
Among the institutions that contribute to the make-up of a public sphere in society, the media
perhaps perform the most critical function. In the transactions in the public sphere, the media are not a
neutral participant or an impassioned chronicler. Instead they are either a legitimiser of the status quo or
an innovator of the existing social equilibrium. The conflict or collaboration of the media with forces that
attempt to colonize the public sphere materializes in this context. The mutual relationship between the state
and the media, either as oppositional or as complementary, is influenced, among others, by the nature of
intervention of the state in the public sphere. The former goes back to the 18th century when the Bengal
Gazette trained its guns on the British administration and was mauled in the process. Since then, the
endeavor of the press to imbue the public space with a critical culture has been consistently curtailed by the
state, both by legislative interventions and by administrative interference.
Restrictions on the media are bound to affect the ambience of the public sphere. The Indian
intelligentsia realized this as early as the beginning of the 19th century when Rammohan Roy, acclaimed as
the father of modern India, publicly denounced the attempts of the British government to curb the freedom
of the press. Following the lead set by Rammohan, freedom of expression and civil liberties became two
key issues of the anti-colonial struggle. In fact, the history of both the national movement and of the press
can be read as the history of the struggle for these two rights.
The role of the media is the role of mind managers. Implicit in this description is the ideological
function of the media in society. As such, multiple social consequences could ensue as a result of the
intervention of the media. For instance, it could generate a sense of fatalism. It could also create nonconformism. The first relegates the media to the status of an adjunct of the dominant interests whereas the
second provides them the possibility of influencing the course of history.
During the last two decades, the Indian media have undergone a sea change, particularly in
their intellectual content and cultural ambience. There are two sources from which the
transformation draws sustenance and inspiration: one emanating from outside and the other
internally generated. The first, which seeks to subordinate the media to global control, comes with a
variety of promises — of development, technology and internationalism — extremely appealing to the
modernizing quest of the middle class. The baggage also includes access to the advanced frontiers of
knowledge and the cultural avant grade. The political and intellectual discourse, which it might generate, is
likely to influence the nature and direction of social transformation. Whether it would lead to an
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intellectual climate in favor of a mode of development that may not address the problems of the nation is a
fear entertained in many quarters. Internally, the media confront a powerful discourse generated by a
variety of political, social and cultural organizations and they can be influenced by the major powers
through NGOs and religious organization. The colonial ideologue, James Mill, who characterized Indian
society in terms of religious communities (Hindu/Muslim) in conflict still appears to exert influence on
Indian minds and also the outside world. The legitimacy thus gained by the anti-national controlled media,
often through crude and false representations, helps to change the popular commonsense about key
concepts like nationalism, secularism and communalism. This tendency has considerably impaired the
fundamental commitment of the media to truth.
Despite these developments, the media are privy to an intense ideological struggle that Indian
society is currently witnessing. The outcome to a large extent depends upon the manner in which the media
intervene in the public space and mould its character. Over the years, the character of the public sphere
in India has undergone a qualitative change. There is a discernible decline in the intellectual content
of its transactions. Moreover, the culture of public discussion it promotes has lost much of its sanity
and social purpose. The resulting intellectual poverty of the public sphere has made it vulnerable to the
influence of forces seeking to undermine the fundamental principles that have moulded the character of the
nation.
Indian population is considered as an experimental subject to be fed with new perception and
information away from reality and in favor of the Islamic and major powers. Over several decades the
general population could be made less hostile and more favorable to the designs of the major power. In the
movie Pleasantville a boy grows up in a make believe world thinking that his neighbors and friends are the
actual reality and totally oblivious of the reality of the world. Indian population is considered by major
powers to be similar with low knowledge about the reality and threats in the world. How long have the
west been experimenting with Indian population with news and indoctrination? It could be even before the
independence for more than 100 years. Deception and brainwashing have been used for a long time by the
west and India is one of the largest target of deception. Another analogy is the movie Matrix-I and
Matrix-II Reloaded where the Matrix computer program is used to control millions of human beings
oblivious of the reality around them.
The current campaign to demonize Hindutva is to defame and remove the new indigenous political
party, which is not under the control of the major powers and whose ideology is fully rooted in Indic
civilization. The attack on Christians and minorities are overblown with the logic that the majority
community must be checked with aggressive reporting even to the point of falsehood. Romila Thapar
eminent historian is quoted as saying that the notion of non-violent Hindu is misnomer. Distorted or even
totally false reporting on communally sensitive issues is a well-entrenched feature of Indian journalism.
There is no self-corrective mechanism in place to remedy this endemic culture of disinformation. No
reporter or columnist or editor ever gets fired or formally reprimanded or even just criticized by his peers
for smearing Hindu nationalists. This way, a partisan economy with the truth has become a habit hard to
relinquish.
This logic of news reporting is considered some form of social engineering. The sense of chaos
and insecurity is conveyed by media reports so that stable environment and harmony is never achieved in
the minds of the larger national society. This is one form of psychological campaign/operation done inside
India for the last three decades. The news as manipulated creates a notion of change, which reinforces the
decay of the Hindu culture and brings out more of the light Islamic/Urdu culture. By being very anti-Hindu
the media and social scientists hopes to reduce aggression of the so called ‘majority’ community over the
minority community and bring balance even at the expense of the truth. This logic was perused even when
the Muslim terrorists in Kashmir were killing the minority Hindus and the news is usually kept low key.
Control of media by the foreign governments is done in a subtle way. Some of the ways are by
indoctrinating the editorial teams and the journalists over time. The Indian leftists have been used for a
long time by the external powers and since they control the media they are better able to influence the bias
in the media. Some question put by them are 'why don’t you talk to your very reasonable nuclear rival
Pakistan' or 'why do you have a Hindu nationalist party in power' game. Each of these questions is loaded,
as they say in the courtroom, with facts or inferences not yet established by evidence to be true and
designed to shift the conversation from a dubious premise to a foregone conclusion. The public buys this
kind of argument more readily.
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In the book – Cultural Cold War (The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of Arts and
Letters by Frances Stonor Saunders)- it describes all the dirty tricks used by the CIA and other agencies all
over the world to change countries and to bring chaos in those countries.
It is well known that the CIA funded right-wing intellectuals after World War II; fewer know that it also
courted individuals from the center and the left in an effort to turn the intelligentsia away from communism
and toward an acceptance of "the American way." Frances Stonor Saunders sifts through the history of the
covert Congress for Cultural Freedom in The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of Arts and
Letters. The book centers on the career of Michael Josselson, the principal intellectual figure in the
operation, and his eventual betrayal by people who scapegoat him. Sanders demonstrates that, in the early
days, the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) and the emergent CIA were less dominated by the far right
than they later became (including the Christian right), and that the idea of helping out progressive
moderates--rather than being Machiavellian--actually appealed to the men at the top.
David Frawley writes:

‘The Indian English media dictates against the government as if it should
be the real political decision-making body in the country. (Because it is urged and
influenced by other foreign agencies and academic institutions such as U
Berkeley/U Columbia) It deems itself capable of taking the place of legal
institutions as well, printing its allegations as truth even if these have never been
entered into much less proved in any court of law. It has vested itself with an
almost religious authority to determine what is right and wrong, good and evil,
and who in the country should be honored or punished.( This is called
manufacturing consent) Like an almost theocratic institution, it does not tolerate
dissent or allow its dogmas to be questioned.( It creates groupthink, manufactures
'dissent' forcing everybody to fall in line and creates an old boys network)
In the name of editorial policy, it pontificates, promoting slogans, denigrations
and articles of faith in the guise of critical policy review. ( This is called
brainwashing under freedom )
The media doesn't aim at reporting the news; it tries to create the news, imposing its
view of the news upon everyone as the final truth. The media doesn't objectively
cover elections, it tries to influence voters to vote in a specific manner, demonizing
those it disagrees with and excusing those it supports, however bad or incompetent
their behavior. We saw this particularly during the recent Gujarat elections in
which the media went so far as to print the type of election results it wanted to see
as the likely outcome, though voters proved it to be totally wrong.’
In the days before opinion polls and exit polls became growth industries and sources of
disinformation, only journalists had the monopoly of getting electoral forecasts horribly wrong. During
election season, there were two types of media reports in evidence. The first, and by far the most honest
exercise, consisted of hapless reporters who, regardless of what they actually felt, concluded that every
encounter was a 'tough fight' because there were too many local imponderables. The complexities of microlevel caste equations, the dynamics of block level factionalism within parties and the outpourings of every
village chief found expression in such reports. Excessive focus on social division was emphasized which
bred factionalism. Predictably, these meandering exercises in prevarication proved too bland for popular
taste and a new school of popular journalism emerged. In an age of black and white, these reporters
produced what was called color copy. The most readable of these were riveting descriptions of the heat and
dust of the campaign. Competing with them were the pop sociologists, usually blessed with dollops of
radical sentiment. They never believed what they saw on the trail of the charismatic or what they heard
while sipping tea with local peasants. To them, there was always a hidden dimension usually located in
abstruse concepts like the moral economy or grassroots secularism. Mysteriously, or perhaps not so,
deciphering the mental haze of the voter invariably led to expedient conclusions.
The 70s was the focus of political parties and infighting in the press which resulted in Indian society
preoccupied with political drama. In the 1980s the obsessive preoccupation with the Muslim vote in the
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Hindi heartland in 1989 and 1991 so dominated media proceedings that an outsider would have nurtured
the belief that Muslims are the only community who vote. This was a slow propaganda to show the rise of
Muslims as a political block in the late 1980s after the Shah Bano case and change of the history education
in India focused on the Moghul period.
At the root of these profound insights was a belief that there is nothing called the average voter.
Instead, there are disaggregated communities that are incapable of relating to either ideology or the big
picture. People, it was insinuated, vote invariably along strict class or caste lines, without concern for the
lofty propaganda of the big guns who make appearances in makeshift helipads. The prime minister can talk
endlessly about the growing pride in India but, the skeptic asks, how is this relevant to a voter who doesn't
even know the meaning of the Internet?
The most remarkable aspect of this celebration of the fragment is that it persists despite repeated
evidence to the contrary. Indira Gandhi won famously in 1971 because she offered a new vision; she was
decimated six years later because she violated the norms of dharma; and Rajiv prevailed in 1984 because
people care about India as a nation. The same patterns are replicated at the state level. Narendra Modi
emerged as the folk hero of Gujarat because he articulated a gut Hindu anger; Naveen Patnaik wins
election after election despite his poor grasp over Oriya because he is perceived as decent and upright;
the same attributes enabled Sheila Dikshit to win Delhi again; and Uma Bharti swept Madhya Pradesh
because she expressed the rage against underdevelopment.

Where is the Media's Mandate?
The question therefore arises as to what affords the media such a sweeping authority that can
override legitimately elected and appointed bodies? What sort of mandate has the media been given to
justify its actions? Clearly the media has never been elected to any political post and does not undergo any
scrutiny like that of candidates in an election. It does not represent any appointed post in the government.
It has no accountability to any outside agency. The media's authority is largely self-appointed and,
not surprisingly, self-serving. Hence media has become a tool of foreign powers who would like a
particular outcome of an election or policy making inside India or image creation.
The sources behind the media's operation and where they get their money is also not revealed. We
are not informed as to how prominent reporters and editorial writers derive their income, including how
much may come from outside sources. But clearly they are getting a lot of money from somewhere that
they are not in any hurry to disclose. Though the media likes to expose the improprieties, financial, sexual
and otherwise, of those its dislikes, which it often exaggerates, if not invents, if you examine how the
media people live, you certainly wouldn't want them as., role models for your children!
Nor are we certain who the media really represents. Certain groups, not only inside but also outside India,
are using this English media as a vested interest to promote their own agenda, which is generally antiHindu and often appears to be anti-India as well. Negative news are portrayed more than positive news.
President APJ Abdul Kalam asks:

“Why is the media here so negative? Why are we in India so
embarrassed to recognize our own strengths, our achievements? We have so
many amazing success stories but we refuse to acknowledge them. Why? Is there
an agenda to reduce the achievements of India.”
The only reason for the negative news is to reduce the self confidence of Hindus and their place
in the world. This is a campaign on a world scale probably never done anywhere. Is this really possible and
is this really happening. The reader has to figure out themselves.

The Media Propaganda Machine
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A section o the Indian media often appears more as a propaganda machine than an objective news
agency. In this regard the large section of English media of India is much like the old state propaganda
machines of communist countries. This is an important clue for understanding its operation. The English
media of India largely represents a holdover from the Congress era in which it was a state run propaganda
center for the Congress government that was far left in its orientation. We can perhaps at understand its
actions today as a state run propaganda machine that has continued in power after the decline of the party
that created it. Its prime motive has now become to reestablish that old state and former ruling party.
The media remains largely a Congress/left run propaganda machine. As the Congress has not been
able to win elections, it has emphasized its media wing even more strongly to try to compensate for its
failures in the electoral arena. Yet as the Congress Party itself has often failed, the media has taken to
supporting other leftist groups inside and outside the country in hope of gaining power. There is a clear
hand of western governments in manipulating the congress party to do its work. This shows how the Indian
government is manipulated as a puppet of the western governments and has been for a long time for the
last 40 years.
During independence before and just after ,the British have used media to demonize Hindu groups
in India. From history K Elst says :
‘

In November 1944: “It is the subtle scheme of political propaganda to
describe the Hindu as pro-Fascist. It is a cruel calumny, which has been spread
in America and other countries. The Hindu Mahasabha stood for Savarkar’s
policy of militarization and industrialization. We recognized that Fascism was a
supreme menace to what is good and noble in our civilization. Due to Veer
Savarkar’s call thousands of young men joined the Army and Navy and Air Force
and shed their blood for resisting Nazi tyranny and for real friendship with
China and Russia. But as the Hindus had the temerity to ask for National
Independence and took the lead in rejecting the Cripps ( commission) offer, they
were maligned and the subtle forces of organized British propaganda were let
loose to blackmail the Hindus.” (Hindu Politics, p.103) The current tendency to
accuse the Hindu movement for cultural decolonization of India of “fascism” is
nothing but a replay of an old colonial tactic.”
Many Indian journalist (mem)sahibs also serve as chowkidars (gatekeepers) for the West, as Crasta
explains:

“Indeed, many of these immigrants are so terrified of voices that may
offend the Masters that they will themselves act as filtering devices, as local
policemen or toughs. Organizations like the Asia Society, South Asian
Journalists Association (SAJA), and many ethnic newspapers regularly act as
cheerleaders for those Indians who have impressed the whites, and as bouncers
to keep their scruffy and impolite brethren from disrupting the harmony: on one
occasion even trying to drop a ‘trouble-making’ Indian author from the program
at the Asia Society.”
SAJA is but a small node of a vast South Asian movement on American campuses. The South Asian
movement carefully hides the fact that this term was invented by Henry Kissinger as part of the Cold War
foreign policy to contain the non-NATO world. The South Asian Studies departments across the US have
been funded ever since by “Title VI Grants” from the US State Department, intended to promulgate and
promote a theory of that “area” in order to support US foreign policy. Edward Said analyzed this and wrote
that besides the military, the Western powers also have “armies of scholars at work politically,
militarily, ideologically.”
The following quote from a governmental report describes why the US Department of Defense
invests in the social sciences to understand and reengineer the “others”:
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“The Armed Forces are no longer engaged solely in warfare…. For
many countries throughout the world, we need more knowledge about their
beliefs, values, and motivations; their political, religious, and economic
organizations; and the impact of various changes or innovations upon their
socio-cultural patterns. ...”
The same report recommends specific kinds of social research and reengineering, and one can find
in this list many projects that are being carried out in the US academe and via NGOs in India. Some of the
programs in DoD are as follows: “The following items are elements that merit consideration as factors in
research strategy for military agencies. Priority Research Undertakings:
(1) methods, theories and training in the social and behavioral sciences in foreign countries. …
(2) programs that train foreign social scientists. …
(3) social science research to be conducted by independent indigenous scientists. …
(4) social science tasks to be conducted by major U.S. graduate studies in centers in foreign areas.
…
(7) studies based in the U.S. that exploit data collected by overseas investigators supported by nondefense agencies. The development of data, resources and analytical methods should be pressed
so
that data collected for special purposes can be utilized for many additional purposes. …
(8) collaborate with other programs in the U.S. and abroad that will provide continuing access of
Department of Defense personnel to academic and intellectual resources of the ‘free world.’”

Current Image of India:
The image of India - does one think of a budding information technology sector, developing
infrastructure, a booming middle class or poverty, communal strife, and constant confrontation with
Pakistan? The majority of the mainstream Western and Indian media are quite content to push the latter
image of India. They are supported by many Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) that are also quite
content to portray India with a one-sided view that keeps them in business. The Government of India and
many of its citizens also seem content with their standing in the world or continually understate the country
at every chance. In a sense, there are many people who would like India to be poor in perpetuity.
One example of the image wars is that of the city of Kolkata (Calcutta). This eastern Indian city has
long been portrayed as a poor, slum ridden metropolis; ignoring its rich cultural, literary, and economic
heritage. Kolkata has become a prime destination for cause hunting celebrities who ensure that in the eyes
of the international community, poverty remains the city's biggest attraction. Celebrities like Ricky Martin,
Melanie Griffith, and Penelope Cruz have lead a procession of international donors who use the city's
streets as a backdrop for unflattering photo ops.
In the end, we are talking about media attention and the idea of image. Image takes a long time to
change and comes from long held views. India, especially to the western world, is tied tightly with the
British media. Americans in general get their view of India from the BBC and London Times.
It is very unfortunate that the things associated with Bharat are overwhelmingly that of being a
British colony and of poverty and passivity exemplified by Mahatma Gandhi. The theme White Man's
Burden created by Victorian England to lie about how the Empire was bringing "civilization" and
"compassion" to poor blighted lands has become an absolute bane to our image. America and America
media, on the other hand, had never much to do with Bharat and simply reflected all the myths and lies
from the British.

Improving India's Image:
India is poor : The Dec. 29, 2002 issue of the Toronto Star highlighted this issue quite
succinctly : "It's always the same plot. When Ricky Martin visited recently, a press release
breathlessly described how the Latin pop star witnessed the poor who "swarm the streets of
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Calcutta." In fact, there is no shortage of impoverished families who line up forlornly outside public
charities for a bowl of rice and curry, just as people show up daily at Toronto's soup kitchens. But
it's hard to find a "swarm" of them, except in a press release."
The Wall Street Journal has also recently pointed out the Indian image problem when
comparing it to China as a potential destination for investment capital :
"So why doesn't India attract more foreign investment? Largely, India has an image problem, and
that sways investors' view of risk. When investors compare the polluted streets of Bombay with the
skyscrapers and chic restaurants of Shanghai, it's hard to put money where the potholes are. "I have
known potential investors to come back from a first trip to India so dismayed by the chaotic
environment that they have missed seeing the investment opportunity," says Levack.
India's future could be very bright.
In a recent article Dr M Vidyasagar aptly came to the conclusion that :
"The last two years have been truly amazing in terms of demonstrating what India can expect in
coming years. Thus far only a few tiny cracks have been introduced into the solid wall of Nehruvian
state control that has prevented India from reaching its true economic potential. But even with these
tiny cracks providing equally tiny openings in our bureaucratic control mechanisms, Indians have
delivered the world's second fastest growing economy for over a decade now. The future can only be
better, not worse."

Western Media:
The western media is a gargantuan, multiheaded hydra and in many ways we still do not understand
its structure, operations, relations and dynamics. During the second half of the 1930s, the Rockefeller
Foundation underwrote much of the most innovative communication research then under way in the United
States. There was virtually no federal support for the social sciences at the time, and corporate backing for
the field usually remained limited to proprietary marketing studies. The foundation's administrators
believed, however, that mass media constituted a uniquely powerful force in modem society. As war
approached, the Rockefeller Foundation clearly favoured efforts designed to find a "democratic
prophylaxis" that could immunize the United States' large immigrant population from the effects of Soviet
and Axis propaganda. In 1939, the foundation organized a series of secret seminars with men it regarded as
leading communication scholars to enlist them in an effort to consolidate public opinion in the United
States in favour of war against Nazi Germany -- a controversial proposition opposed by many
conservatives, religious leaders, and liberals at the time -- and to articulate a reasonably clear-cut set of
ideological and methodological preconceptions for the emerging field of communication research.
Harold Lasswell, who had the ear of foundation administrator John Marshall at these gatherings, over the
next two years won support for a theory that seemed to resolve the conflict between the democratic values
that are said to guide U.S. society, on the one hand, and the manipulation and deceit that often lay at the
heart of projects intended to engineer mass consent, on the other.
Briefly, the elite of U.S. society ("those who have money to support research," as Lasswell bluntly put it)
should systematically manipulate mass sentiment in order to preserve democracy from threats posed by
authoritarian societies such as Nazi Germany or the Soviet Union. This forms the foundation of mass
propaganda in any democracy and third world.
World War II spurred the emergence of psychological warfare as a particularly promising new form
of applied communication research. The personal, social, and scientific networks established in U.S. social
sciences during World War II, particularly among communication researchers and social psychologists,
later played a central role in the evolution (or "social construction") of U.S. sociology after the war. The
phrase "psychological warfare" is reported to have first entered English in 1941 as a translated mutation of
the Nazi term Weltanschauungskrieg (literally, worldview warfare), meaning the purportedly scientific
application of propaganda, terror, and state pressure as a means of securing an ideological victory over
one's enemies. 31 William "Wild Bill" Donovan, then director of the newly established U.S. intelligence
agency Office of Strategic Services (OSS), viewed an understanding of Nazi psychological tactics as a vital
source of ideas for "Americanized" versions of many of the same stratagems. Use of the new term quickly
became widespread throughout the U.S. intelligence community. For Donovan psychological warfare was
destined to become a full arm of the U.S. military, equal in status to the army, navy, and air force. Donovan
was among the first in the United States to articulate a more or less unified theory of psychological
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warfare. As he saw it, the "engineering of consent" techniques used in peacetime propaganda campaigns
could be quite effectively adapted to open warfare. Pro-Allied propaganda was essential to reorganizing the
U.S. economy for war and for creating public support at home for intervention in Europe, Donovan
believed. Fifth-column movements could be employed abroad as sources of intelligence and as moralebuilders for populations under Axis control. He saw "special operations -- meaning sabotage, subversion,
commando raids, and guerrilla movements -- as useful for softening up targets prior to conventional
military assaults.
The Joint Chiefs established a series of high-level interagency committees intended to coordinate
U.S. psychological operations in the field, including those of the relatively small Psychological Warfare
Branches attached to the headquarters staffs of U.S. military commanders in each theatre of war. These
projects helped define U.S. social science and mass communication studies long after the war had drawn to
a close. Virtually all of the scientific community that was to emerge during the 1950s as leaders in the field
of mass communication research spent the war years performing applied studies on U.S. and foreign
propaganda, Allied troop morale, public opinion (both domestically and internationally), clandestine OSS
operations, or the then emerging technique of deriving useful intelligence from analysis of newspapers,
magazines, radio broadcasts, and postal censorship intercepts. Efforts were made for OSS efforts to recruit
suitable agents from immigrant communities inside the United States, to monitor civilian morale, and to
analyze foreign- language publications for nuggets of intelligence. Sociologists and Anthropologists such
as Alexander Leighton and Margaret Mead concentrated on identifying schisms in Japanese culture( and
later countries such as India with Punjabis/Kashmiris) suitable for exploitation in U.S. radio broadcasts in
Asia, while Samuel Stouffer's Research Branch of the U.S. Army specialized in ideological indoctrination
of U.S. troops. Hadley Cantril meanwhile adapted survey research techniques to the task of clandestine
intelligence collection, including preparations for the U.S. landing in North Africa.
0SS wartime contracting outside the government included arrangements for paid social science
research by Stanford, the University of California at Berkeley, Columbia, Princeton, Yale's Institute of
Human Relations, and the National Opinion Research Center, which was then at the University of Denver.
Roughly similar lists of social scientists and scholarly contractors can be discovered at each of the
government's centers of wartime communications and public opinion research. Lasswell's Library of
Congress project is widely remembered today as the foundation of genuinely systematic content analysis in
the United States. The practical significance of these social linkages has been significant for the of the
postwar careers of the employees working during war who had gone into the fields of public opinion
research, sociology, and psychology in 1960s, 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. They later reported that their
wartime work had had "lasting implications" and "a major influence on [their] subsequent career." There
was a social network effect among veterans of Office of War Information OWI propaganda projects such
as that old-boy networks rooted in common wartime experiences in psychological warfare extended well
beyond the social sciences. Among OWI alumni during the 50s are the publishers of Time, Look,
Fortune, and several dailies; editors of such magazines as Holiday, Coronet, Parade, and the
Saturday Review, editors of the Denver Post. New Orleans Times-Picayune, and others; the heads of
the Viking Press, Harper & Brothers, and Farrar, Straus and Young; two Hollywood Oscar
winners; a two-time Pulitzer prizewinner; the board chairman of CBS and a dozen key network
executives; President Eisenhower's chief speech writer; the editor of Reader's Digest international
editions; at least six partners of large advertising agencies; and a dozen noted social scientists and
dean of the Columbia Graduate School of Journalism and founder of the Columbia Journalism
Review.
The common experience of wartime psychological warfare work became one step in a process
through which various leaders in the social sciences engaged one another in tacit alliances to promote their
particular interpretations of society. Their wartime experiences contributed substantially to the construction
of a remarkably tight circle of men and women who shared several important conceptions about mass
communication research.
They regarded mass communication as a tool for social management and as a weapon in social
conflict, and they expressed common assumptions concerning the usefulness of quantitative researchparticularly experimental and quasi- experimental effects research, opinion surveys, and quantitative
content analysis as a means of illuminating what communication "is" and improving its application to
social management.
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They also demonstrated common attitudes toward at least some of the ethical questions intrinsic to
performing applied social research on behalf of a government. World War II psychological warfare work
established social networks that opened doors to crucial postwar contacts inside the government, funding
agencies, and professional circles for several decades.
The work of Albert Hadley Cantril (better known as Hadley Cantril), a noted "founding father" of
modem mass communication studies are important. Cantril was associate director of the famous Princeton
Radio Project from 1937 to 1939, a founder and long-time director of Princeton's Office of Public Opinion
Research, and a founder of the Princeton Listening Center, which eventually evolved into the CIAfinanced Foreign Broadcast Information Service. Cantril's work at Princeton is widely recognized as "the
first time that academic social science took survey research seriously, and it was the first attempt to collect
and collate systematically survey findings." Cantril's The Psychology of Radio, written with Gordon
Allport, is often cited as a seminal study in mass communication theory and research, and his surveys of
public opinion in European and Third World countries defined the subfield of international public opinion
studies for more than two decades. Cantril's work during the first decade after World War II focused on
elaborating Lippmann's concept of the stereotyped "pictures in our heads," as Lippmann put it,
through which people are said to deal with the world outside their immediate experience. Cantril
specialized in international surveys intended to determine how factors such as class, nationalism, and
ethnicity affected the stereotypes present in a given population, and how those stereotypes in turn affected
national behaviour in various countries, particularly toward the United States. Cantril's work, while often
revealing the "human face" of disaffected groups, began with the premise that the United States' goals and
actions abroad were fundamentally good for the world at large. If U.S. acts were not viewed in that light by
foreign audiences, the problem was that they had misunderstood our good intentions, not that Western
behaviour might be fundamentally flawed. Cantril's career had been closely bound up with U.S.
intelligence and clandestine psychological operations since at least the late 1930s. The Office of Public
Opinion Research, for example, enjoyed confidential contracts from the Roosevelt administration for
research into U.S. public opinion on the eve of World War 11. Cantril went on to serve as the senior public
opinion specialist of the Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs (an early U.S. intelligence
agency led by Nelson Rockefeller and focusing on Latin America), of the World War II Office of War
Information, and, in a later period, as an adviser to President Eisenhower on the psychological aspects of
foreign policy. During the Kennedy administration, Cantril helped reorganize the U.S. Information
Agency. The psychological aspects of foreign policy is carefully monitored by the US when they have
conflict in any region with their policy. The most notable one being India and Pakistan policy which
keeps changing whenever US needs it. Cantril's first target was a study of the political potential of
"protest" voters in France and Italy, who were regarded as hostile to U.S. foreign Policy. That was
followed by a 1958 tour of the Soviet Union under private, academic cover, to gather information on the
social psychology of the Soviet population and on "mass" relationships with the Soviet elite. Cantril's
report on this topic went directly to then president Eisenhower; its thrust was that treating the Soviets
firmly, but with greater respect -- rather than openly ridiculing them, as had been Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles' practice -- could help improve East-West relations. Later Cantril missions included studies
of Castro's supporters in Cuba and reports on the social psychology of a series of countries that could
serve as a checklist of CIA interventions of the period: Brazil, the Dominican Republic, Egypt, India,
Nigeria, Philippines, Poland, and others.
Recently US upgraded its relationship with India after 2000 just to make sure that when US
increases its presence in Pakistan and Central Asia after 9/11, India will not feel threatened and the
people of India do not have hostile attitude towards US. The hostility of the people towards US is
carefully monitored and changed with the right propaganda world over. From 1975 to 2000 US created an
impression of a tilt towards Pakistan and Islamic cause to make sure that US alliance with the major Arab
countries during the cold war was not jeopardized. An important focus of Cantril's work under the CIA's
contract were surveys of U.S. domestic public opinion on foreign policy and domestic political issues.
There, Cantril introduced an important methodological innovation by breaking out political opinions by
respondents' demographic characteristics and their place on a U.S. ideological spectrum he had devised -- a
forerunner of the political opinion analysis techniques that would revolutionize U.S. election campaigns
during the 1980s.
Center for International Studies (CENIS) at MIT emerged as one of the most important centers of
communication studies midway through the 1950s, and it maintained that role for the remainder of the
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decade. The Ford Foundation's archives make clear, however, that the foundation was at that time
underwriting the costs of the CIA's principal propaganda project aimed at intellectuals, the Congress for
Cultural Freedom, with a grant of $500,000 made at CIA request, and that the Ford Foundation's director,
John McCloy (who will be remembered here for his World War II psychological warfare work), had
established a regular liaison with the CIA for the specific purpose of managing Ford Foundation cover for
CIA projects. The CENIS program generated the large majority of articles on psychological warfare
published by leading academic journals during the second half of the 1950s. The collective titles for the
special issues were "Studies in Political Communications" and "Attitude Research in Modernizing Areas."
The purported dangers to the United States of "modernization" or economic development in the
Third World such as India emerged as the most important theme of CENIS studies in international
communication as the decade of the 1950s drew to a close. Practically without exception, CENIS studies
coincided with those issues and geographic areas regarded as problems by U.S. intelligence agencies:
"agitators" in Indonesia, student radicals in Chile, "change-prone" individuals in Puerto Rico, and the
social impact of economic development in the Middle East. CENIS also studied desegregation of schools
in Little Rock, Arkansas, as an example of "modernization." In these reports, CENIS authors viewed social
change in developing countries principally as a management problem for the United States. Daniel
Lerner contended that "urbanization, industrialization, secularization [and] communications" were elements
of a typology of modernization that could be measured and shaped in order to secure a desirable
outcome from the point of view of the U.S. government such as no hostility towards Americans.
"How can these modernizing societies-in-a-hurry maintain stability?" was the question asked.
In The Passing of Traditional Society and other texts, Lerner contended that public "'participation'
[in power] through opinion is spreading before genuine political and economic participation" in societies in
developing countries. This created a substantial mass of people who were relatively informed through the
mass media, yet who were socially and economically disenfranchised, and thus easily swayed by the
appeals of radical nationalists, Communists, and other "extremists." This was a clear example observed in
India during the 60s and 70s. As in Lippmann's analysis, mass communication played an important role in
the creation of this explosive situation in developing societies such as India and in elite management of it (
as the secular and leftists in India). The experiment on mass communication on India went haywire during
the 90s and after due to conflict of the reality of terrorism and what was being propagated in the media.
Lerner proposed a strategy modeled in large part on the campaign in the Philippines that combined "white"
and "black" propaganda, economic development aid, and U.S.-trained and financed counterinsurgency
operations to manage these problems in a manner that was "responsible" from the point of view of the
industrialized world. The image of responsibility of the western world was emphasized to create the
dependency towards the western and US world. This "development theory," which combined propaganda,
counter- insurgency warfare, and selective economic development of targeted regions, was rapidly
integrated into U.S. psychological warfare practice worldwide as the decade drew to a close. Lerner
himself became a fixture at Pentagon-sponsored conferences on U.S. psychological warfare in the Third
World during the 1960s and 1970s, lecturing widely on the usefulness of social science data for the design
of what has since come to be called U.S. -sponsored low-intensity warfare abroad. In India Naxalites
sponsored by the communists ( who are trained by the US universities) and mass agitation by political
parties and Islamic insurgency in Kashmir are few examples of experimentation on third world.
The Special Operations Research Office's 1962 volume The U.S. Army's Limited-War Mission and
Social Science Research and the well-publicized controversy surrounding Project Camelot show that the
brutal U.S. counterinsurgency wars of the period grew out of earlier psychological warfare projects, and
that their tactics were shaped in important part by the rising school of development theory. Further, the
promises integral to that theory -- namely, that U. S. efforts to control development in the Third World, if
skilfully handled, could benefit the targets of that intervention while simultaneously advancing U.S.
interests -- were often publicized by the USIA, by the Army's mass media, at various academic
conferences, and in other propaganda outlets. In other words, as the government tested in the field the
tactics advocated by Lerner, Pool, and others, the rationalizations offered by these same scholars became
propaganda themes the government promoted to counter opposition to U.S. intervention abroad.
In 1965,Indonesia expressed its intention to elder statesman Ellsworth Bunker that they wished to "'stand
on their own two feet in developing their economy, free from foreign, especially Western influence'. A
National Intelligence Estimate in September 1965 warned that if the efforts of the mass-based PKI 'to
energize and unite the Indonesian nation ... succeeded, Indonesia would provide a powerful example for
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the underdeveloped world and hence a credit to communism and a setback for Western prestige." A US
backed coup ensued, killing close to 1,000,000 people, and installed the brutal dictator General Suharto.
This is the cost, Chomsky highlights, of not aligning with the "master" state.

The Propaganda Model: An Overview
In their 1988 book 'Manufacturing Consent - The Political Economy of the Mass Media', Edward
Herman and Noam Chomsky introduced their 'propaganda model' of the media. The propaganda model
argues that there are 5 classes of 'filters' in society which determine what is 'news'; in other words, what
gets printed in newspapers or broadcast by radio and television. Herman and Chomsky's model also
explains how dissent from the mainstream is given little, or zero, coverage, while governments and big
business gain easy access to the public in order to convey their state-corporate messages - for example,
'free trade is beneficial, 'globalization is unstoppable' and 'our policies are tackling poverty'.
The corporate ownership of the media can - and does - shape editorial content. The sheer size, concentrated
ownership, immense owner wealth, and profit-seeking imperative of the dominant media corporations
could hardly yield any other result.
The media typically comprise large conglomerates - News International, CBS (now merged with
Westinghouse), Turner Broadcasting (now merged with Time-Warner) - which may belong to even larger
parent corporations such as General Electric (owners of NBC). All are tied into the stock market. Wealthy
people sit on the boards of these major corporations, many with extensive personal and business contacts in
other corporations. Herman and Chomsky point out, for instance, that: 'GE [General Electric] and
Westinghouse are both huge, diversified multinational companies heavily involved in the controversial
areas of weapons production and nuclear power.' It is difficult to conceive that press neutrality would not
be compromised in these areas. But more widely, press freedom is limited by the simple fact that the
owners of the media corporations are driven by free market ideology. How likely is it, then, that such
owners would happily allow their own newspaper, radio or TV station to criticize systematically the 'free
market' capitalism which is the source of his material wealth?
The second filter of the propaganda model is advertising. Newspapers have to attract and
maintain a high proportion of advertising in order to cover the costs of production; without it, the price of
any newspaper would be many times what it is now, which would soon spell its demise in the marketplace.
There is fierce competition throughout the media to attract advertisers; a newspaper which gets less
advertising than its competitors is put at a serious disadvantage. Lack of success in raising advertising
revenue was another factor in the demise of 'people's newspapers' in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
It is clear, therefore, that for any publication or commercial radio or TV station to survive, it has to hone
itself into an advertiser-friendly medium. In other words, the media has to be sympathetic to business
interests, such as the travel, automobile and petrochemical industries. Even the threat of withdrawal of
advertising can affect editorial content.
The third of Herman and Chomsky's 5 filters relates to the sourcing of mass media news: 'The mass
media are drawn into a symbiotic relationship with powerful sources of information by economic necessity
and reciprocity of interest.' Even large media corporations such as the BBC cannot afford to place reporters
everywhere. They therefore concentrate their resources where major news stories are likely to happen: the
White House, the Pentagon, No 10 Downing Street, and other centralized news 'terminals'. Although
British newspapers may occasionally object to the 'spin-doctoring' of New Labor, for example, they are in
fact highly dependent upon the pronouncements of 'the Prime Minister's personal spokesperson' for
government-related news. Business corporations and trade organizations are also trusted sources of stories
considered newsworthy. Editors and journalists who offend these powerful news sources, perhaps by
questioning the veracity or bias of the furnished material, can be threatened with the denial of access to
their media life-blood - fresh news.
Robert McChesney, a professor of communications at the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign, points out that 'Professional journalism relies heavily on official sources. Reporters have to
talk to the PM's official spokesperson, the White House press secretary, the business association, the army
general. What those people say is news. Their perspectives are automatically legitimate.' Whereas,
according to McChesney, 'if you talk to prisoners, strikers, the homeless, or protesters, you have to paint
their perspectives as unreliable, or else you've become an advocate and are no longer a "neutral"
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professional journalist.' Such reliance on official sources gives the news an inherently conservative cast
and gives those in power tremendous influence over defining what is or isn't 'news'. McChesney, author of
Rich Media, Poor Democracy, warns: 'This is precisely the opposite of what a functioning democracy
needs, which is a ruthless accounting of the powers that be.'
The fourth filter is 'flak', described by Herman and Chomsky as 'negative responses to a media
statement or [TV or radio] program. It may take the form of letters, telegrams, phone calls, petitions, lawsuits, speeches and Bills before Congress, and other modes of complaint, threat and punitive action'.
Business organizations regularly come together to form flak machines.
One such coalition, the Foundation for Clean Air Progress, is 'in reality a front for transportation, energy,
manufacturing and agricultural groups'. The Foundation was established to challenge the US Clean Air Act
by 'educating' the public about the progress made in air quality over the previous twenty-five years.
The fifth and final news filter that Herman and Chomsky identified was 'anti-communism'.
Manufacturing Consent was written during the Cold War. A more apt version of this filter is the customary
western identification of 'the enemy' or an 'evil dictator' - Colonel Gaddafi, Saddam Hussein, or Slobodan
Milosevic or even Usama Bin Laden. The war on Terror is a result of demonization of Islamic radical
terror over more than 10 years culminating in 9/11 attacks in New York city and Washington DC. That
attack was used worldwide to justify expansion in middle east in Iraq, Central Asia and south asia –
Pakistan/Afghanistan.
The demonization of enemies is useful, essential even, in justifying strategic geopolitical maneuvering and
the defense of corporate interests around the world, while mollifying home-based critics of such behaviour.
The creation of an 'evil empire' of some kind, as in postwar western scare mongering about the 'Soviet
Menace' or earlier talk of the 'Evil Hun', has been a standard device for terrifying the population into
supporting arms production and military adventurism abroad - both major sources of profit for big
business.
This brief description of the propaganda model hardly does justice to the sophisticated and cogent analysis
presented by Herman and Chomsky. The interested reader is urged to consult their book directly. Its
particular relevance here is that it explains how and why the status quo of corporate power is maintained in
modern society, the dominance of the neoliberal agenda of free trade with its automatic rejection of
alternatives, and the emasculation of dissident viewpoints which are variously labeled as 'biased',
'ideological' or 'extreme'.

Non Government Organizations:
Ford Foundation (FF) was set up in 1936 with a slender tax-exempt slice of the Ford empire's
profits, but its activities remained local to the state of Michigan. In 1950, as the US government focused its
attention on battling the 'communist threat', FF was converted into a national and international foundation.

Ford and the CIA:
The fact is that the US Central Intelligence Agency has long operated through a number of
philanthropic foundations; most prominently Ford Foundation. In James Petra’s' words, the Ford-CIA
connection "was a deliberate, conscious joint effort to strengthen US imperial cultural hegemony and to
undermine left-wing political and cultural influence."1 Frances Stonor Saunders, in a recent work on the
period, states that "At times it seemed as if the Ford Foundation was simply an extension of government in
the area of international cultural propaganda. The Foundation had a record of close involvement in covert
actions in Europe, working closely with Marshall Plan and CIA officials on specific projects."2
The FF objective, according to Bissell, was "not so much to defeat the leftist intellectuals in
dialectical combat [sic] as to lure them away from their positions." Thus FF funneled CIA funds to the
Congress for Cultural Freedom (CCF) in the 1950s; one of the CCF's most celebrated activities was the
stellar intellectual journal Encounter. A large number of intellectuals were ready to be so lured. CIA-FF
went so far as to encourage specific artistic trends such as Abstract Expressionism as a counter to art
reflecting social concerns.
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FF Support of "Regional and International Cooperation"
This is an important area of FF activity in India: the sponsorship of institutes, organizations,
seminars, foreign trips, studies, and so on regarding India's relations with other countries, other issues of
strategic affairs, and matters of internal security. Through such grants, the US government helps shape
Indian foreign policy formulation, and helps integrate Indian internal security institutions with US
ones. For example, the New Delhi-based "Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies" is carrying on an
FF-funded "three-year project to study different aspects of security in India... a) non-military
challenges to security, b) challenges to national integration, c) India's security problematic and d)
governance and security. Another recipient of FF funds at the same institute is "a two-year project
to explore alternative paradigms of national security in South Asia."
Ford has chosen to focus on three particularly oppressed sections of Indian society — adivasis,
dalits, and women. All three are potentially important components of a movement for basic change in
Indian society; indeed, some of the most militant struggles in recent years have been waged by these
sections. However, FF takes care to treat the problems of each of these sections as a separate question, to
be solved by special "promotion of rights and opportunities". Since FF's funds are negligible in relation to
the size of the social problems themselves, the benefits of its projects flow to a small vocal layer among
these sections. These are persons who might otherwise have led their fellow adivasis, dalits and women on
the path of "confrontation with the government" in order to bring about basic change, change for all.
Instead special chairs in dalit studies will be funded at various institutions; women will be encouraged to
focus solely on issues such as domestic violence rather than ruling class/State violence; adivasis will be
encouraged to explore their identity at seminars; and things will remain as they are. All the three
component are being prepared for eventual mass movement for destabilizing the social order and the
government when the time is right.
There has been a shaky relationship between India and the Western media. It is partly because the
British Press, which acts as an expert on India affairs. They are still stuck on the glory days of British rule
and Raj, and cannot see anything Indian being good. This cue has been the mantra for all the other news
services of the world. The British press has a monopoly on interpretation of Indian news for the rest of the
world. This makes sure that any news about India mostly negative takes prominence over good news and
sets the trends for the world. For Example a British newspaper had a feature article on India and Indian
economy. But the headline was misleading. It started with saying that Indian economy prospering ….., but
right from the first paragraph it had very little Indian in it. Instead, It sang praise of the Chinese
achievements and compared them to India. The writer was failing to find words to say anything nice about
India. On the other hand China was being praised left and right. Similar sentiments were being echoed in
The Toronto Star and other local newspapers in Canada.
Imagine a poorly educated hardly out of school, British reporter in India offering advice on complex
matters like domestic Cable and TV operation or Indian Railways or finds the Indian Prime Minister
sleeping on the job (Vajpayee is seven years younger than China’s Deng Ping, who held the power till the
last breath and was praiseworthy in British eyes).
India as nation may not have played itself well to the Western Media. It is partly India’s fault.
Starting from the fifties, international reporting is key to the country’s image. India missed to build its
image and this was mainly because the Indian media was controlled by vested interest and the Indian
government has a political philosophy of not being culture savvy. We are in the twenty first century now.
Attitudes have to change. Previously held notions are to be dumped. India has to work harder to change
these attitudes. In return Western Media has to play its role a bit more honestly. There are always going to
be a bunch of bad news stories in a country of the size India is. But like China, good news reporting has to
take precedent over the bad one.

Media Strategy in a new marketplace of Ideas:
While most Indians complain of a media blitz against their country and society, few have given
serious thought to what this means in the longer term. It may be time to realize that in the evolving
information and disinformation driven global order, many small and developing states can virtually
disappear if they fail to understand and control the way in which they are projected.
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Political science is not an exact science; experts can always disagree and outcomes may vary. But it
is important to develop an overall paradigm to understand what is happening. Theoretically speaking, even
if media-targeted states such as India manage to preserve their geographical forms they might still have to
put up with so much external and internal pressure that their sovereignty is effectively eroded.
Iraq may not be a good example as it was physically attacked, but at the same time, it is important to
remember that it was stripped of its legitimacy to "self rule" through a sustained media-led disinformation
campaign. Ironically, the way in which events are unfolding, Iraq might not be able to survive as one
national unit for very long.
Similarly, the dehumanization of the Taliban had been going on for quite some time before the
tragic events of . The terrorist attacks acted as an immediate catalyst but the Taliban, who were out of sync
with reality, had forfeited their right to survival a long time ago. It may be relevant to raise the question: If
India is a "media-targeted" state with disinformation about Hinduism then what are the implications?
It should not be very difficult to appreciate why "media-targeted states" might collapse or
lose control of their destinies. Two things are important: One, in an increasingly integrated global
village the concept of "national sovereignty" dating back to the Treaty of Westphalia has lost much
of its relevance. What happens inside the jurisdiction of a so-called sovereign state is of equal concern to
many others outside its borders - especially those with global interests. Second, owing to the increasingly
integrated and unipolar nature of the world, the US-led cross-Atlantic states and their domestic institutions
have assumed the role of "international regulators".
This piece is not a debate on the morality of whether such "regulators" should exist. It is about the
implications of this development. The power exercised by the media inside these societies, is a direct
outcome of this perceived need for "global regulation".
By providing platforms for various dominant stakeholders, the media has assumed the role of
custodian of collective interest. The destiny of small or developing states has thus become a question of
how legitimate or useful they are in furthering or safeguarding the interests of key players inside these
cross-Atlantic societies.
Small or weak states that fail to earn legitimacy within this functional model are up for
"restructuring" which may take many forms. Creative destruction by war is only one of the options and is
not applicable in India’s case but a revolution or a revolt or a scandal for a regime change has happened in
India.
Emergency and Bofors scandal are examples. In this "information disinformation" driven global order, the
strategic threat to new and developing states like India now lies in the build-up of perceptions of such
things as religion(Hinduism); what reality may underlie the perceptions is of little consequence.
Guns, bombs, bigger bombs and missiles can, at best, play a limited role in countering this strategic
threat. Why? Because these tools provide a semblance of balance in regional situations, and will be of little
use when the legitimacy of a state, its governing elite or key institutions is lost. If blue planet is an integral
whole then "miscreants" with "genetic defects" need to be sorted out by the regulators of the planet. The
"miscreants" or rogue nations will not be identified and paraded by governments, experts, scholars and the
academia but by the financial and managerial interests that control and influence major print and electronic
media outlets.
Individual writers, columnists and correspondents, however important they may appear on the face
of it, are of little consequence. Take a careful look at the stories related to India that appear on the pages
and screens of major US publications and networks, Oxford University Press, University of Berkely Press,
and you will be stunned by the level of contextual uniformity that characterize them.
Individuality is either dead or has learnt to survive by making adjustments to the managerial vision
that issues pay cheques, flight and hotel bills and guarantees access, influence and empowerment in the
"marketplace" of ideas.
This pressure to maintain "contextual uniformity" vis-à-vis India also affects those academics, and
policy wonks in the West who may understand and see things differently but are unable to give expression
to their understanding in a marketplace where all ideas have to fit in a skeletal arrangement. Sound bites
and small attention span rule the media world and they can be manipulated by major powers to change the
opinion of any country or religion. It is obvious that much thinking is needed in this direction and not
necessarily in the form of newspaper articles. However, it is high time that Indians realized that they
need to find ways and means to break the "contextual stranglehold" of "information
disinformation" around India before it is too late. This is very critical for the right wing, indigenous
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culture and social movement which could be targeted by the global media as a fascist movement to
be punished like the Nazis.

Entertainment/Movies:
Movies are a powerful media in India to change people and social structure. The people are
influenced heavily by the portrayal of communities, governments, law enforcement, religion, traditions etc
in the movies. By demonizing these groups the less literate people can be influenced to revolt, dissent and
create general chaos against authority. Angry young man is one of the character created during the 70s as
the dissent increased in the society.
The rise of a new kind of social cinema, in late 60s and 70s was influenced heavily by Bengal. Like
the 1940s and 50s, when New Theatres and its Bengali talent had greatly enriched this country's
filmmaking, this latter day revival too was a Bengali influx. They laid the foundation of a genuine middle
class cinema in Bombay which remained active and profoundly important for several careers.
One of the objectives during the 70s was to project the sub-altern histories of the marginalized
society in so called ‘art’ movies. Some examples such as Ankur, Anand etc focused on middle class and
the tribal people. The real audience for such movies was the academic centers of the west mainly UK and
US to study the marginalized section and create a strategy based on those community. During 1980s the
main aim to influence the movies was to create benign images of Muslims so that the general non-Muslims
of the sub-continent is sympathetic to Muslim history and accept an idea of a Islamic rule. Muslim artists
where given preference and non-Muslims images were denigrated. This subtle image creation is still going
on without any check.
The scriptwriter becomes the most important role in the Hindi movies since the language (Urdu,
Hindi) are maintained and the culture of the moguls and Persians are maintained by the careful application
of motifs. Check the most prolific scriptwriter in Bollywood to get an understanding. The Hindustani
culture and motifs are preserved so that the people are not separated from the centuries old mogul culture.

Chapter 8

WEST (CHRISTIANDOM) AND ISLAMIC CIVILIZATION
The interaction of the Christian west with the Islamic countries and Islam is of profound importance
to future of India, Hindus, Indic traditions and the entire Indian civilization.
The events of September 11 and after have made us aware of another perception—of a religion subdivided
into nations rather than a nation subdivided into religions—and this has induced some of us to think of
ourselves and of our relations with others in ways that had become unfamiliar. The confrontation with a
force that defines itself as Islam has given a new relevance—indeed, urgency—to the theme of the "clash
of civilizations."
The Crusades effectively lasted from around 1095 to 1291, when the last crusader stronghold on the
Palestine fell. They were short in comparison to the 'Reconquista' waged by the Spanish and Portuguese
against the Arabs and Berbers on the Iberian peninsula between 732 and 1492. Or the much more serious
conflict with the Ottoman Empire fought in Eastern Europe from ~1362 to 1922 by the Greeks, Austrians,
Hungarians and various Slavs (Serbs, Russians and Bulgars mostly). Even the colonial era, starting with
Napoleon's landing in Egypt in 1798 was shorter. It can not be described in terms of a clash with
Christianity. French, Dutch and British Colonial administrators usually didn’t dare interfere with religion
for fear of mass uprising. Large parts of the Muslim world, such as the Arabian peninsula and Iran never
experienced European colonial rule. Others like Syria were under European rule for only a relatively brief
period (1920-1946).
In fact the great European colonial powers in the Muslim world were the ones least threatened by
Arab or Turkish power, therefore less concerned with religion, and the most ready to ally with the
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Ottomans against the Austrians and Russians. In fact the French in 1543 permitted the Ottoman fleet to
land in Toulon (which the French evacuated) and occupy it for one year while they reduce Nice, held by
mutual enemy Charles V, Holy Roman Emperor and King of Spain. Roughly four centuries later the
Crimean war was fought with Britain, France and Ottoman Turkey on one side, and Russia on the other. In
fact the Ottoman Empire could have maintained good relations with Britain and France and survived if it
had not attempted to revive itself in the late 19th century with pan-Islamic thought aimed at North Africa,
Egypt and the subcontinent. Unlike India, the residents of most of the Muslim world were not used as a tax
base by the colonial powers. Economic disruption occurred when trade routes to the West shifted, and
when Muslim rulers such as the Khedive of Egypt modernized their armies and governments by borrowing
enormous amounts of money from west, and experienced the equivalent of IMF restructuring under
pressure from their creditors.
The most distressing thing about the West to Muslim fundamentalists is not Christianity, but the
separation of church and state, Western ideas that man does not need religion to provide morality, the
position of women in society, etc. The gulf in thinking between the great powers of the West and the
Muslim world has in fact grown wider as the West has become less religious. It has also grown much,
much wider since the birth of Israel. Turkey's secularization and willingness to accept the existence of
Israel, has allowed for a largely peaceful relationship with the West since 1922.
Quote from Bernard Lewis( expert on Islamic civilization): Not until a comparatively late stage in
history did the idea emerge that there are different civilizations, that these civilizations meet and interact,
and—even more interesting—that a civilization has a life-span: it is born, grows, matures, declines, and
dies. One can perhaps trace that latter idea to the medieval Arab historian-philosopher Ibn Khaldun (13321406), who spoke in precisely those terms, though what he discussed was not civilizations but states—or,
rather, regimes. The concept wasn't really adapted to civilizations until the twentieth century.
Only two civilizations have been defined by religion. Others have had religions but are identified
primarily by region and ethnicity. A consequence of the similarity between Christianity and Islam in
background and approach is the long conflict between the two civilizations they defined. When two
religions met in the Mediterranean area, each claiming to be the recipient of God's final revelation, conflict
was inevitable. The conflict, in fact, was almost continuous: the first Arab-Islamic invasions took Islam by
conquest to the then Christian lands of Syria, Palestine, Egypt, and North Africa, and, for a while, to
Southern Europe; the Tatars took it into Russia and Eastern Europe; and the Turks took it into the Balkans.
To each advance came a Christian rejoinder: the Reconquista in Spain, the Crusades in the Levant, the
throwing off of what the Russians call the Tatar yoke in the history of their country, and, finally, the great
European counterattack into the lands of Islam including the Mogul India, which is usually called
imperialism. Due to this counterattack the Europeans conquered India and discovered the Indic civilization
and Indic philosophy.
During this long period of conflict, of jihad and crusade, of conquest and re-conquest, Christianity
and Islam nevertheless maintained a level of communication, because the two are basically the same kind
of religion. They could argue. They could hold disputations and debates. Even their screams of rage were
mutually intelligible. When Christians and Muslims said to each other, "You are an infidel and you will
burn in hell," each understood exactly what the other meant, because they both meant the same thing.
(Their heavens are differently appointed, but their hells are much the same.) Such assertions and
accusations would have conveyed little or no meaning to a Hindu, a Buddhist, or a Confucian.
India and Indians with its Indic traditions such Hinduism , Buddhism etc. was not aware much
about the dialogue and confrontation between the Islam and Christianity for many centuries until it was
colonized by the Europeans. This has been noted by the west as well as Islamic world and they refer to this
even in this century. They also note that the other civilizations are not politically conscious of their own
government. When the British came to the subcontinent they looked at the Indian Muslims as foreigners in
India different from the native population. When the British who were the winners in conquering both the
Islamic civilization and the Indic civilization left the subcontinent they had developed relationship with
both of them in different ways. There is a order of hierarchy with different religions in the eyes of the
western and Islamic policymakers. For Muslims it is first the ashrafs, the rajput ashraf and then the ajlaf (
local convert). The Hindu – kaffir is below all Muslims. For the British the Muslim ashraf comes first and
then the non Muslims of the sub-continent.
Western interpretation of the Indic philosophy by the end of 19th century created a new
enlightenment in Europe which convinced them that to advance their civilization they need to look at what
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they called Aryan free spirit and identified themselves with the Aryan concept. Earlier to that the western
intellectuals were reading and translating Arabic translation of Greek and Roman history and philosophy.
With adoption of free spirit brought goodwill to the Indic culture and Indian people during the liberal
period of the world history.
The British after the first war created leverage with the Arabs, Shia and Sunni in the Middle East
and developed a special relationship in the region by the Second World War and when their economy
became dependent on the oil wealth. This special relationship with the Arabs and also close relationship
with the ashrafs and Muslims of sub-continent by the 1930-40s defined the Anglo-American relationship
with the non-Muslims (Hindus) of the sub-continent. This resulted in the partition of India to create a
homeland for Muslims. The west became the sponsors of the Islamic countries but became caught up with
communist revolution which was about to engulf the whole world. The west by the late 1980s was
changing to become more religious with the experience in confronting the communists.
The deep relationship between the Ashrafs of the subcontinent and the Anglo-Americans for 150
years was increased after 1979 when Shia Muslims in Iran revolted against the Americans and in 1980
Afghanistan was occupied by the soviet communists. Increasingly after 1980, India and its religions were
more defined by the relationship between the Anglo-Saxons (Christians) and Muslims/ashrafs of the subcontinent ( as unbelievers ). They share the same view of Indian culture (Non-Muslim culture) and
perception of the non-Muslims of the sub-continent. This aspect is not deeply studied by the Indian
intellectuals. After the fall of Soviet Union the relationship with Islam and the west changed when the panIslamic ideology swept through the world with globalization. After the Afghan experiment of using Islamic
fundamentalism as a Cold War weapon the US created a set of modern-day "khalifas" with laissez faire to
use Islam as a tool for social engineering. Pakistan, because of its status as a "frontline state" vis-à-vis
Soviet-occupied Afghanistan, used all the money and weapons that the US and its NATO allies pumped
into it to expand its "sphere of influence" into the Muslim ummah and set about "Talibanising" the tribes of
Afghanistan. Central to this policy was the lebensraum provided to bin Laden's Al Qaeda in Afghanistan.
Saudi Arabian oil wealth and Pakistani military genius were melded under US tutelage to create the Islamic
terrorist echelons that took on the Soviet troops in Afghanistan. When the Soviets withdrew Washington
allowed the fractured structure of tribalism, on which both Saudi and Pakistani societies are constructed, to
be projected as the cornerstone of the Islamic nation-state. The US was comfortable with the fractured
nature of tribalism because it had learned early in its foray into imperialism that it assists the process of
penetration and propagation. With attack during 9/11 in 2001 the relationship between Muslims and the
Anglo Americans is again going through deep adjustment.
The western commentators became aware of the deep aspiration for recognition of the Islamic
civilization and reflected that “Islam was one of the world's great empires' which had 'never
reconciled to the loss of power and dominion”. Muslims have a sense of the world Muslim community
like no other religious population. Among the Muslims of the world, the South Asian Muslims have always
felt ‘outward’ rather than ‘inward’. A pan-Islamic sense has always pervaded their worldview, and
Pakistan, after emerging as a nation-state, had to acknowledge it as a part of its ideology. The
‘transnational’ feeling is integral to the idea of the grand Muslim diaspora after the seventh century. It
emerged from the pattern of the spread of Islam through hijrah (migration) and conversion. During the
days of subjugation to foreign empires, the transnational feeling contributed to the organization of
resistance among local Muslim populations. In India, Muslim existence was deemed a kind of permanent
emergency (dar-ul-harb) and migration was considered an option in the defiance of British Raj.
The last quarter of the last century (20th) increasingly Islam and Christians started looking at the
world as believers( who believe in Semitic religion) and unbelievers( rest of the world). With a population
of 2.5B Christians and 1.2B Muslims the world for the first time in a total population of 6B have more
believers than the unbelievers. There is a new thinking of making the entire world of believers with the
unbelievers as the field of target to be poached by Islam and Christians.
The British strongly supported the Ottoman Turks when they campaigned against the Wahhabis
1811-1818. In fact the young officer they sent to encourage the Pasha to complete his mission was the first
European to travel across the Arabian Peninsula. They supported the Turks against Ibn Saud's expansion in
to al-Hausa in 1911, and continued to support Turkish sovereignty even after he conquered the province in
1913. In 1924 Ibn Saud managed to get his tame ulema to declare the Sharif of Mecca unfit after the latter
tried to claim the Caliphate. He then sent the pronouncement to Muslim communities all over the world.
Sharif was a British ally, but they were in the middle of a spat over signing a treaty. Between that, the
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Wahhabi fatwa, the then unknown 'turning' of the British liaison officer (Jack Philby) assigned to Saud’s
tribe from the India Office, and the ferocity of the Ikhwan, the Hejaz was lost. Iran was a major American
ally in the region for a quarter of century was the pillar of the American strategy in the Persian Gulf. Until
the Carter administration came to power there was very little the Shah was ever denied.
The disintegration of the Ottoman Empire after its defeat at the end of World War I, led to the birth
of the countries we now know as Iraq, Israel, Jordan and Lebanon. After WWI, the colonial powers of
Britain, France, Russia and Greece came to remake the geography and politics of the Modern Middle East.
There were deceptions and betrayals, as politicians tried to integrate the Middle East into their colonial
empires. There were also politicians of the Middle East who were underestimated by the Great Powers, but
in fact were quite adept at playing one Power off another. The Allied powers, through a lack of
understanding of the political dynamics and capabilities of the weak Ottoman Empire, made a series of
mistakes that pushed the Turks into an alliance with the Central Powers. In 1914 British leaders mistakenly
thought that Turkey was finished. The Allied powers began planning for the division of the Ottoman
Empire. Soon after Czarist Russia requested Constantinople, the czarist system itself crumbled with
the October revolution. The revolution may have been funded by the allied powers to limit Russia’s
ambition. The colonial powers carved up and divided the Ottoman Empire between themselves. The Arab
domains of the old Ottoman Empire were partitioned between Britain and France, while England created
Jordan out of desert wilderness.
Mark Sykes, representing the English, and Francois Georges Picot, representing the French, essentially
drew arbitrary boundaries to form countries for their respective nations. Disparate people were flung
together without regard to their different ethnic, social or religious differences, sowing the seeds of future
conflicts. According to Fromkin, the colonial powers were playing the "Great Game," where nations
and people were merely strategic pieces and the Ottoman Empire was the chessboard. The colonial
powers set up puppet regimes, drawing boundaries and imposing rulers while ignoring the wishes of the
people. The result was Arab hatred and distrust of the West that persists to this day.
Fromkin believes the West and the Middle East have misunderstood each other for most of the 20th
century, for reasons that can be traced back to the initiatives of Lord Kitchener, War Minister, during the
early years of WWI. Kitchener mistakenly believed that religion was everything in the Moslem world and
that Mohammedanism was a centralized, authoritarian structure.
Kitchener and his colleagues believed that Islam could be bought, manipulated, or captured by buying,
manipulating, or capturing its religious leadership. They were intrigued by the notion that whoever
controlled the person of the Caliph-Mohammed's successor-controlled Islam. At that time, Britain ruled
over half of the world's Moslems, and the thought of a revolt by all these Moslems was a recurring
nightmare. From the British viewpoint, which is logical as England held and dealt most of the cards in the
endless game of building and maintaining empires among the European powers of Britain, France, Italy
and Greece. Always in the foreground was Britain's fear of losing its land link to India.
When the Ottoman Empire was defeated, the victorious Western powers permitted the Soviet Union
to reassert control over parts of Central Asia --, but is very relevant to the main story in geopolitics.
Peace to End All Peace covers the events leading up to what Fromkin calls the "Settlement of
1922," when the political boundaries and institutions that were to predominate in the Middle East for most
of the next century took shape.

The Regional Shi' a Legacy:
The Shi' a number around 130 million people globally, some 10 percent of the world's 1.3 billion
Muslims. The overwhelming majority of Shi' a (approximately 120 million) live in the area between
Lebanon and Pakistan, where they constitute the majority population in Iran, Iraq, Bahrain, and Azerbaijan;
the single-largest community in Lebanon; and sizeable minorities in various Gulf emirates, Saudi Arabia,
Pakistan, and Afghanistan (as well as in neigh-boring countries such as India and Tajikistan and in East
Africa). In the arc stretching from Pakistan to Lebanon, the number of Shi' a matches that of Sunnis; in the
Gulf region, the Shi' a clearly predominate. Still, sheer numbers have not guaranteed the region's Shi' a
commensurate
political voice. Outside of Iran, Sunnism has long been the face of the greater Middle East, particularly in
defining the Arab political culture. From the marshes of southern Iraq to the ghettoes of Karachi, the Shi' a
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have been the underdogs oppressed and marginalized by Sunni ruling regimes and majority communities.
The Iranian revolution of 1979 initially mobilized the Shi' a identity and emboldened the Shi' a masses to
follow the Iranian lead, flexing their muscles and asserting their rights elsewhere in the region. The Iranian
revolution not only showed the Shi' a path to power but also pro-vided powerful financial, moral, and
organizational support in the Shi' a struggles for rights and representation.
Whereas throughout the 1960s and 1970s the Shi' a had championed secular nationalist causes and
looked to Pan-Arabism or leftist ideologies to bridge the sectarian divide and include them in the political
mainstream, in the 1980s many joined the ranks of distinctly Shi' a political movements. Groups such as
Amal in Lebanon, al-Da'waa al-Islamiya (the Islamic Call) in Iraq, Hizb-i Wahdat (Party of Unity) in
Afghanistan, and Tahrik-i Jafaria (Shi' a Movement) in Pakistan received financial and political support
from Tehran to push for specifically Shi' a agendas. For example, with Tehran's blessing, Pakistani Shi' a
rejected their government's much-publicized Islamic laws of 1979 as "Sunni" and were able to gain
exemption from the laws, which led many more Pakistanis to declare themselves Shi' a. Iran's Ayatollah
Ruhollah Khomeini actively supported Pakistani Shi' a demands, openly threatening Pakistan's Gen. Zia ulHaq that, if his military regime "mistreated [the Shi' a, Khomeini] would deal with Zia as he had dealt with
the Shah."
The Shi`a-Sunni competition for power is not just the single greatest determinant of stability in
post-Saddam Iraq. The sectarian struggle will have the single greatest influence on the future of peace and
stability from South Asia to the Levant. India with its relationship with Shia Iran will have the long term
effect due to Shia Sunni political supremacy in the Middle east in the 21st century.
In India and Pakistan, Sunni ulama (clerical leaders) took Khomeini head on, branding his vitriol
against the House of Saud in the 1980s as fitna (illegitimate rebellion and sowing of disunity) against the
Muslim community. Khomeini's challenge to the Saudi regime was depicted as a Shi' a rebellion against
Sunni authority, evoking the legacy of Shi' a rebellions against the Umayyad and Abbasid caliphates in
early Islamic history that had ensured Sunni domination of centers of religious and political power in the
Muslim world .

Iraq will be the first Arab country to become openly SHIA
The occupation of Iraq in 2003 went hand in hand with a Shi' a cultural revival in that country. The
celebration of Arbaeen (the commemoration of the 40th day after martyrdom of the Shi' a Imam Husayn
[d. 680]) in Karbala in May 2003 by some two million Shi' a early on attested to the fact that Iraq was now
a Shi' a country. The growing prominence of the Shi' a in Iraq, visible in the composition of the Iraqi
Governing Council and later confirmed by the veto power that Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani has attained over its
proceedings, has only further underscored this sea change.
Shi' a attempts to attain greater power in South Asia eventually failed. Sectarian forces tied to the
Pakistani military and equipped with fatwas from Wahhabi ulama in Saudi Arabia and their allies in
Afghanistan, India, and Pakistan engaged in systematic bombing of Shi' a mosques and assassination of
Shi' a community leaders, government officials, and religious figures, especially in Pakistan throughout the
1990s.
Throughout the 1980s and the 1990s, Wahhabi ulama issued fatwas declaring the Shi' a as rafidis
(those who reject the truth of Islam), or infidels. Muslim Brotherhood activists in the Arab world and
Deobandi ulama in India and Pakistan who are close to Wahhabi groups in Saudi Arabia have reiterated
these opinions, justifying violence against the Shi' a.
Elsewhere, Saudi Arabia pursued its strategy of containing Shi' ism by working closely with
Wahhabi ulama to build a network of seminaries, mosques, educational institutions, preachers, activists,
writers, journalists, and academics that would articulate and emphasize Sunni identity, push that identity
throughout the greater Middle East in the direction of Wahhabism and militancy, draw a clear wedge
between Sunni and Shi' a Islam, and eliminate Iran's ideological influence. As one observer remarked of
the pattern of
funding for militant Sunni madrasas in Pakistan in the 1980s, "If you look at where the most madrasas
were constructed, you will realize that they form a wall blocking Iran off from Pakistan." Saudi Arabia's
aim here is to stretch that Sunni wall from Pakistan north through Afghanistan and into Central
Asia.
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This was also articulated by Zia with his greater Pakistan vision with Afghanistan and central Asia making
a super Sunni state in the future. The long term goal was to reduce the political power of Shia Islam in the
gulf so that there is no threat to the Sunni control oil reserves in KSA and GCC countries.
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Chapter 9

REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS
Despite these early gains, the Iranian revolution only briefly threatened Sunni dominance in the
region. It did more to cast Shi' ism as a revolutionary anti-Western force at the center of the resurgent
politics of Islam than as the vehicle for the empowerment of Shi' a communities. Revolutionary Iran failed
to alter the balance of power between the Shi' a and Sunnis across the region and ultimately gave up trying
to do so. By the end of the 1980s, with the exception of Hizballah in Lebanon, all other Iranian-backed Shi'
a political
drives for power in the Gulf, Afghanistan, and Pakistan had come to naught, while Iran's military drive to
unseat Saddam Hussein's regime had ended in defeat. Sunni domination of the region had survived the
challenge of the Iranian revolution. But it did effect the security of India since Pakistan was helped by the
US to strengthen its military to ward of potential threat from a Shia power.
The rise of Sunni consciousness and its sectarian posturing after the Iranian revolution was central
to containing Khomeini's threat in the greater Middle East and beyond. Sunni identity served as the
bulwark against the Islamists challenge that was then associated with Shi' a Iran and imbued ruling regimes
with religious legitimacy. Since the 1980s, governments from Nigeria to Indonesia and Malaysia have
relied on Sunni identity to draw a clear wedge between Sunni and Shi' a Islam, equating the former with
"true" Is-lam and their governments as its defenders and branding the latter as obscurantist extremism.
They dismissed Khomeini as Shi' a rather than an Islamic leader, and characterized their own Islamic
opponents as Shi' a to reduce their appeal.
Shi' a attempts to attain greater power in South Asia eventually failed. Sectarian forces tied to the
Pakistani military and equipped with fatwas from Wahhabi ulama in Saudi Arabia and their allies in
Afghanistan, India, and Pakistan engaged in systematic bombing of Shi' a mosques and assassination of
Shi' a community leaders, government officials, and religious figures, especially in Pakistan throughout the
1990s. In the latest incident in March 2004, 43 Shi' a were killed in Quetta while commemorating Ashura
on the same day as 143 Shi' a died in Baghdad and Karbala. The Taliban, whose ideas were shaped in
seminaries that received funding from Saudi Arabia, reflected Wahhabi views; and trained Pakistani Sunni
militants followed a similar policy in Afghanistan, massacring the Shi' a in Mazar-i Sharif in 1997 and in
Bamiyan in 1998 and forcing thousands of others to migrate to Iran and Pakistan .
The Sunni assault on Shi' ism is directly supported by Saudi Arabia, Wahhabism, and the network
of terror that Wahhabism has spawned, especially in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Wahhabism is a puritanical
school of Sunnism that upholds a strident and narrow interpretation of Islam, viewing all those who do not
subscribe to its views, and especially the Shi' a, as infidels. Since the 1970s, when Saudi Arabia benefited
from the rise in the price of oil, Wahhabi religious leaders have exported their views of Islam by
supporting various Islamic organizations and activities across the Muslim world. Their influence became
particularly prominent in South Asia as Saudi funding supported the Afghan resistance to Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan, which produced the infrastructure for the network of Sunni militants that has
been active in Taliban, Al Qaeda, and Pakistani jihadi groups.
The Shi' a revival in Iraq after 2003 may well lead to other regime changes in the region. The Shi' a
are more likely to react positively to democracy than the Sunnis.
The Shi' a cultural revival in Iraq has broad implications not only for the future political
development of Iraq but also for future sectarian developments in the greater Middle East, tipping the
balance of power in favor of the Shi' a. In the first 25 years of the new century Shia Islam may change the
balance of power in the middle east and make the Sunni political power weak and subservient. This may
make the global geo-political power undergo tectonic shift with implication throughout the world.
Organizational and religious ties between Shi' a seminaries in Iran and in Iraq are only the most
evident link in the network of ayatollahs and their representatives, organizations, and seminaries stretching
from Lucknow, India, to Zanzibar, Tanzania, to Dearborn, Michigan. The opening of Iraq and gradual
changes in Iran will strengthen the linkages centered in Qum and Najaf, as the winds of change in the
region promised by the campaign in Iraq more tightly connect disparate Shi' a communities and their
institutions.
The triumphal trip of Iran's President Mohammad Khatami to Lebanon shortly after the fall of Baghdad
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was designed to underscore the importance of these ties, which also became evident with the presence of
some 100,000 Iranian pilgrims in Karbala for the early March Ashura commemoration.
Also a clear signal of the growing prominence of Shi' ism throughout the Middle East after regime change
in Iraq was the convention of Saudi ulama that Crown Prince Abdullah called in the summer of 2003 to
search for common ground between the Wahhabi and Shi' a religious leaders in the kingdom. In the
coming years, less encumbered by the rigid bound-arise of nationalisms, ideologies, and authoritarian
regimes, Shi' ism is likely to have the opportunity more than ever before in recent history to once again
become a regional force.

Wahab
Osama bin Laden, Taliban chief Mullah Mohammed Omar and the chief suspect in Daniel Pearl's
murder, Omar Sayeed, are all followers of Mohammed Abdul Al Wahab, the 18th century fundamentalist
mullah (cleric) in present day Saudi Arabia. His view was that since the time of Prophet Mohammed, the
followers of the faith have strayed from his teachings, hence, they have to be brought back to what Prophet
Mohammed said in Quran.The influence of Wahab's word spread in Saudi Arabia during his lifetime. But
the Ottoman rulers of Arabia at that time, who were originally the Central Asian Turks and Sunnis, didn't
encourage him. Wahabis have spent the last 300 years waiting for an opportune time to gain political
influence. The opportunity came during WWI, when Britain, looking for local support within Arabia,
Jordan and Iraq for war against Ottomans, found two competing princes for power in Arabia. They had to
choose one for their backing. Prince Ibn Rashid lorded over an area of Arabia (close to present day Iraq)
and Prince Emir Faisal commanded influence in the western end of the desert. They spent their lives as
Bedouin nomads; hence, Ottoman found it difficult to catch them. Dissatisfied with Rashid, the British sent
a second mission, lead by T E Lawrence (popularly called Lawrence of Arabia), to get a feel of Prince
Faisal's views. Lawrence found Prince Faisal a valuable ally, worthy of British military and technical aid.
This alliance resulted in a series of victories for Lawrence and Faisal and a complete rout of the Ottomans
in West Asia. Thereafter, Iraq, Syria, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia were born (after a long difficult Paris
conference in 1919).
Prince Faisal, to broaden his support, aligned with the Wahabi mullahs of the Arab peninsula. Due
to this, the Wahabis gained influence within the ruling circles of King Faisal and became an interpreter of
the Islamic ideology in Arabia. King Faisal's successors not only maintained this alliance, but also, with the
arrival of petro-dollars, enhanced it by giving money to build and maintain Muslim holy sites. This
increased the mullah influence manifold. Extra petro-dollars at mullah's disposal gave them ideas of
exerting influence outside Arabia. From 1973-2001 coinciding with the Islamic force of history, the price
of oil scaled new heights. This resulted in an increased flow of money to the Muslim world. All maulavis
and mullahs underwent Wahabi training in religious schools in Saudi Arabia under the pretext of Hajj
pilgrimage. Care was taken not to indulge in political propaganda to alarm the home country Government.
The latter was left for the mullahs and teachers to undertake after their return. With the Soviet invasion on
Afghanistan, the Saudis involved themselves in the first war of the 20th century against the 'infidel'.
Encouragement came from the US. An open call was given to Muslims from around the world to come to
Afghans' rescue. The military hardware was facilitated by the US through Pakistan. Saudis indoctrinated
and recruited them through their mosques and madrassahs. Wahabis are concentrated in the Arabian
peninsula, Pakistan, Afghanistan and Indonesia. They also live in Sudan and Gulf countries.
General Zia-ul-Haq was the first convert to Wahhabism in Pakistan. After the defeat of the Punjabi
army in 1971, The Pakistan army and Punjabis lost favor with the Americans and the Muslim world at
large. To revive Pakistan and gain influence Zia cultivated the Saudis who had already had alliance with
the powerful American Bush family. Zia plan was able to establish Saudi alliance and gain influence with
the American and western powers and regain the lost influence of Pakistan and its army.
Zia imported the Wahabi philosophy in the 1980s to drive the Soviets out of Afghanistan. His other
motive was to drive India out of Kashmir under the pretext of a freedom struggle. Zia aligned himself with
local mullahs and invited Saudi aid to build madrassahs and other religious infrastructure. The famous
Binori madrassahs in Karachi has been built with Saudi aid. It boasts of having Osama bin Laden and
Daniel Pearl's murderers as its graduates. Zia recruited madrassa graduates into the Army. Army officers
were promoted on the basis of their religious beliefs. He hoped that Pakistani Army would become
'defenders of the faith'. To ensure that his successors are Wahabi, Zia ensured that bright young Army
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officers are posted in Saudi Arabia in a Pakistani-sponsored Army mission in the '80s. The current crops of
senior Army officers in Pakistan are all Wahabis. After WW-II, Wahabis were thankful to the West for
helping them in exploring and exploiting its oil wealth. The problem started with the Israel-Palestinian
conflict. It galvanized the mullahs, who began preaching anti-Semitism, anti-west and anti-infidel message.
Oil revenues had enriched the Saudi Arabian society. This encouraged people to travel to the West and
acquire modern amenities. This hurt their moral values at the expense of Islamic teachings. Arrival of large
number of workers from the West to exploit the oil wealth and build cities exasperated an already critical
mullah. The Afghan war and preaching of jihad against the Soviets further offered opportunity to Wahabi
mullahs to take on a political stance more boldly. The Gulf War I resulted in a significant presence of
American and British on the Arabian soil. Saudi Arabian mullahs considered their presence as an
occupation of their sacred soil. They plotted to get rid of Americans and gain complete independence from
the West's economic hold.

Following is the timeline of Interaction of the West with Islamic civilization:
Only recent history is considered since the rise of the west.
1453 Ottoman Turks capture Constantinople and bring the Byzantine Empire to an end.
1492 Christians capture Granada, capital of last of the Muslim states in Spain.
1517 Ottoman Turks conquer Syria and Egypt and end Mamluk Sultanate.
1520-66 Reign of Sultan Suleiman "the Magnificent"; Ottoman rule extended along the coast of North
Africa;
by the end of the 16th century, the Ottoman Empire included present-day Romania, Bulgaria,
Greece,
Cyprus, Albania, Yugoslavia and parts of Hungary and the Ukraine.
1639 Ottomans take Iraq (from Persia).
First Arabic dept est. in Oxford and Cambridge
1683 - Siege of Vienna - Turks are turned back and henceforth the Ottoman threat to Europe ebbs.
1798 Napoleon Bonaparte launches an Egyptian expedition and brings Egypt under French rule.
1805 The Ottomans appoint an Albanian officer, Mohammed Ali, as viceroy or pasha of Egypt; he finally
breaks the power of the Mamluks.
1820 Britain signs treaty with Gulf sheikhs to protect its shipping.
1830 France begins the conquest of Algeria.
1834 British establish steamship service to India via Suez. (This is why annexing Aden soon after was
vital)
1839 The British take the port of Aden.
1869 Suez Canal opened (A joint Egyptian/French concern)
1882 British captured Suez Canal and assumed sole control.
1912 Morocco becomes a French protectorate; Arab Nationalism and opposition to Ottoman rule begin to
develop.
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1914 Ottoman Empire enters World War One as an ally of Germany.
1916 Arab revolt against the Ottomans in Hijaz; Sheriff Hussein of Mecca had agreed to enter World War
One
on the side of the Allies, in return for British promises of independence of what is now Syria,
Palestine/Israel, Jordan, Iraq and the Arabian Peninsula; Britain signs a secret pact (the Sykes-Picot
Agreement) with France dividing the Arab regions of the Ottoman Empire between them.

1917 The British oust the Ottomans from Jerusalem and Baghdad; in the Balfour Declaration, Britain
declares
its support for the establishment of a 'national home for the Jewish people' in Palestine. The
unwritten
agreement between the British and the Arabs is to create a Muslim homeland in the Indian subcontinent.
The creation of Pakistan is owed to several reasons, the most of dominant of which was the
"leverage"
the Brits wanted to enjoy in this part of the world for the protection of its interests in the Middle East
(with the discovery of oil), and also the stopping of the spread of the Russian empire to the warm
waters
of India. The Brits knew very well that free India wouldn't be subservient to their interests and only a
client state that owed its existence to British munificence would be pliable. They exploited the natural
divisions between the Hindus and Muslims which had been assiduously sharpened from Curzon
onwards, initially for other reasons. Jinnah, being highly egoistic and also quite Anglicized, came
very
handy for the Brits. He, in turn, had the support of the likes of Liaqat Ali, Suhrawardy, Allama Iqbal
et
al for various different reasons. That is why Pakistan is not a state founded on any ideology, all the
boasting
of Nazaria-e-Pakistan notwithstanding. That was also the reason why Pakistan has for its most part
been
unable to take independent foreign policies and allowed itself to be trampled upon by the US, UK and
China.
1918 End of Ottoman rule in Arab lands.
1920 The League of Nations awards mandates for Syria and Lebanon to France and for Palestine,
Transjordan
and Iraq to Britain.
1926 Having conquered Hijaz, Ibn Saud proclaims himself its king.
1932 Iraq becomes independent; Ibn Saud proclaims kingdom of Saudi Arabia.
1934 Independence of North Yemen recognized.
1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty ends British occupation except in Suez Canal zone.
1946 Syria becomes an independent republic; Britain recognizes the independence of Transjordan.
1948 End of British mandate in Palestine; Israel is established; first Arab-Israeli war. 750,000 Palestinians
become refugees
1951 Libya becomes an independent kingdom.
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1952 Military coup in Cairo; King Farouk abdicates; King Hussein takes over in Jordan.
1953 Egypt becomes a republic.
1956 Suez canal – Egypt takes over the canal – US President Eisenhower was understandably enraged by
the
1957 Anglo-French attack on Egypt and forced UK to call it off. The French drew the conclusion that they
could not trust the Americans ever again; UK concluded that they must never again allow themselves
to be parted from US on an important issue. That has been the governing axiom of British foreign
policy under every prime minister since 1956, with the sole exception of Edward Heath.
1958 Formation of United Arab Republic by Egypt and Syria; civil war in Lebanon; Iraq proclaimed a
republic
following revolution and shortly after leaves Baghdad Pact.
1961 Kuwait becomes independent; Syria secedes from the United Arab Republic.
1971 Britain leaves the Gulf. United Arab Emirates (UAE), Qatar and Bahrain become independent.
1973 Arab-Israeli war of Ramadan/Yom Kippur. Oil Embargo by OPEC in retaliation for loosing the war
British spy chiefs secretly warned that the US would be prepared to invade Saudi Arabia and Kuwait
to
seize their oilfields following the 1973 Arab-Israeli war, it was disclosed on Wednesday. Files
released
to the British National Archives under the 30-year rule for classified documents show the
intelligence
agencies believed the US was ready to take military action to prevent further disruption to oil
supplies.
It followed the decision in October 1973 by the Arab nations to slash oil production, and send prices
rocketing, while imposing a complete embargo on the Americans over their support for Israel .
But the US and turned it around and forged deeper alliance with the Saudi rulers.
1974 Arab summit recognizes PLO as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people
1970s Ascendancy of Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
1970s Ascendancy of Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and coming together of Wahhabi and Deobandi school.

The western worldview of Islam stems from its intimate knowledge gained in battle with Islam over
many centuries including driving Islam back from the frontiers of Europe. Subsequently, Western
civilization conquered the very heartland of Islam and created nation states in that area, with rulers
beholden to them. This interaction over decades has produced a civilizational knowledge of Islam, that it
need not be monolithic, that it does contain nationalistic/ethnic sub forces and that these fault lines can be
exploited by the West to contain it. Western strategy to this day is based on this worldview. The west was
able to create a intellectual tradition starting from 1600 about Islam and were able to change the perception
of the Muslims in their worldview and made the Muslim intellectuals subservient to the western intellectual
traditions.

Pan Arabism and Pan Islamism
Colonial borders are artificial (which political borders are not?), but they are not arbitrary. Middle Eastern
realities lurk behind them. In a valuable essay published a decade ago, Iliya Harik repudiated the notion
that today's Arab states are "new":
Fifteen of the contemporary Arab states are the product of indigenous and regional forces mostly
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unrelated to European colonialism and in most cases predate it. These old states have within themselves the
sources of their own legitimacy. The better historians and social scientists from the Middle East have
reached similar verdicts over the last two decades;
What Karsh has omitted is how the Western powers floated various pan-Arab and pan-Islamic
schemes that they thought would serve their own interests. In particular, Britain and America, the dominant
powers in the Middle East in the twentieth century, have been repeat offenders.
Great Britain: Pan-Arabism received direct endorsement from a long line of British diplomats and
pundits. In 1931, the historian Arnold Toynbee accused Britain and France of dividing the "Arab domain"
by "artificial and arbitrary frontiers," in a partition "imposed on [the Arabs] against their will." Another
enthusiast of pan-Arabism was Sir Walter ("Smartie") Smart, Oriental counselor at the British Embassy in
Cairo, who in 1931 denounced "the splitting up into numerous unpractical states of lands ethnically,
linguistically, economically one." Freya Stark, who organized British propaganda in Cairo and Baghdad
during World War II, wrote upon the outbreak the war:

“For years I have been unable to see why our government should not take
every public opportunity to give a blessing to the pan-Arab cry. What are they
frightened of?”
These would-be experts finally persuaded their government that the Arab masses really did want panArabism, and that Britain should be seen to support it. Thus did backing for pan-Arabism become
British policy during World War II. In 1941, Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden called it "natural and
right that the cultural and economic ties between the Arab countries and the political ties, too, should be
strengthened." The British cabinet approved his recommendation for "public support of the idea of Arab
federation." The Chatham House Cairo Group, a think squad established to propose post-war options for
British policy, rebuked those who treated Iraq and Egypt, for example, "as individual nation-states whose
connection with their Arabic-speaking neighbors was sentimental rather than actual." To do so was "not to
take the Arabs seriously," at a time when "there is a great and growing desire for unity" in the "Arabicspeaking core." In 1945, when the Arab League was born (through British midwifery), Sir Edward Spears,
a much-esteemed expert on Arab matters, rose in the House of Commons to make this declaration:
The movement towards Arab unity is like a great natural force, the flow of a river to the sea. It can
be slowed down, diverted or impeded, but in course of time it will reach its objective.
Needless to say, the river turned out to be a desert wadi, subject (as in 1948 and 1956) to destructive
flash floods—and no more. The rushing waters of pan-Arab sentiment sustained no lasting Arab union, but
they sufficed to destroy Britain's position in the Middle East, especially after the Arab League fell into the
hands of Gamal Abdel Nasser. Eden's good deed did not go unpunished.
United States: American policy has promoted a brand of pan-Islam more than pan-Arabism. The original
idea at the outbreak of the cold war was to leverage Islam against international communism; Saudi Arabia
provided the lever. In this pursuit, the United States endorsed the most extravagant Saudi claims to Islamic
primacy.
William Eddy, first American ambassador to Saudi Arabia, set the tone in his description of the
1945 meeting between President Roosevelt and King Ibn Saud on the Great Bitter Lake:

”The guardian of the holy places of Islam, and the nearest we have to a successor to the
caliphs, the defender of the Muslim faith and of the holy cities of three hundred million people,
cemented a friendship with the head of a great Western and Christian nation. The meeting marks
the high point of Muslim alliance with the West.”
In 1956, President Eisenhower asked the State Department whether King Saud (Ibn Saud's
successor) could be made into a pillar of a wider American influence. Eisenhower noted that:
The Saudi Arabians are considered to be the most deeply religious of all the Arab groups.
Consequently, the king could be built up, possibly, as a spiritual leader. Once this were
accomplished, we might begin to urge his right to political leadership.
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The profligate Saud disappointed the Americans, but his successor, King Faisal, soon emerged as
just that pan-Islamic "spiritual leader" the United States wanted on its side. Saudi Arabia's panIslamic juggernaut of the 1960s and 1970s set the stage for the joint Saudi-American promotion of
the most successful pan-Islamic venture of modern times: the jihad against the Soviets in
Afghanistan. The United States pumped arms and money across Afghan frontiers into radical pan-Islamic
groups. Future historians may reckon this to have been a brilliant idea, and a strong case can be made that
it was, for it materially contributed to the collapse of the Soviet Union. In the meantime, however,
Americans, Saudis, and other peaceable peoples have to cope with the post-jihad backwash of the
Taliban, "Afghan Arabs," Usama bin Laden, and terrorism from the Philippines to New York City.
Karsh is absolutely right: "pan-" ideas in the Middle East have been a source of chronic instability
and conflict. What a pity they have so often enjoyed the encouragement of Britain and the United States. Is
it too much to hope that these latter have learned from past mistakes?
A book written By Kramer reveals all the various policies of the west towards Middle east.
Ivory Towers on Sand: The Failure of Middle Eastern Studies in America
by Martin Kramer
Martin Kramer's monograph had its genesis before September 11, but its opportune arrival directly
raises the question of how 2,600 specialist academics from 125 American universities and colleges had
practically nothing to say - except after September 11 - about Bin Laden?
Kramer's monograph answers this question by placing it in the context of the ideological
transformation of Middle Eastern studies since the Second World War.
As Kramer shows, the field was originally an antiquarian and linguistic guild that after the
Second World War became highly politicized, dominated by sociologists and political scientists, and
by 1966, embodied in the Middle East Studies Association of North America (MESA).
Kramer demonstrates that Middle Eastern studies has been characterized by political
advocacy of Arab nationalism that specialists view as a beneficent force in a Middle East which they
hold to be a region of burgeoning modernization.
Kramer's does not encompass a detailed etiology of these ideas (which can be traced in large part to
the Englishmen Arnold Toynbee and Sir Hamilton Gibbs) but explains well the effects of these notions.
Kramer indicates how the discipline suffered a crisis of confidence in the late 1970s, which
spawned the "triumph" of Edward Said's seminal work, Orientalism (1978). Said's work, as Kramer shows,
was a pungent critique of Western scholarship, producing a new discipline called post-colonialism, which
regarded all previous Western scholarship as a tool of Western dominance which deprived Middle Eastern
societies of their own narrative, fostered racist assumptions and stimulated discriminatory practices. This
new orthodoxy now accused "Zionists" like Bernard Lewis, and even Arab nationalist champion Gibbs
himself, of committing this alleged heresy.
But as Kramer ably shows, the new orthodoxy has not stood the test of time, with MESA
failing to accurately predict Middle Eastern developments. The progressive forces expected to
overthrow oppressive American Cold War arrangements, as Kramer shows, never materialized.
Instead we got the decidedly non-secular, revivalist Islam offered to Muslims with Iran's fall to
Khomeini in 1979.
After 1970 there was a big push for the start of the Islamic force of History backed by oil money
and a media controlled by the west in support of the Islamic revival. The British moved away from the
Middle East and US became the principle power in the Middle East. US and particularly the Bush family
built new alliance with the Saudi Abdullah family in 1974 when the Pakistani Punjabis were defeated in
the eyes of the Muslims in 1971 war. This joint initiative was to create a subordinate structure of West and
Islam to take the rest of the world. According to Lee Kaplan, Saudis have pumped massive funds into
leading educational institutions as part of a concerted plan to turn American academia against Israel and in
favor of their vision of a global Muslim state in which Jews, Christians and other infidels will have
subordinate status to the followers of Islam (FrontPage Magazine 5 April 2004).
Wahhabism is rabidly anti-West and scorns religious tolerance and human rights. Western attempts
to promote democratic reforms in the House of Saud are seen as an insult to Islam; hence Saudi royals have
waged a genteel jihad through ideas (i.e., paid the intellectual pipers of the West), even while financing Al
Qaeda and Palestinian radicals. The US Senate Judiciary Committee recently found that the Saudi kingdom
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controlled most Muslim bodies in the country, paying 80% of the mortgages on mosques. In just three
decades, the Saudi royal family has donated over US $70 billion to indoctrinate worldwide
institutions against the West and Israel. American academics naturally deny the funds have strings
attached, yet it seems reasonable to ask, as Kaplan does, why a theocratic regime with 30% to 50% of its
population illiterate, would take more interest in the US educational system than in its own.
Saudi gifts to American institutions are mind-boggling. King Fahd donated US $20 million to
establish the Middle East Studies Center at the University of Arkansas. Two Saudi financiers of Al Qaeda
gave US $5 million to UC Berkeley’s Center For Middle East Studies. Then, Harvard got US $2.5 million;
Georgetown US $8.1 million, including a $500,000 scholarship in the name of President Bush; Cornell US
$11 million; MIT US $5 million; Texas A&M US $1.5 million and Princeton US $1 million. Rutgers
received US $5 million to endow a chair, as did Columbia. Several other universities also received Saudi
largesse. It is not difficult to see how this translates into mind control. But this was a negotiated
agreement between the US and the Saudi authorities after 1975 so that Islamic force of history will
prevail between Morocco to Indonesia. American conservatives point out that by funding Middle East
Studies Centers and endowed chairs on campuses across the country, the Saudis were able to determine the
curriculum taught to American students about the situation in the Middle East. This curriculum is antiWest, anti-Christian, anti-Jew, and moulds students to hate Israel and to hate America as an “imperialist”
or “racist” nation.
What has particularly upset conservatives is that while these departments are created by Saudi money, they
also receive matching State funds through a Cold War provision known as Title VI. After 11 September
2002, Title VI funded an additional 118 Middle East Resource Centers at US colleges and universities to
teach Arabic and promote security analysis. But rather than serving the needs of the military and
intelligence services, most departments permitted students the luxury of low standards of Arabic and
focused on research articles serving the cause of jihad. Title VI money not only pays the salaries of
academics advancing Saudi interests, but also supports activists whose reach extends beyond the campuses.
The combined funding for Middle East centers provides stipends, scholarships and fellowships to Gulf
students, thus supporting their work as activists.

Recent History of Saudi Arabia:
Ibn Saud, the founder of Saudi Arabia, was a brigand before he was encouraged by the British to
take leadership against the Ottoman Empire. Long before he became King (1932), the English monarch
knighted him and bestowed upon him the Order of the Bath--the highest honor accorded to non-royalty. In
the 1920s, the English helped arm Ibn Saud as his Ikhwan ("brothers") took inspiration from the fanatical
Wahhabism (a branch of Sunni Islam developed in the 18th Century by the Ibn Saud family's patron saint
Sheikh Muhammad Ibn Abdul Wahhabi) and executed not less than 400,000 people in a land of only 4
million to take hold of the Arabian peninsula. The other coincidence with the Indian independence
movement after 1920 is the rise of the Muslim league and movement for a separate homeland for Muslims
of the sub-continent. Iqbal and Jinnah were in sync with the larger Islamic movement in the middle east
which resulted in creation of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The writing of Iqbal will tell about the larger
dream of the Indian Muslims (after 1930) to find space in the larger world of the Muslims in the middle
east and chart a new legacy for the Muslims after the fall of the Ottoman empire. The fall of Ottoman
empire was assuaged by the British with support for the creation of the Saud Kingdom and support to
various small countries such as Iraq, Jordan etc. The Islamic world and its various intellectual space have
been under study by the British from the 1600s which finally led to a grand plan in 1910s with the breakup
of the Ottoman empire.
Oil, the liquid gold, was only discovered in large quantities once Ibn Saud named the country after
himself and took sole title to it. Afraid of a rebellion from below and eager for funds to lavish pleasure on
his 7,000 member royal family, Ibn Saud signed treaties with U.S.-English oil firms and began a
relationship that continues to this day--the Saudis act as rentiers of a reservoir that holds a quarter of the
world's oil; they control production so that the price of oil does not rise to Europe-U.S.'s disadvantage; they
use any means to thwart a challenge to their domination, this in order to protect the passage of oil. Even as
people of color actually sit on the oil, the sovereignty of the masses is curtailed by the mendacious
arrangement made by white supremacy and its dusky franchise, here the Ibn Saud family.
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In January 1957, Ibn Saud, son of the original emit, traveled to Washington, D.C., to meet with U.S.
President Eisenhower and they produced-a declaration-known as the Eisenhower Doctrine (to protect
Saudi Arabia as if it were part of the USA). Even as Eisenhower found Ibn Saud personally unfit for
leadership, he accepted that this substandard leader was the stuff that allowed the oil to travel untrammeled
by nationalists like Gamel Abdul Nasser of Egypt. Nasser had introduced the world to the doctrine of PanArabism, as he called upon the Arabs to reject neocolonialism and take shelter in a radical socialist agenda
that included the use of their resources toward the development of their lands. In 1956, Nasser nationalized
the crucial Suez Canal (through which all ship traffic from Asia-Europe passed); in response, the EnglishFrench invaded the Suez. But Nasserism seemed to be on the rise, and the U.S. was terrified when the
people of Riyadh (Saudi Arabia) received him as a hero in 1956. "Arab Oil For the Arab People," said
Nasser, and he not only scared the U.S. government (who invaded Lebanon in 1958), but also local
potentates (such as the heads of Iraq and Lebanon) who, in the words of the scholar Fouad Ajami "reign,
but do not rule."
The Muslim Brotherhood began as a social-reform and religious-revival movement in the 1920s in
Egypt. It resisted British domination and evolved into a sometimes-violent organization. Brutally repressed
in Egypt, its members scattered throughout the Middle East in the 1950s and 1960s, spreading their
influence. Some attended graduate schools in the U.S. and helped start the Muslim Student Association in
1963, as well as other Muslim social and financial groups. Today, the Brotherhood remains an active,
controversial organization working within the political systems of some Arab countries. Its violent
offshoots include the faction that assassinated Egyptian President Anwar Sadat in 1981 and the Palestinian
terrorist organizations Hamas and Islamic Jihad. Another outgrowth of the Brotherhood, Egyptian Islamic
Jihad, is led by Osama bin Laden's top lieutenant, Ayman al-Zawahri, who merged his organization into the
al Qaeda network in 1998. Some scholars say that the Muslim brotherhood/ Qutb Syed were a product of
social engineering during the British Empire. This social engineering created a strand of Islam and
followers who later came to be known as Islamic fundamentalists.
The US does not, obviously, look at all Islamic terrorist enterprises in the same light. As with Islam
itself, its terrorists are also divided broadly as Arab and non Arab. The Arab terrorists are particularly
focused on & operate in the middle east, Israel, north Africa, western Europe and north America. AL
QUEDA is a part of this, though other organizations such as Hezbollah have been around longer. Non
Arab Terrorist organizations are those active in Afghanistan, Pakistan, India, Central Asia, western China,
Russia, and south east Asia. Both variety of terrorist organizations have found a hospitable environment in
Pakistan. The US is particularly concerned about eradicating Arab terrorist groups, and indifferent to the
non Arab terrorists (of which Pakis produce a large number).
Because both variety of Islamic terrorists are found in abundance in Pakistan, US engagement with
the Pakistanis is focused on having the Pakistan be "with US" in eradicating AL QUEDA et. al. (Arab
terrorists), while giving their non Arab terrorists a pass. This has obviously perturbed the pan Islamic
Jehadi environment of Pakistan, but must be seen as a temporary problem for the Pakistanis. Despite
considerable logistical and financial support provided by the PA/ISI combine to Arab Terrorists, the Arabs
treat the Pakistanis with disdain, and have little time for their pan Islamism. Osama Bin Laden may have
bought into Pakistani version as the leader of the Muslim world more than other Arabs. Al Qaeda
foundation is the Muslim Brother hood in Egypt. It moved to Africa and finally settled in Afghanistan/Pak.
But the Afghan war in 1980s created an environment for the Arab jihadis to park themselves in
Afghan/Pak area for almost 20 years. This is where the Arab Islamists and non-Arab Islamists developed
their links. Their main aim during the 1980s was Soviet Union. The Pan Islamic vision actually developed
only after 1989 and became increasingly attractive for young people from ME and South Asia.
The Middle East, ever since the breakup of the Ottoman Empire, has shown a pattern of nations
trying to enlist the aid of outside powers. For Israel, American involvement was indispensable, first as a
source of arms to guarantee its survival, then as the mediator uniquely able to create a "peace process" of
negotiations with its Arab adversaries, and in the 1980s, through the quiet pressure of Secretary of State
George Shultz, a guide for ridding itself of much of its socialistic economic system. When the collapse of
the Soviet Union left the Palestinians without a patron, the Israelis and Palestinians decided to go it alone
in the "Oslo process" aimed at a final peace agreement. When that effort went awry, President Clinton
roared back into the Arab-Israeli scene, and then not only "Oslo" but the peace process itself jumped the
tracks. Now the "keep America in" pressure comes from the Arab side and is working well for it through a
"cease-fire" created by former senator George Mitchell. The Palestinians have now drawn the United States
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into an approach that expects Israel to make concessions that would endanger its security, focuses on
Jewish settlements in a way certain to split the Israeli government, and has Europeans charging not only
the Israeli prime minister but ordinary Israeli officials as war crimes violators. "Keeping the Americans in"
continues to be a popular Middle East game. In the new century there will be three new Islamic countries
whose population will cross 100 million- Turkey, Egypt and Iran. A new center of gravity and a power
struggle for the political leadership of the Islamic world may start by 2010-2020.

Oil
America has been fretting about dependence on foreign oil since the early 1940s, when Interior Secretary
Harold Ickes wrote a gloomy article titled "We're Running out of Oil!" It warned: "If there should be a
World War III, it would have to be fought with someone else's petroleum." Soon thereafter, geologist
Everette Lee DeGolyer returned to the U.S. from Saudi Arabia and reported that

"the center of gravity of world oil production is shifting ... to the Middle East."
With this in mind, Franklin D. Roosevelt, though seriously ill, made a stop on his
journey home from the 1945 Yalta conference to meet the Saudi king, Abdul Aziz Ibn Saud.
Their encounter on a battleship in the Suez Canal established bonds that, for more than half a
century, would tie the two countries: oil and
security. It also raised an issue that would divide them for just as long -- establishment of a
Jewish state. Roosevelt wanted it in Palestine. The king suggested Jews get land in Germany.
America's wish to keep Persian Gulf oil secure took a violent turn in Iran. In 1953, the CIA carried out a
British plot to topple an Iranian leader who had nationalized the Anglo-Persian Oil Co.
At first, the U.S. had no enthusiasm for an idea it saw as a last gasp by Britain's expiring empire.
Christopher Woodhouse, an official the U.K. sent to Washington to lobby for the plan, wrote later how he
helped win over the U.S.: "I decided to emphasize the Communist threat to Iran rather than the need to
recover control of the oil industry."
The resulting coup against Mohammed Mossadegh brought back the exiled Iranian shah,
Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, who promptly invited U.S. companies to join a new international consortium to
run Iran's oil industry. Washington poured in arms, turning Iran into a Cold War bulwark against the
Soviet Union. On prices, however, Iran's and America's interests diverged. The shah became a
truculent hawk in the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries. "He turned out to be the
most hard-driving of all," says James Schlesinger, secretary of defense in the mid-1970s and later
energy secretary. "It was a great disappointment to Kissinger and Nixon, who thought the shah was
a pal of theirs."
As if a light were switched off, the Shah of Iran, Mohammad Reza Pahlevi, portrayed for 20 years
as a progressive modern ruler by Islamic standards, was suddenly, in 1977-1978, turned into this foaming
at the mouth monster by the international left media ( manipulated by the west). Soon after becoming
President in 1977, Jimmy Carter launched a deliberate campaign to undermine the Shah. The Soviets and
their left-wing apparatchiks would coordinate with Carter by smearing the Shah in a campaign of lies
meant to topple his throne. The result would be the establishment of a Marxist/Islamic state in Iran headed
by the tyrannical Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini.
The Iranian revolution, besides enthroning one of the world's most oppressive regimes, would
greatly contribute to the creation of the Marxist/Islamic terror network challenging the free world today. At
the time, a senior Iranian diplomat in Washington observed, "President Carter betrayed the Shah and
helped create the vacuum that will soon be filled by Soviet-trained agents and religious fanatics who hate
America." Under the guise of promoting" human rights," Carter made demands on the Shah while
blackmailing him with the threat that if the demands weren't fulfilled, vital military aid and training would
be withheld. This strange policy, carried out against a staunch, 20 year Middle East ally, was a repeat of
similar policies applied in the past by US governments to other allies such as pre Mao China and pre Castro
Cuba. This is the beginning of a new method of policy where the US would cultivate the dissent in the
target country to topple the government. This was tried in India too with Indira Gandhi government toppled
in 1977 with opposition support and strikes.
Saudi Arabia also disappointed. On Oct. 17, 1973, Mr. Kissinger met with other top U.S. officials to
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discuss the Yom Kippur Arab-Israeli war and possibility of oil-supply disruptions. Reporting on a meeting
held earlier in the day with Arab envoys, he described the Saudi foreign minister as a "good little boy,"
according to recently released transcripts, and predicted confidently: "We don't expect an oil cutoff in the
next few days." Minutes later, an aide rushed in with a bulletin: Saudi and other Arab oil producers had
announced an immediate cut in output. Prices leapt 70% overnight and later quadrupled. The U.S. sank into
a recession.
Mr. Nixon launched a plan to end all imports by 1980. It flopped: Imports rose 40% by the target
date. Mr. Kissinger turned to the Soviet Union for help, offering wheat in return for oil. The "bushels for
barrels" plan fizzled.

The Military Option:
Behind the scenes, officials mulled a more robust response to Arab cuts. Ambassador Akins says he
knew something was afoot after a barrage of articles appeared championing war against Saudi Arabia.
Particularly belligerent was one that appeared in Harper's under the byline Miles Ignotus, a pen name.
Titled "Seizing Arab Oil," it argued that "the only countervailing power to OPEC's control of oil is power
itself -- military power."
Its author was Edward Luttwak, a hawkish defense expert then working as an adviser to the
Pentagon. Mr. Luttwak says he wrote the piece after discussion with several like-minded consultants and
officials in the Pentagon, including Andrew Marshall, who was, and remains, head of the Defense
Department's in-house think tank, the Office of Net Assessment.
Mr. Luttwak says they wanted to demonstrate the merits of "maneuver warfare," the use of fast,
light forces to penetrate the enemy's vital centers. "We set out to revolutionize war," Mr. Luttwak says.
Last year's(2003) invasion of Iraq, he says, "was the accomplishment of that revolution." Mr. Marshall says
that "Mr. Luttwak worked for me on several related subjects, but I do not recall cooperating on the article."
Mr. Schlesinger says an oil-field grab was never adopted as policy but the Pentagon did examine the
possibility. It concluded that the "only difficulty would be sabotage."

Relations With Iraq:
With Iran ruled by stridently anti-American mullahs, Washington tilted toward Iraq, which also had
a new leader, Saddam Hussein. The Baath Party to which he belonged had first grabbed power in 1963
after a coup backed by the U.S. against the Iraqi government of Abdul Karim Qasim, whom the U.S. saw
as dangerously leftist. Among his sins: He had hosted a meeting that set up OPEC.
When Mr. Hussein invaded Iran in 1980, Washington initially stayed aloof, but grew worried when
the tide turned and Iraq faced defeat. The U.S. then provided Iraq with satellite pictures and other help.
Donald Rumsfeld, as President Reagan's special Mid-East envoy, visited Baghdad twice. He discussed the
idea, never followed up, of building a pipeline out of Iraq through Jordan. "I noted that Iraq's oil exports
were important," Mr. Rumsfeld reported after a 1983 meeting with Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz,
according to a cable obtained by the National Security Archive. Mr. Rumsfeld visited again the following
year, despite an uproar over Mr. Hussein's use of chemical weapons against Iran.
A 1988 national-security directive enshrined the wooing of Iraq as policy. "Normal relations" with
the Hussein regime, it said, "would serve our longer-term interests and promote stability in both the Gulf
and the Middle East." But this courtship, too, ended in tears: Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990, seized its oil
fields and began moving troops toward Saudi Arabia. Once again, a partner had become an enemy.
American concerns about oil were by no means the only motive for the multinational effort to drive
Iraq out of Kuwait, but they weighed in the balance. Then-Defense Secretary Dick Cheney told a White
House meeting "we should sort this out from strategic interests in Saudi Arabia and oil," according to a
book by the first President Bush and his national security adviser, Brent Scowcroft.
The U.S. rushed troops to drive back Iraq and defend Saudi Arabia, which became a cornerstone of
a newly declared "New World Order" -- a rampart against Iraq, an eager market for warplanes, and a
generally reliable steward of the oil market. The kingdom, says Mr. Schlesinger, who sits on the U.S.
Defense Policy Board, "worked hard to keep us tranquilized" by managing oil prices. But at the same time
US turned a blind eye to the Wahhabi exported through out the world and Pakistan. Pakistan was slowly
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being positioned as the leader of the Islamic world with a strong backing of the Wahhabi Saudi Arabia.
What was going on inside Saudi Arabia and Pakistan was not much of interest to US policymakers.
What to do about Mr. Hussein, once driven out of Kuwait, stirred fierce debate. Letting him
continue building up his arsenal would, among other perils, put "a significant portion of the world's supply
of oil ... at hazard," wrote Mr. Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle and 15 other conservatives in a
1998 letter to President Clinton urging regime change. But US took 10 years to decide on the fate of
Hussein with a goal to create an image of the savior of the Middle east in the eyes of the people of the
region and also to make sure that the Arabs will get accustomed to US presence after sufficient time.
A group sponsored by the James A. Baker Institute for Public Policy and the Council on Foreign
Relations also called Mr. Hussein a menace but suggested an easing of sanctions against his regime -- to
allow oil-sector investment and also to reduce anti-American rage. "Like it or not, Iraqi reserves represent a
major asset that can quickly add capacity to world oil markets and inject a more competitive tenor to oil
trade," said its report.
Saudis live in a dangerous environment, surrounded by rivals. They include Israel, whose
undeclared nuclear arsenal Saudi Arabia criticizes as the main block to a nuclear-free Middle East, and
Iran, Saudi Arabia's strategic competitor suspected by western governments of developing nuclear
weapons. In the 1980s, when Saddam Hussein was considered a close friend of Saudi Arabia, Iraq's
military strength was seen as protection for the Sunni Muslim monarchies of the Gulf against the ambitions
of a revolutionary Shia regime in Iran.
After Mr. Hussein invaded Kuwait in 1990, however, Iraq became the main threat in the Gulf and
the Saudis called on the US for protection. Relations between Iran and Saudi Arabia have meanwhile
gradually improved over the past decade, though they remain beset by suspicion.
Nearly all US troops stationed in the country since the Gulf war were withdrawn last year (2003)
following the removal of Mr. Hussein's regime, leaving a few advisory and support units. Political ties with
the US also became strained in the backlash from the September 11 attacks, carried out by mostly Saudi
militants.

New Look at the Saudis:
The Sept. 11, 2001, attacks brought the debate to a head, heightening fear of Iraq and creating doubt
in some minds about the reliability of Saudi Arabia. The Saudis worked to calm oil prices after the attacks,
increasing their output. But as the homeland of so many of the hijackers, Saudi Arabia lost much of the
trust won back since the 1970s oil embargo.
Conservative pundits began decrying the kingdom as an adversary. Some urged the conquest of Iraq
partly as a way to ease dependence on the Saudis. Former Director of Central Intelligence James Woolsey
says he and most other U.S. officials had viewed the Saudis as "somewhat idiosyncratic but generally as
allies." Now, he says, officials woke up to the dangers of depending on "vulnerable autocracies and
pathological predators."
Richard Haass, director of policy and planning at the State Department when the war in Iraq started,
says the U.S. in the past "always gave Saudi Arabia a bye" on political questions and "never looked at what
went on internally so long as their foreign policy met our basic requirements: energy, base access, the
peace process" in Israel. After Sept. 11, Americans "internalized the lesson that what goes on inside Saudi
Arabia can affect us, and affect us fundamentally."
In August, the last U.S. Air Force unit quietly left the Prince Sultan air base outside Riyadh, ending
a deployment that dated to the 1991 Gulf War and removing one of Mr. bin Laden's rallying cries. With
U.S. forces ensconced in Iraq, Qatar and Kuwait, the U.S. no longer needs Saudi bases. At the same time,
the Pentagon has been working on a reshuffle of forces elsewhere. It envisions shrinking the U.S. military
presence in Europe and putting some 20,000 troops in Africa and the Caucasus, in part to help protect
emerging oil-production areas.
The 2001 attacks gave new impetus to the quest for energy diversity. Two decades after bushelsfor-barrels, the U.S. again turned to Moscow. Russian oil production, now mostly in private hands, has
picked up from a post-Soviet slump and, at over eight million barrels a day, nearly equals Saudi output.
But Russia consumes plenty of this oil itself and has big trouble getting the rest to market. An Arctic export
pipeline project pushed by Washington hit an unexpected hurdle when Russia jailed its main backer, oil
tycoon Mikhail Khodorkovsky.
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For more than half a century, the U.S. has veered between confrontation and cajolery as it
strove to secure a pillar of its global power: a steady flow of fuel at a stable price from the Persian
Gulf. The U.S. has jumped from country to country in search of reliable friends. It has often stumbled: The
shah of Iran was overthrown. Saddam Hussein mutated from prickly partner to foe. The House of Saud still
stands but wobbles, both at home -- where a divided ruling family staggers between reform and reaction -and in Washington, where people ask how an ally could spawn 15 of the 19 Sept. 11 hijackers.
"Our big problem all along has been that our great friends often don't turn out to be so reliable," says
William Quandt, a Middle East scholar who was on the White House's National Security Council during
oil shocks caused by the 1973 Arab embargo and the 1979 Iranian revolution. "We've been going round in
circles for decades," says Milton Copulos, a consultant the Energy Department hired in the 1980s to gauge
Soviet oil potential.
US relationship with Islamic military is centerpiece to American strategic presence in southern Asia
and even in the Islamic gulf for a long time to come. Pakistan is seen as a moderate Islamic country that
can be moulded to play a role of a stabilizer in a unstable region. It is also seen a gateway of a regional hub
to connect energy resources between ME, Central Asia and South Asia. Its large professional military is
seen as a bulwark against potential growing powers such as India, Shia Iran and other large Sunni
countries.

Pakistan and Saudi Arabia relationship:
"Saudi Arabia is in strategic limbo, with the US security commitment being called into question or
being redefined and with Iran's nuclear program," says Wynn Bowen, a lecturer in war studies at King's
College, London.
Against this troubled background, the link with Pakistan has become all the more important. "It's
probably one of the closest relationships in the world between any two countries without any official
treaty," says Prince Turki, now ambassador to London. Reports of Saudi nuclear ambitions have been
around since the 1970s, fuelled partly in the late 1980s by the purchase of 30 or more nuclear-capable,
medium-range Chinese missiles. Though both countries said they had been adapted to carry conventional
weapons, US pressure following the purchase led Saudi Arabia to sign the Nuclear Non-proliferation
Treaty.
Saudi officials say the country's leaders always considered that nuclear weapons would bring the
kingdom more controversy than comfort. Last year, in the aftermath of the Iraq war, senior princes
considered a paper that offered three options: acquiring a nuclear capability as a deterrent, allying with a
nuclear power that would offer protection, or working to rid the region of banned weapons. Prince Turki
insists the paper "died in its place". Robert Einhorn, a senior arms control official in the Clinton
administration, acknowledges there is little hard evidence that Saudi Arabia is pursuing the bomb: "It's like
a suspected crime where you have a motive but not much more than that."
Over the years, however, Saudi Arabia's discreet but deep ties with Pakistan have kept suspicions of
nuclear co-operation alive. Rooted in co-operation between military generals and intelligence operatives,
the relationship survived repeated political upheavals in Pakistan.
The two countries also have been drawn together by religious ties: the Saudis, custodian of Islam's
two holiest sites, have been eager to protect a country, also governed by Sunni Muslims, that came into
existence because of its religion. Moreover, the kingdom has also poured money into religious schools madrassahs - spreading its puritanical brand of Wahabi Islam throughout Pakistan.
Saudi officials say Pakistan has probably received more Saudi aid than any other non-Arab country.
In return, the Saudis received military and diplomatic assistance. By aligning with Saudi in the 70s the
Pakistani elite and the army regained their esteem after their defeat in 1971. They also gain access and
influence inside US elite and policymakers.
In the 1960s, Pakistani instructors were dispatched to Saudi Arabia to train Saudis on the use of
newly acquired British aircraft. In the 1970s, an agreement was reached with Pakistan to second 15,000
military personnel to the kingdom. They pulled out in 1987, at a time of depressed Saudi oil revenues.
In the 1980s and 1990s the two countries found common cause in arming the Arab fighters who
helped drive the Soviet Union from Afghanistan. After the Soviet withdrawal and Afghanistan's descent
into civil war, both favored the Taliban militia which emerged from the Wahabi religious schools in
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Pakistan.
Hasan Askari Rizvi, a leading Pakistani analyst on defense and national affairs, says Saudi Arabia
paid for 40 F-16 fighter aircraft bought by Pakistan in the 1980s from the US for $1bn.
"Not only did the Saudis pay for the aircraft but they also lobbied for Pakistan with the US
government," he says. "The Saudis have played a critical role for Pakistan. That has won them tremendous
influence in Islamabad."
Now president of a think tank called the National Defense Council Foundation, Mr. Copulos has
assessed hidden economic and military costs of imported oil. If military spending directly related to
protecting oil supplies and other costs were reflected at the pump, he figures, gasoline would cost $5.28 a
gallon in the U.S. "We are always looking for a quick fix, but the fundamental problem is we have to wean
ourselves off oil," he contends. From the breakup of the Ottoman empire UK and US have receded from
the Middle east by 1971. US just had 7th fleet to take care of the Gulf region from 1971 until the 1991 first
Gulf war when it came with full force and stayed there in various countries such as Saudi Kingdom and
Qatar/Oman. In 2003 US occupied Iraq making its presence in the Middle east and its future destiny in the
hands of US.

New Look:
Unless US weans itself from the Oil, Saudi Arabia will remain the pivot of U.S. energy security.
It now creaks under political and other pressures, but Washington has to keep it turning. Mr. Bush recently
named James C. Oberwetter, a Texas oil lobbyist and former head of the American Petroleum Institute, as
ambassador to the kingdom. Iraq, though a potential big producer, pumps less than a quarter of the Saudi
output. Sabotage is one of the hindrances to Iraqi production, seeming to bear out a warning voiced by
Ambassador Akins in 1975 about Saudi Arabia.
"There are scrub bushes, there are gullies, there are many places where guerrillas can be hidden," he
wrote in his cable decrying the notion that the kingdom could easily be conquered and pacified. "Given the
inevitable hostility of the country and its allies ... it is difficult to believe [oil] production could ever be
brought back."
In April 1975, America's ambassador to Saudi Arabia, James Akins, sent a confidential cable to
Washington denouncing as "criminally insane" an idea then being floated in the media: America should
seize Saudi oil fields to break an Arab oil cartel and ensure a supply of cheap energy to fuel the U.S.
economy. The episode, with its echoes of today's (2006) bitter quarrels over Iraq and relations with the
Saudi kingdom, highlights America's struggle with a quandary that has tormented it for decades: how to
deal with countries that America doesn't trust, that don't trust America but that can dictate the fate of
America's economy through their control of oil. When invading Saudi Arabia was considered in the 1970s,
the U.S. not only dropped the idea but decided it wouldn't even apply strong political pressure on the
despotic Gulf states behind the embargo. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger said at the time that pressure
could cause instability and "open up political trends that could defeat economic objectives."
Today, after 9/11 haunted by terrorism, the U.S. makes a different calculation. Citing the absence of
political freedom in the Mid-East, Mr. Bush said in a speech fall of 2003 "it would be reckless to accept the
status quo." Since the 1970s crises, America has scoured the globe for other supplies, in an effort to reduce
the dependence of global oil markets on Gulf states alternately cursed and courted. The U.S. has looked to
the North Sea, Alaska, Mexico and, more recently, Russia, the Caspian Sea and West Africa. It has also
poured money into fuel cells and other such technologies. Still, with the U.S. occupation of Iraq, the quest
for a solid ally in a region holding two-thirds of the world's known oil reserves has begun afresh, in a risky
new direction.

Greater Middle East:
For the last forty years the American intervention around the world was justified by the need to
contain international communism. In the Middle East, Soviet expansionism was cited as the rationale
behind the 1957 Eisenhower doctrine which authorized backing for conservative rulers such as King
Hussein of Jordan and Camille Chamoun of Lebanon, who were besieged by domestic opponents, and for
adventures as varied as the overthrow of the Mossadegh government in Iran in 1953, support for Israel in
the 1967 and 1973 wars, and the arming of US proxies in the Gulf. The Gulf I&II should also be seen in
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that context. Greater Middle East policy of USA has now become reality and key players of the
international power and politics are taking all possible measures to check the onslaught of the US in name
of denial of democracy, violation human rights, feelings of insecurity, fight against terrorism and above all
the search of weapons of mass destruction. The emerging concept of a “greater” Middle East encompasses
the territory between Turkey in the north and the Horn of Africa in the south, and between Morocco to the
west and Pakistan to the east, and recognizes the strategic impact of events in areas adjacent to the
traditional boundaries of the Middle East.
Some experts of international politics and strategies studies even include Central Asia as part of the
region. The greater Middle East could be determined by the direction of these trends. It is for this reason
protecting access to Persian Gulf oil, maintaining peace between Israel and its neighbors, and limiting
radical political movements remain vital U.S. interests.
In fact, the past 60 years of US policy in the Middle East can only be understood as the effort to
control access to the world’s largest supply of oil. Witness, for example, the deep US embrace of Saudi
Arabia since World War II. One quarter of all US weapons sales between 1950 and 2000 went to Saudi
Arabia despite its horrifically repressive, literally medieval tribal nature. The CIA’s overthrow of
Mohamed Mosadegh in Iran in 1953 after he nationalized his country’s oil is another example. So, too, was
the US strategic embrace of Israel during the 1967 Six Day War. The US was deeply mired in Vietnam but
needed a “cop on the beat” to challenge Arab states—Egypt, Iraq, Syria, Yemen—that were “going
Soviet.” It has stuck with that relationship ever since.
More recent examples of national strategy in bondage to the compulsion for oil include US support
for Saddam Hussein in the Iran/Iraq War; its support for Osama bin Laden in the Afghanistan War against
the Soviet Union; and, of course, the most recent invasion of Iraq to seize its oilfields and forward position
US forces for an invasion of neighboring Saudi Arabia when it is inevitably destroyed by internal civil war.
And under a Grab the Oil strategy, militarization of US society will only deepen.
The reason is that a very major portion of the world’s oil is, by accident of geology, in the hands of
states hostile to the US. Fully 60% percent of the world’s proven reserves of oil are in the Persian Gulf.
They lie beneath Muslim countries undergoing a religious revolution that wants to return the industrial
world to a pre-modern order governed by a fundamentalist Islamic theocracy. Saudi Arabia alone controls
25% of all the world’s oil, more than that of North America, South America, Europe and Africa combined.
Kuwait, Iran and Iraq, each control approximately 10% of the world’s oil. Another 15% of the world’s oil
lies in the Caspian Sea region, also a dominantly Muslim region.

Recent history and Current perception of the Middle East:
For much of its history as a world power and especially during the decades of the Cold War, the
United States sought to preserve the political order of the greater Middle East as roughly established in the
aftermath of World War I. Security was conflated with stability, and stability with the status quo.
Consequently, America applied its political, economic, and military power to prop up an array of local
governments, irrespective of their political and moral legitimacy. This strategy, known as "off-shore
balancing," kept the United States engaged in the region, but at a distance, juggling its proxies to ensure
that the oil kept flowing out and to prevent the Russians from pushing in.
In this regard, the United States found itself throughout the twentieth century in a geopolitical
position vis-à-vis the Middle East comparable in some sense to that of the British Empire during the
nineteenth century. During much of that earlier era, London was engaged in its own "great game" across
the Muslim world with the other European empires--most notably, the Russians. As David Fromkin argues
in A Peace to End All Peace, "Britain's [strategy] was to support the native regimes of the Middle East
against European expansion. She did not desire to control the region, but to keep any other European
power from doing so. Throughout the 19th century, successive British governments therefore pursued a
policy of propping up the tottering Islamic realms in Asia against European interference, subversion, and
invasion."[1]
But such balancing acts are inherently delicate affairs--regardless of the century in which they are
attempted--and both Britain and the United States ultimately abandoned "off-shore balancing" in favor of
direct military intervention in the Middle East. For Britain, the immediate catalyst for this transformation
came in the form of World War I; for the United States, it was the September 11 attacks. But for both
nations, the process by which their political, economic, and military power became drawn into the Middle
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East--laying the basis for an interventionist foreign policy--was more incremental than a cursory reading of
history might otherwise suggest.
For the United States, the progression from seeking to preserve the political order in the Middle
East to radically remaking it is intrinsically tied to the events of 1979. It was during this tumultuous year
that the disintegration of the old political order in the Middle East accelerated, with Saddam Hussein
openly coming to power in Baghdad, the Islamist revolution toppling the Shah in Iran, and the Soviet
Union invading Afghanistan. In many ways, what 1914 was to the old order in Europe, 1979 would be to
the Middle East.
The events of 1979 also had more a profound and long-lasting impact on U.S. policy in the Middle East,
however. On the one hand, the hostage crisis--and with it, the disastrous Desert One raid--reinforced the
trepidation among America's reigning political class about military intervention and the unwillingness of
the public to accept casualties. In this regard, the American failure in Iran-as subsequently reinforced in
Lebanon, Somalia, and the aftermath of the U.S. embassy bombings in 1998--taught Middle Eastern
tyrants, from Saddam Hussein's Baathists to Osama bin Laden's jihadist, that Washington could be defeated
by wearing down its willpower through desultory terrorist attacks. Perversely, America's determination to
maintain the status quo in the Middle East--by avoiding too much entanglement with it--helped encourage
those within the region most determined to overrun it.
At the same time, 1979 challenged the ingrained assumptions of military planners and strategic
thinkers in the United States. The collapse of America's premiere proxy state in the Middle East and the
specter of Soviet power in South Asia prompted them to imagine a world in which our erstwhile allies
failed to turn back the enemy. What would the United States do, then, if off-shore balancing became itself
unbalanced?
Clearly, in such an eventuality, the United States had to be prepared to apply direct military force in
the region--if only as a last resort. Thus, in January 1980, President Jimmy Carter used his State of the
Union address to articulate America's willingness to do precisely this:

“Let our position be absolutely clear: An attempt by any outside force to gain control of the
Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States
of America, and such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including military
force”.
To give substance to the "Carter Doctrine," the president authorized the creation of a Rapid
Deployment Joint Task Force, an ad hoc military organization that would later be formalized in 1983 by
President Ronald Reagan as U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM). CENTCOM did not play a significant
interventionist role in the Middle East during the 1980s, but instead directed its attention initially more
toward Libyan-led insurrections in Africa--Operations Early Call and Arid Farmer in Sudan and Chad, for
instance. However, when Saddam Hussein launched his invasion of Kuwait in 1990, the existence of
CENTCOM (coupled with the implosion of the Soviet Union) provided President George H. W. Bush with
far greater latitude in mounting a military action in the Middle East than had been institutionally available
to any of his predecessors in the White House.
Operation Desert Storm still required a massive logistical and diplomatic effort to deploy a half
million troops to the Persian Gulf theater. And despite the overwhelming force at his disposal in the region,
President Bush put forward a set of objectives consistent with the conservative, status-quo mindset that
governed American foreign policy in this part of the world.
The first Bush administration's approach to Iraq was consistent with its general approach to national
security, as manifest in its management of the Soviet collapse: it tended to fret about the unraveling of old
power balances rather than celebrate the liberty of formerly captive nations. As General Colin Powell, then
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, explained in his biography: "Our practical intention was to leave
Baghdad enough power to survive as a threat to an Iran that remained bitterly hostile to the United
States."[5] Quoting historian John Keegan, Powell insisted that Desert Storm fulfilled "the highest purpose
of military action: the use of force in the cause of order."[6] In their memoir, A World Transformed,
President Bush and his national security adviser, Brent Scowcroft, likewise made clear that regional
stability in the Persian Gulf and the Middle East was the primary goal. Otherwise, they wrote, "We would
be committing ourselves--alone--to removing one regime and installing another. . . . We would be facing
some dubious 'nation-building.'" The idea of a "desert democracy," as Powell put it, was "naïve."
This was the accepted wisdom among those in power at the time of the Gulf War, with the Middle
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East still a security concern secondary to Europe. But in the aftermath of this conflict, it became readily
apparent that the containment of Saddam would itself require a significant military commitment by the
United States. Although then-Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney had promised the Saudis, "We will stay
until justice is done but not stay a minute longer," America's military capability in the Persian Gulf
remained, by necessity, robust through the 1990s.
But whereas through the 1990s, America's massive military capability in the Persian Gulf was
justified in the name of preserving the status quo as established in the aftermath of the Gulf War, President
George W. Bush has explicitly rejected this formulation. As he remarked in his groundbreaking speech
before the National Endowment for Democracy in November:
Sixty years of Western nations excusing and accommodating the lack of freedom in the Middle East
did nothing to make US safe-because in the long run, stability cannot be purchased at the expense of
liberty. As long as the Middle East remains a place where freedom does not flourish, it will remain a place
of stagnation, resentment, and violence ready for export. And with the spread of weapons that can bring
catastrophic harm to our country and to our friends, it would be reckless to accept the status quo.
This recognition is a remarkable departure from previous policy. In this regard, too, it is useful to take a
page from history. While Britain largely succeeded in its military and diplomatic attempt to redraw the
Middle East, the effort stumbled on the home front:
Between 1914 and 1922, Britain changed, and British officials and politicians changed their minds,
so that by 1922--when they formally committed themselves to their program for remaking the Middle East-they no longer believed in it. . . . Britain [thus embarked on a vast new imperial enterprise in the Middle
East--one that would take generations to achieve, if its object were to remake the Middle East as India had
been remade--at the very time that the British public was turning to a policy of scaling down overseas
commitments and was deciding it wanted no more imperial adventures.
It remains to be seen whether American society will endorse the president's vision for a new Middle
East policy; the election next November will in part be the first referendum on it. While every creditable
Democratic candidate acknowledges the necessity of deploying military force against the forces of
terrorism, the central tenet of the president's Middle East policy--that the people of the United States will
be made safe only when the people of the region are made free--is certain to remain a point of intense
debate, even within the Bush administration itself.
The Sydney Morning Herald later reports, “The months preceding September 11 [see] a shifting of
the US military's focus … Over several months beginning in April [2001] a series of military and
governmental policy documents [are] released that [seek] to legitimize the use of US military force” “in the
pursuit of oil and gas.” Michael Klare, an international security expert and author of Resource Wars, says
the military has increasingly come to “define resource security as their primary mission.” An article in the
Army War College's journal by Jeffrey Record, a former staff member of the Senate armed services
committee, argues for the legitimacy of “shooting in the Persian Gulf on behalf of lower gas prices.” He
also “advocate[s] the acceptability of presidential subterfuge in the promotion of a conflict” and “explicitly
urge[s] painting over the US's actual reasons for warfare with a nobly high-minded veneer, seeing such as a
necessity for mobilizing public support for a conflict.” In April, Tommy Franks, the commander of US
forces in the Persian Gulf/South Asia area, testifies to Congress in April that his command's key mission is
“access to [the region's] energy resources.” The next month US Central Command begins planning for war
with Afghanistan, plans that are later used in the real war (see May 2001 (F)). [Sydney Morning Herald,
12/26/02] Other little noticed but influential documents reflect similar thinking (see September 2000 and
April 2001 (D)).
The United States' invasion of Iraq was not a great idea. Its only virtue was that it was the best
available idea among a series of even worse ideas. In the spring of 2003, the United States had no way to
engage or defeat al Qaeda. The only way to achieve that was to force Saudi Arabia -- and lesser enabling
countries such as Iran and Syria -- to change their policies on al Qaeda and crack down on its financial and
logistical systems. In order to do that, the United States needed two things. First, it had to demonstrate
its will and competence in waging war -- something seriously doubted by many in the Islamic world
and elsewhere. Second, it had to be in a position to threaten follow-on actions in the region.
There were many drawbacks to the invasion, ranging from the need to occupy a large and complex
country to the difficulty of gathering intelligence. There was likely hood of extended resistance in Iraq,
although nobody expected the complexity of the guerrilla war that emerged. Moreover, it was understood
that the invasion would generate hostility toward the United States within the Islamic world, but many felt
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this would be compensated by dramatic shifts in the behavior of governments in the region. All of this has
happened. The essential point is that the invasion of Iraq was not and never should have been thought of as
an end in itself. Iraq's only importance was its geographic location: It is the most strategically located
country between the Mediterranean and the Hindu Kush. This is similar to the location of Pakistan
geographically. The United States needed it as a base of operations and a lever against the Saudis and
others, but it had no interest -- or should have had no interest -- in the internal governance of Iraq.
Countries such as Saudi Arabia permitted al Qaeda to flourish. The presence of a couple of U.S. armored
divisions after the Iraq war in 2003 along the kingdom's northern border has been a very sobering thought.
US will continue with the pressure. Whatever chaos there is in Saudi Arabia, that is the key to breaking al
Qaeda -- not Baghdad. The key to al Qaeda is in Riyadh and in Islamabad. The invasion of Iraq was a
stepping-stone toward policy change in Riyadh, and it worked. The pressure will be maintained by US
and now extended to Islamabad. However, the war was never about Baghdad, and certainly never about Al
Fallujah and An Najaf.
"For 60 years we believed in quote-unquote stability at the price of liberty, and what we got is neither
liberty nor stability," the US strategists said and who formulated the current policies. "So we are taking a
fundamentally different approach toward the Middle East. That is a huge doctrinal shift, and the
people who have given their lives, careers to building the previous foreign policy consensus, see this
as a direct intellectual assault on what they have devoted their lives to. And it is. We think what a lot
of people came up with was a failure ( of the old policy) — or at least, in the present world in which
we live, it is no longer sustainable."
The Islamic world is involved in a struggle to determine its own nature and values, with serious
implications for the future. What role can the rest of the world, threatened and affected as it is by this
struggle, play in bringing about a more peaceful and positive outcome? Devising a judicious approach
requires a finely grained understanding of the ongoing ideological struggle within Islam, to identify
appropriate partners handset realistic goals and means to encourage its evolution in a positive way. The
United States has three goals in regard to politicized Islam. First, it wants to prevent the spread of
extremism and violence. Second, in doing so, it needs to avoid the impression that the United States is
“opposed to Islam.” And third, in the longer run, it must find ways to help address the deeper economic,
social, and political causes feeding Islamic radicalism and to encourage a move toward development and
democratization.

Modern Islam as a social Engineering project of the western nations:
Islam as it evolved from the 1960 into the 70s upto the end of the last century has to be seen as a
social engineering project of the British and the US to have a world view which they wanted the Islamic
nations to have. Richard Labeviere provides a reasonable answer, drawing on European intelligence
sources to record that the CIA blocked the FBI from cracking down on bin Laden's terrorist networks
during the 90s:
He further reports that although Clinton and his top aides did not anticipate that Al-Qaeda would turn
against the United States, even when they finally did, "they figured the U. S. would gain more from it in
the long run." He cites a former CIA analyst on the objectives of this policy, which is clearly motivated by
strategic and economic interests rather than concern for American lives. Hinting at a policy involving the
ongoing use of Al-Qaeda to secure regional U.S. strategic interests, continuing throughout the
1990s, the CIA analyst stated:

"The policy of guiding the evolution of Islam and of helping them against our
adversaries worked marvelously well in Afghanistan against the Red Army. The
same doctrines can still be used to destabilize what remains of Russian power, and
especially to counter the Chinese influence in Central Asia."
Thus, even after Osama bin Laden was placed on the FBI's Most Wanted List with a reward offered
for his capture, the State Department "never exerted any real pressure on the Taliban to apprehend him." A
subsequent report in the Associated Press (AP) revealed that the U. S. bombing of Sudan and Afghanistan,
in apparent response to the embassy bombings, was not targeted at Osama bin Laden.
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Labeviere's book, with meticulous documentation, places all this in the context of an ongoing U. S.
policy that aims to selectively foster 'Islamic' militancy to secure various strategic and economic interests
around the world. This conclusion is strongly supported by the fact that the U. S. has consciously used AlQaeda to support U. S. plans in Central Asia, the Caucasus and the Balkans towards the end of the 1990s.
In a succinct overview of this policy, Director of the Centre for Research on Globalization (CRG)
Professor Michel Chossudovsky finds that:

"Lost in the barrage of recent history, the role of the CIA in supporting and
developing international terrorist organizations during the Cold war and its
aftermath is casually ignored or downplayed by the Western media... The 'blowback'
thesis is a fabrication. The evidence amply confirms that the CIA never severed its
ties to the 'Islamic Militant Network.' Since the end of the Cold War, these covert
intelligence links have not only been maintained, they have in fact become
increasingly sophisticated. New undercover initiatives financed by the Golden
Crescent drug trade were set in motion in Central Asia, the Caucasus and the
Balkans. Pakistan's military and intelligence apparatus (controlled by the CIA)
essentially 'served as a catalyst for the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the
emergence of six new Muslim republics in Central Asia. '"
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Chapter 10

CHINA AND INDIA
India and China have had a relationship with each other going back to couple of millennia.
After independence India and China started to drift apart. Nehru's naiveté about the potential of newly
emerging China is strikingly visible in a letter Nehru wrote to Sardar from Paris dated 27 October, 1948,
after the consolidation of Hyderabad making India as the largest state in Asia in which he writes :

"Definitely India is considered a potential great Power and especially as a
dominant Power in Asia, apart from USSR in the north... In Asia, everyone knows
that China cannot play an effective part for a very long time. The only country in
Asia is India, capable of playing this part. Pakistan of course does not come into the
picture at all."
It is true that India was considered a potential great power at that time, but it gradually lost out in the race,
as it neglected building up its armed might, as Nehru thought that only his personal image as moralistic
peace-maker and ace diplomat could overawe the world. No wonder, India finds China challenging India's
interests in Tibet within a year and Pakistan becoming a menace with generous US aid by 1954, reducing
India to the position of a supplicant. Sardar Patel had sensed Chinese challenge even in 1950 as Nehru
compromised over Chinese thrust in Tibet as buffer State. In a couple of letters to Nehru, Patel had
challenged his handling of Tibetan affairs but as usual Nehru replied he knew better. The visit of George
Marshall (future secretary of State of US ) to China from 1947 to 1949 changed the course of history with
communist taking over the mainland China. These development has to seen in the larger context of major
powers after WWII creating a rival to India after Independence.
The roots of India’s problem with China go back a couple of hundred years when Emperor
Napoleon and Tsar Alexander met in July 1807 on a great raft moored on the river Niemen at Tilsit in east
Prussia to conclude a treaty of partnership against the British, thereby beginning 'The Great Game.' This
expression was first found in the papers of Arthur Connolly, a British artillery officer and adventurer
whose Narrative Of An Overland Journey To The North of India chronicled his travels in the region in the
service of the British empire. As the Russian empire began its eastward expansion, which many felt was to
culminate in the conquest of India, there was a shadow contest for political ascendancy between the British
and Russian empires – The Great Game’.
Napoleon's waterloo at Waterloo did not see a let-up in the fervor with which the game was played.
The Russian longing for a colonial empire and a warm water port did not diminish any and so the game
continued. The British response to meet the Russian threat was to establish a forward defensive line in the
northern region so that a Russian thrust could be halted well before the plains of Hindustan.
This called for making Afghanistan and Tibet into buffer states and for fixing suitable and convenient
borders with these states. At various times, several such lines were proposed. In 1903, Lord Curzon
concluded that Tibet too had now become a possible launching pad for a Russian thrust and by the rules of
‘The Great Game the Russians were to be pre-empted. Thus came about the celebrated Young husband
mission to Lhasa the following year. But in 1907, the British and the Russians came to an agreement that it
suited both their interests to leave Tibet 'in that state of isolation from which, till recently, she has shown
no intention to depart.' Thus Tibet, like Afghanistan, was to be a buffer state between the two European
imperial powers. But by mid 1910, the Chinese were back in Tibet exercising full control. This reassertion
of Chinese power caused concern to the British once again. A consequence of this was a renewed urgency
to the perceived need to have a buffer between the Chinese and the precious British investments in Assam.
With the collapse of the British and Soviet empires, the only inheritors of this squalid and sometimes
bloody game are the Chinese and Indians. The other significant difference is that it is no longer a game
played by armchair empire builders in Europe with their assortment of secret agents, cartographers,
commercial travelers and explorers, but a deadly serious game between the world's two largest nations with
the fastest growing economies, and two of the world's major military powers made even more formidable
by their openly deployed nuclear forces. The prize now is no longer an entire subcontinent, but merely a
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

133

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

barren and desolate desert high amidst cold wind-swept mountains where, in Jawaharlal Nehru's words,
'not even a blade of grass grows.'
The recent history of India and China begins around the WWII period when the British were
encouraging a division of India into many parts. Between 1935 to 1950 the British not only were
encouraging a Muslim state of Pakistan with the help of Muslim League they were also plotting a creation
of a large state of China so that it would be a counter weight to India and its so called expansionist
behaviour. The Anglo Saxons and the western elite were afraid of India consolidating at home with all the
British princely states but also taking over all the neighboring regions of Tibet, Burma, Nepal, North East
region etc. When the Chinese communist party was on the verge of being defeated in 1948 it got arms
from foreign powers which helped them to defeat the nationalist forces of Chaing Gai Sheik and take
political control of China in 1949. Within three months of that event the CPC announced their claim over
Tibet as an historical province of Greater China. This shows that foreign powers during that time which
included the victorious powers of the WWII made sure that a strong party took political control over China
and lay claim to regions which would have been absorbed in the greater India State.
Soon after the Communist victory against the Guomindang and the founding of the PRC on 1
October 1949, Radio Beijing began to announce that "the People's Liberation Army must liberate all
Chinese territories, including Tibet, Xinjiang, Hainan and Taiwan." Partly in response to this threat, and in
order to resolve long-standing border disputes with China, the Foreign Office of the Tibetan Government,
on 2 November 1949, wrote to Mao Zedong proposing negotiations to settle all territorial disputes. Copies
of this letter were sent to the Governments of India, Great Britain and the United States. Although these
three Governments considered the spread of Communism to be a threat to the stability of South Asia, they
advised the Tibetan Government to enter into direct negotiations with Chinese Government as any other
course of action might provoke military retaliation. In the course of negotiations, the Chinese Ambassador,
Yuan Zhong-xian, demanded that the Tibetan delegation accept a Two- point Proposal: i) Tibetan national
defense will be handled by China; and ii) Tibet should be recognized as a part of China. They were then to
proceed to China in confirmation of the agreement. On being informed of the Chinese demands, the
Tibetan Government instructed its delegates to reject the proposal. So negotiations were suspended.
On 7 October 1950, 40,000 Chinese troops under Political Commissar, Wang Qiemi, attacked
Eastern Tibet's provincial capital of Chamdo, from eight directions. The small Tibetan force, consisting of
8,000 troops and militia, were defeated. After two days, Chamdo was taken and Kalon (Minister) Ngapo
Ngawang Jigme, the Regional Governor, was captured. Over 4,000 Tibetan fighters were killed.
The Chinese aggression came as a rude shock to India. In a sharp note to Beijing on 26 October 1950, the
Indian Foreign Ministry wrote:

‘Now that the invasion of Tibet has been ordered by Chinese government,
peaceful negotiations can hardly be synchronized with it and there naturally will be
fear on the part of Tibetans that negotiations will be under duress. In the present
context of world events, invasion by Chinese troops of Tibet cannot but be regarded
as deplorable and in the considered judgment of the Government of India, not in the
interest of China or peace.’
A number of countries, including the United States and Britain, expressed their support for the
Indian position in public. But they had a different agenda covertly. Under immense Chinese pressure the
Tibetan delegation signed the "Agreement of the Central People's Government and the Local Government
of Tibet on Measures for the Peaceful Liberation of Tibet" on 23 May 1951, without being able to inform
the Tibetan Government. The delegation warned the Chinese that they were signing only in their personal
capacity and had no authority to bind either the Dalai Lama or the Tibetan Government to the
"Agreement". The Dalai Lama and the Tibetan Government withheld the public repudiation of the
"Agreement". The Dalai Lama returned to Lhasa on 17 August 1951 in the hope of re-negotiating a more
favorable treaty with the Chinese.
On 9 September 1951, around 3,000 Chinese troops marched into Lhasa, soon followed by some
20,000 more, from eastern Tibet and from Eastern Turkestan (Xinjiang) in the north. The PLA occupied
the principal cities of Ruthok and Gartok, and then Gyangtse and Shigatse. With the occupation of all the
major cities of Tibet, including Lhasa, and large concentration of troops throughout eastern and western
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Tibet, the military control of Tibet was virtually complete. From this position, China refused to re-open
negotiations and the Dalai Lama had effectively lost the ability to either accept or reject any Tibet-China
agreement. In 1956 Dalai Lama visited India for 2500 Buddha Jayanti celebrations; held political
discussions with Pandit Nehru and Chou En-lai. However, on the first occasion he had of expressing
himself freely again, which came only on 20 June 1959, after his flight to India, the Dalai Lama formally
repudiated the "Seventeen-Point Agreement", as having been "thrust upon Tibetan Government and people
by the threat of arms".
US and UK played significant role in the China’s freedom during the 40s. During World War II,
the United States emerged as a major actor in Chinese affairs. As an ally it embarked in late 1941 on a
program of massive military and financial aid to the hard-pressed Nationalist government. In January 1943
the United States and Britain led the way in revising their treaties with China, bringing to an end a century
of unequal treaty relations. Within a few months, a new agreement was signed between the United States
and China for the stationing of American troops in China for the common war effort against Japan. In
December 1943 the Chinese exclusion acts of the 1880s and subsequent laws enacted by the United States
Congress to restrict Chinese immigration into the United States were repealed. The strong Congress party
in India may have been factor in US and UK wooing the Chinese elite from both side during the forties. By
working with the Chinese elite the UK hoped to create a big rival to India and make sure that India has
opposition to expansion including Tibet.
The wartime policy of the United States was initially to help China become a strong ally and a
stabilizing force in postwar East Asia. As the conflict between the Nationalists and the Communists
intensified, however, the United States sought unsuccessfully to reconcile the rival forces for a more
effective anti-Japanese war effort. Toward the end of the war, United States Marines were used to hold
Beiping and Tianjin against a possible Soviet incursion, and logistic support was given to Nationalist
forces in north and northeast China.
Through the mediatory influence of the United States a military truce was arranged in January
1946, but battles between Nationalists and Communists soon resumed. Realizing that American efforts
short of large-scale armed intervention could not stop the war, the United States withdrew the American
mission, headed by General George C. Marshall, in early 1947. The civil war, in which the United States
aided the Nationalists with massive economic loans but no military support, became more widespread.
Battles raged not only for territories but also for the allegiance of cross sections of the population.
Belatedly, the Nationalist government sought to enlist popular support through internal reforms.
The effort was in vain, however, because of the rampant corruption in government and the accompanying
political and economic chaos. By late 1948 the Nationalist position was bleak. The demoralized and
undisciplined Nationalist troops proved no match for the People's Liberation Army (PLA). The
Communists were well established in the north and northeast. Although the Nationalists had an advantage
in numbers of men and weapons, controlled a much larger territory and population than their adversaries,
and enjoyed considerable international support, they were exhausted by the long war with Japan and the
attendant internal responsibilities. In January 1949 Beiping was taken by the Communists without a fight,
and its name changed back to Beijing. Between April and November, major cities passed from
Guomindang to Communist control with minimal resistance. In most cases the surrounding countryside and
small towns had come under Communist influence long before the cities. After Chiang Kai-shek and a few
hundred thousand Nationalist troops fled from the mainland to the island of Taiwan, there remained only
isolated pockets of resistance. In December 1949 Chiang proclaimed Taipei, Taiwan, the temporary capital
of China.
India’s early relationship with the Chinese communists after independence is instructive on the
naïveté of Nehru’s foreign policy. This was exploited both by Pakistan in 1963 and by US in 1971 after
Bangladesh was created. Nehru made a great show at Bandung 1955 of bringing China into NAM under
India’s wing. This incensed the Chinese communists, who saw their place in the world quite differently, as
heirs to the great power status granted to China at Yalta. India by contrast could only aspire to such status.
Chou Enlai, who was China’s representative at Bandung, was infuriated by Nehru’s condescension. After
Bandung, affairs with China continued to deteriorate, growing openly contentious over Tibet in 1959. The
long-festering border disagreement between India and China erupted into a hot war in 1962 when China
invaded India through the eastern range of the Himalayas.
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The United States came to India’s aid with a massive airlift to put Indian troops and U.S. materiel
where they were needed in the mountain engagement. The war with China was a blow to Nehru’s foreign
policy and to him personally, probably hastening his death. India’s relations with China remain strained to
this day. This also tells the other powers that India is still in the early stages of discovering the rest of the
world and understanding the perception of major powers about India and its position in the world in
general. Amb.Teresita Schaffer, a former South Asia specialist in the State Department an outsider made a
comment in 2002 that India has for the first time started looking at the outside world. Indian policymakers
have the least information about the power structure inside China and the Indian public is really blind
about the social and power structure inside China[ the media has made sure of that].
US China relationship has a long term bearing on the future of India. China Pakistan relation
developed in the last 40 years also have deep implication to the security of India. SINCE THE MID-90S,
the US foreign policy community has engaged in a vigorous debate over how to deal with China in the
wake of the Cold War — simply put, whether to “engage” or “contain.” [ This itself could be a suspect and
may be done for outsiders to deflect their attention. West have really accepted the power of China since
1971 when China was admitted in UNSC mainly to put down India after 1971 war. The public reason
given was that USSR needed a balance and to split the communist world. There is lot of media report on
reported threat perception of China but could be smoke screen. Between China and India , US the hyper
power would like to control the Indian peninsula since it gives the maximum benefit compared to Chinese
landmass ]. Beyond a fundamental consensus that political liberalization in China would be a good thing,
however, in US there is little agreement about ends and means. There is not even agreement across the
board that China poses a strategic threat to the United States. Nonetheless, the relationship is widely
viewed as vital to U.S. interests. If US stop focusing on the bilateral relationship with China — which is
what the Cold War paradigm tends to make US do — and look at China in the context of what is at stake
for U.S. interests in Asia as a whole, US could get different results. Implications for India would be
profound.
From this vantage point, even the question of whether China’s military modernization poses a
threat to the United States is less critical. It is enough that China’s neighbors — Japan, Korea, Taiwan, the
Philippines, the countries of Southeast Asia, Australia, India — are concerned about China’s military
buildup, even if they do not always advertise the fact. As a result, these countries always have one eye on
Beijing, making them less attuned to U.S. regional and global concerns. If power is relational, as is often
asserted, this result is by definition a setback to U.S. interests in Asia. Moreover, these Asian nations have
to see China not just as a potential military threat, but as an economic threat as well. To the extent that
China uses its political muscle with the West to distort the allocation of foreign investment to China and to
promote access for China to Western markets and technology, China is buying its own economic
development at the expense of other developing countries in Asia. India and China were subjugated
repeatedly because of their societies' insular nature and defensive battle mentality. As one example of
recent history of China shows, the Chinese seem to have learned their lessons. Thus they are expanding
their influence into Tibet, Pakistan, Cars, Nepal, BD, Burma, South China sea and the Indian Ocean.
Steady expansion of Indian culture and values is a must for the survival of Indian society. When living in a
forest full of carnivores, its better if the Indian elephant learns to be more aggressive.
Quote from Hoover institute to the US perception about Asia:

‘A strong India raises the price of China’s military buildup and expansionist
policies in Asia. A strong India would also send the message that democracy in a
developing country is not incompatible with rapid growth and wealth. This is a
message worth sending not just to China and other authoritarian states, but also to
all the states of Asia troubled by Islamic fundamentalism. India has the unenviable
distinction of lying at the heart of the Islamic world, spanning the globe as Islam
does from North Africa through the Middle East to Southeast Asia and the
Philippines. Not only can India deliver a positive economic message, but its success
as a state composed of varying ethnic and religious groups is an important example
for others.’
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

136

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

From the above quote the perception of the policymakers in US is that India is an ODD country in
Asia in between Islamic world and Chinese world. Hence it will be engulfed either by the Islamic
countries or controlled by the Asian hegemony of Chinese state in the long run since staying power of an
artificial country is less. This perception has been exploited by US during the cold war to isolate India and
weaken India with alliances with Pakistan and China. But some in US have argued for a role for India in
Asia. Ambassador Chester Bowles May 23, 1965 Memo spelt out a pre-dominant role for India in Asia in
containing (then communist) China.
A section of US policymakers believe it is important to have an Asian counterpoise to China—and
India could be developed as one. This sits ill with the Indian, which is wary of getting entangled in power
games in the region and feels the US should be deflected from a China-centric policy that visualizes India
as a crucial element in furthering its foreign policy goals. India would much rather have the US put its
money where its mouth is, on terrorism, so that this is consistent with US national security strategy.
However, there was a sense of mismatch between Washington’s perceived commitment to ending
terrorism, and the opinion in some sections of the State Department that China is the problem and India’s
difficulties can wait. US priority and order of nations in Asia will affect Indies position and influence in the
world in the coming decades after the Iraq war in 2003.
Balancing China and India has been going on for a long time by the US. Key elements of US
foreign policy involved “the management of the rise of two great powers, China and India”:

“We acknowledge the desire and right of India and China to take a place on
the world stage. A benign, stable, and economically healthy addition to the world
stage will be most welcome. But we want this to be accomplished with minimum
disruption to regional stability,” Henry Kissinger explained.
But US has played double game with India over China. Henry Kissinger's duplicity to the press; and
toward the Indians vis-à-vis the Chinese in 1971 is good reminder. In July of 1971, while Kissinger was in
India, he told Indian officials "under any conceivable circumstance the U.S. would back India against any
Chinese pressures." In that same July meeting Kissinger said, "In any dialogue with China, we would of
course not encourage her against India." However, near the end of the India-Pakistan war, in a highly
secret 12/10/1971 meeting with the Chinese Ambassador to the UN Huang Ha, Kissinger did exactly this
encouraging the PRC to engage in the equivalent of military action against the Indians. [Documents 14-15,
30-32, Memorandum for RADM Daniel J. Murphy, Dr. Kissinger's Reports of Conversations in New
Delhi, July 7, 1971, Top Secret/Sensitive/Eyes Only, 4 pp. Source: Nixon Presidential Materials Project
(NPMP), National Security Council Files, Haig Chron, Box 983. and Memcon, Dr. Sarabhai, Dr. Haksar,
Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Winston Lord, July 7, 1971, (1:10 - 2:50 p.m.), Secret/Sensitive, 4pp. Source: NPMP,
NSC Files, Pres/HAK Memcons, Box 1025]. Analyst Ravi Visvesvaraya Prasad comments in an article in
the Hindustan Times titled "America's two-timing": "It's hypocritical for the US to deny much-needed
technology to the peaceful space program of a fellow democracy and a key ally in the 'War on Terror',
when it has long countenanced transfer of dual-purpose technologies by US corporations to a totalitarian
nuclear power like China. China's People's Liberation Army obtained satellite and missile technologies such as encrypted radiation-hardened integrated circuits from Loral, post-boost vehicle technologies from
Lockheed, telemetry systems from Motorola and nose-cone technologies from Hughes and all of these
were during the 1990s.
Historically, Chinese and Indians were more friendly than now. There was always scholarly visits
and mutual admiration for each other. That level of mind and thinking must be re-cultivated again. Indian
establishments have long neglected the powerful impact of the Buddhist legacy among the Chinese people
and how India's historical position as the cradle of Buddhism could be utilized for religious pilgrimage and
travel. British East India Company used Indian sailors and Sepoys to fight and force their way into China.
During all three of the Opium Wars, there were Indian sailors and sepoys in service of Union Jack fighting
the poorly armed Chinese. Among the enemy faces that the Chinese saw, were Indians!! The opium itself
too came from India. The Chinese were humiliated whichever way we see it. Even if they were not totally
occupied but their ports were ceded to outside powers. The Emperor and his mandarins were forced to
open up China to opium brought in by the Western traders. Could the Chinese forget something that
happened a little more than 100 years ago? Naturally, after Independent, India was looked upon as the
inheritor of the colonial legacy. To the Chinese, mistakenly, the Indian face despite independence was
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

137

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

painted with Union Jack. For all his supposed brilliance of diplomacy, Nehru did little to allay fear among
the Chinese. The suspicions just got aggravated. Add into this volatile cocktail the communist manifesto of
global workers revolution. It was bound to ignite at an opportune time. It did in 1962. Historically, China
was not a hegemony. Indians looked to the west for travel, studies and scholarly exchanges while for a
long time the Chinese looked to the Soviets. More Indians need to learn the Chinese language. More
Indians need to travel to China. More scholarships in Indian institutions must be given to Chinese. More
Chinese must visit India. India should sell to the Chinese travel tours based on Buddhist pilgrimage. Even
today more Indians travel to London in one month than all Indians who traveled to China.
China perceives itself as always acting in a defensive manner, and tends to be somewhat "tone deaf"
to contrary perceptions of Beijing's actions by its neighbors. Chinese elite and policymakers perception
about India is unique. They look at Indians as like the British during the Raj who speak English and have
pretensions like the major powers. They look at India as an illegitimate power, which got power due to the
international circumstances during the world war and climate of liberal goodwill. China perceives India to
be a rival great power aspirant, belligerent and expansionist, and will likely continue to be unwilling to
confer great power status upon it. Chinese policymakers consider the power base of the Indian elite weak
and the elite are considered pretentious and not worthy to rule the country.
As the fairy tale Middle Kingdom, China has for long presented itself as the mother of all
civilizations, weaving legends with history to foster an ultra-nationalistic political culture centered on the
regaining of supposedly lost glory. Accordingly, it has claimed a historical entitlement to superpower
status, publicly enunciating its ambition to be a “world power second to none”.
With 60 per cent of its present territory comprising homelands of ethnic minorities, China has
come a long way in history since the time the Great Wall represented the Han empire’s outer
security perimeter. Territorially, Han power is at its zenith today. Yet, driven by self-cultivated myths,
China continues to chase greater territorial and maritime claims. China is also pursuing, for the first

time since the Ming dynasty, security interests far from its shores, as underlined by its
current construction of Pakistan’s deep-water naval base at Gwadar and its activities along
the Burmese coast.
Chinese Image of India's Strategic Culture:
Strategic culture is defined as the fundamental and enduring assumptions about the role of war
(both interstate and intrastate) in human affairs and the efficacy of applying force held by political and
military elites in a country. These assumptions will vary from country to country. Also important are the
perceptions prevalent among the elite within one country regarding the nature of another country's strategic
culture. The sum total of these assumptions tends to result, for example, in a composite image held by
China of India. Borrowing from Allen Whiting definition of the strategic cultural image is " the
preconceived stereotype of the strategic disposition of another nation, state, or people that is derived from a
selective interpretation of history, traditions, and self -image." Chinese elites are not of one mind on either
the nature of their own strategic culture or on the images of these cultures in other countries. China's self image of its own strategic culture is essentially a Confucian one comprising a widely held and hegemonic
set of assumptions— although certainly not universal. However, China' s actual strategic culture is the
result of interplay between Confucian and real politic strands. The outcome can be called a "Cult of
Defense," whereby Chinese elites believe strongly that their country' s strategic tradition is pacifist, nonexpansionist, and purely defensive but at the same time able to justify virtually any use of force—
including offensive and preemptive strikes— as defensive in nature.
Chinese perceptions of the strategic cultures of other states tend to be formed by military strategists
and thus are skewed towards a negative image— as in the case of India. Culture has long been considered
a critical dimension in China' s approach to strategy and warfare. While the term "strategic culture" was not
used until 1988, conventional thinking was that China's Confucian tradition was a key determining factor
in Chinese strategic thinking. Because of Confucianism, in this interpretation, China tends to favor
harmony over conflict and defense over offense. Other analysts, usually focusing on Sun Zi's Art of War,
have stressed a Chinese predisposition for stratagem over combat and psychological and symbolic warfare
over head-to-head combat on the battlefield. At the very least these interpretations of Confucius and Sun
Zu created the image of a China whose use of force is cautious and restrained. More recently, analysts have
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argued that China's leaders are actually influenced by a real politic (or parabellum) strand of strategic
culture. According this interpretation, the elite has and continues to be quite willing to use force. Both of
the two major interpretations of China' s strategic tradition ( Confucius/Sun Zi and real politic) tend to
assume its strategic culture is monistic and make no attempt to link it to domestic policy. It is a mistake to
assume that a country’s strategic culture can be subsumed within a single tradition and to focus exclusively
on interstate violence. Indeed, it is likely that there are multiple strands of strategic culture. And ignoring
trends in intrastate and societal violence risks overlooking diverse and important values and beliefs about
the use of force and violence.
Most Chinese strategic thinkers believe that Chinese strategic culture is pacifistic, defensiveminded, and non-expansionist. However, at least in the contemporary era, these sincerely held belief s are
essentially negated, or twisted, by its assumptions that any war China fights is just and any military action
is defensive, even when it is offensive in nature. Two further assumptions reinforce this: that threats to
China' s national security are very real and domestic threats are as dangerous as foreign threats, and that
national unification is a traditional Chinese core strategic cultural value. The combined effect of these
beliefs and assumptions is paradoxical: while most of China' s leaders, analysts, and researchers believe
profoundly that the legacy of Chinese civilization is fundamentally pacifist, they are nevertheless
predisposed to deploy force when confronting crises.
Threat Perceptions. China’s political and military leaders see threats everywhere. The full extent of
the siege mentality of China’s leaders is not always appreciated. This paranoia results in elites viewing the
foreign as well as domestic environments as treacherous landscapes filled with threats and conspiracies.
The current campaign against corruption in China and the crackdown on the Falungong Sect suggest the
depth of the regime's fear of domestic threats. This mindset may explain the need of the Chinese authorities
during the Maoist era to come up with the seemingly innocuous phrase "China has friends all over the
world." By the same token, one would expect that China also had at least some enemies in the world.
Indeed one is tempted to conclude that the slogan itself was prompted by Chinese insecurities. If a country
indeed has many friendly states around the world, why is it necessary to recite this ad nauseum? And the
reality was that in the late Maoist era China actually had few staunch friends: the handful that come to
mind are Albania, North Korea, and (most significant for India) Pakistan. The fact of the matter is that
Maoist China believed itself surrounded by enemies. This was true of Deng's China, and also holds true for
Jiang Zemin' s China.
India, in the view of many Chinese analysts, is one of the world's four great civilizations.
Possessing one of the world's largest conventional militaries, New Delhi also has a small but growing
arsenal of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles. Once a glorious empire, India now seeks to reclaim its
rightful place in Asia and the world after being exploited by imperialism for hundreds of years and then
being held back by wrong-headed economic policies for decades. At the dawn of a new century the
economy has been unleashed and its citizens are eager to achieve their country's full potential. India also
represents a looming strategic threat to China, albeit not one that provokes the high level of concern that
the United States or Japan does. India is, in the words of John Garver, a "mid-level [ priority] ranking" for
China. China sees itself as the rightful preeminent power in Asia and India as its major mediumto long-term competitor for this position. India's long-term goal, according to a strategist at the
National Defense University in Beijing interviewed in a November 2000 Guangming Ribao article, is to
become a world power. According to this analyst, the goal may constitute an overreaching of India's
ambitions but it still remains cause for Chinese concern. Of course there are less extreme views of India,
but few if any of China' s strategic thinkers seem to hold warm or positive views of India for China's
future. Moreover, Chinese analysts tend to hold real politic views of the world and view China's neighbors
with wariness if not outright suspicion as the above articulation of China' s own strategic culture indicates.
First of all, in Beijing's eyes New Delhi is extremely ambitious. India, Chinese analysts frequently
insist, has “daguomeng.". Literally this means "big country dreams" or in the lexicon of international
relations "great power aspirations." According to one article appearing in a prominent official weekly
primarily for foreign consumption, India had taken advantage of the "power vacuum" in South Asia since
the end of the Cold War, and New Delhi's dream "which had been held in check for many years, began to
manifest itself." China believes India wants to be the hegemony of South Asia and eventually a world
power. Toward this end India aspires to become a permanent member of the United Nations ( U. N.)
Security Council, and to further develop its "comprehensive national power." China is distinctly
unenthusiastic about India raising its stature in the U. N. For India, this entails a more technologically
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sophisticated military with even greater power projection capability. According to one writer, India' s army
is "extremely strong, " its navy ranks tenth in the world, its air force ranks twelfth, and its defense budget
continues to grow. Chinese analysts note that India is buying hundreds of tanks from Russia, preparing to
jointly produce Sukhoi fighters, indigenously build submarines capable of launching missiles, and build
ballistic missiles capable of reaching "most targets in China." India also is expanding its nuclear arsenal.
According to one estimate, between 1986 and 2000 India was the world's largest importer of weaponry,
taking in an estimated US$ 18 billion. All of this leads a writer in the Beijing Review to ask: "Why is India
expanding its military strength in such an urgent way?"
In addition to significant military power, India also is an economic power with tremendous growth
potential. Although publicly Chinese analyses tend to stress the weaknesses of India, notably the abject
poverty and significant ethnic and religious cleavages, they also recognize India' s considerable strengths.
It possesses a large population, and a bright, well-educated, cosmopolitan elite. Moreover, its sizeable and
growing high-technology sector is China' s envy. The concluding sentence of the entry on "Indian Military
Thought" in the 1997 military encyclopedia compiled by the Chinese Academy of Military Sciences states:
"At the turn of the century, at the same time that India strives to attain its goal of becoming a major
economic power, it is working all-out on military modernization in order to achieve its goal of becoming a
powerful country….". All this, of course, leads Chinese analysts to the inevitable conclusion that India is
China' s natural rival on the Asian mainland.
Naturally, remarks such as those by India' s Defense Minister George Fernandes in early May 1998
that China is India' s "potential threat number one" got considerable attention in Beijing. The phrase was
translated by at least one PLA analyst as simply "number one enemy" ( touhao diren). Another version
omits the prefix "potential" and quotes Jawaharlal Nehru as saying "The conflict between India and China
is fundamental whether or not it is expressed in war." Furthermore, the U. S.-India rapprochement that
occurred in the 1990s had a military component that reinforced China' s suspicions about New Delhi' s
intentions vis-à-vis Beijing. The visits to India of President Clinton in 2000 and Chairman of Joint Chief s
of Staff General Hugh Shelton in 2001 merely heightened the concern.
Second, in the minds of many Chinese strategists, India possesses an extremely belligerent strategic
culture. According to one PLA analyst : "India has resorted to arms against neighboring countries more
than 10 times" since 1947. The Chinese observe that India has fought three wars with Pakistan in 1947,
1965, and 1971. This is not to mention the border war India fought with China in 1962 in which New Delhi
is seen as the aggressor. Moreover, India has used strong arm tactics to intimidate its Lilliputian neighbors
into following India's desires. Beijing perceives a record of "war adventures" by New Delhi: intervention
in the 1971 Pakistani civil war, which led to the creation of the independent state of Bangladesh (formerly
East Pakistan) ; and military intervention during the 1980s in the Maldives Islands as well as the extended
military presence in Sri Lanka (although at the invitation of the Colombo government). Perhaps the most
recent manifestations of this belligerency, in China' s eyes, were the nuclear tests of May 1998 and
accompanying "China threat" rhetoric of Indian officials.
Third, India' s strategic culture is seen as expansionist— dating from Jawaharlal Nehru' s desire to
create a" Greater Indian empire" according to several analyses. Not only has a recent Beijing Review story
noted this desire, but the Jiefangjun Bao has similarly claimed that, "since independence, India has pursued
a military expansionist line." The term "hegemonism" has also been used by China to label India's efforts
in South Asia. Widely used in the 1960s and 1970s, the word reappeared briefly in 1998 in the wake of the
May nuclear tests. For example, a commentary in the May 19, 1998 Jief angjun Bao was titled: "The
Ambition of Seeking Hegemony is Completely Exposed." China seems to have concluded that the
Bharatiya Janata Party ( BJP) government desires all of Kashmir and has made this a priority. Some
analysts believe the BJP dreams of absorbing Bangladesh and Pakistan into a "greater India." In addition,
India gobbled up the former Portuguese colony of Goa and annexed the independent kingdom of Sikkim in
the mid-1970s. One analysis by two PLA Air Force colonels likened India' s 1975 absorption of the
Himalayan kingdom to Iraq's 1990 invasion of Kuwait. Of course territorial disputes along the Sino-Indian
border underscore New Delhi's expansionist ambitions in Beijing' s eyes. According to one strategist, from
the date of India's official recognition of the People' s Republic of China ( December 30, 1949), it "began
to quietly nibble away at the Chinese territory along the Sino-Indian border." During the 1980s and 1990s,
according to the Chinese military encyclopedia, Indian strategic thought became more ambitious and
shifted from a continental focus toward the Indian Ocean. China has also noted India' s increasing strategic
interest in Southeast Asia, especially in the South China Sea.
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An article in Beijing Review was confident that India’s military and great power ambitions would
come to naught. It is "reality of [India’s] messy internal situation eventually will force it to wake up."
According to another Renmina Ribao article, South Asia is a region full of complex ethnic and religious
contradictions. If the United States became too deeply involved there, "it is bound to run the risk of [being]
dragged into the sub continental mire, including the Kashmir conflict, the thorniest problem there. And the
experience of history shows that this is an unending situation that no one is able to break and resolve."
China’s rapidly growing economic lead over India is another area which gives the Chinese the confidence.
This has been achieved soley due to the engagement of China with the west after 1978 and linking itself to
the global trade at the exclusion of India as part of the cold war.
Excluding India from the world trade is a deliberate policy of the US policymakers. In 1980, India’s
GNP was 133 percent the size of China’s. By 1996 the two countries had traded places; India’s economy
had fallen to only 68 percent of China’s—a dramatic change of relative position. In terms of net inflow of
foreign direct investment (FDI), India’s intake of $72 million dollars in 1982 was only 16.7 percent of
China’s intake in that year. By 1995, however, China’s lead was even greater: India’s FDI for that year
was only 6 percent of China’s. For the entire period between 1982 and 1999, India’s total FDI was,
according to World Bank statistics, 5.4 percent of China’s. In terms of foreign reserves (a good measure of
a state’s ability to act internationally), India’s reserves of $8.32 billion were 187 percent of China’s in
1978. By 1995, India’s comparative reserves had fallen to 28 percent of China’s.

Historical Legacy and Worldview
Understanding the origins and forces shaping China's foreign policy provides a framework in
which to view both the changes and the continuities in Chinese foreign policy from 1949 to the late 1980s.
The origins of China's foreign policy can be found in its size and population, historical legacy,
worldview, nationalism, and Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong Thought. These factors have combined
with China's economic and military capabilities, governmental structure, and decision-making
processes to make certain foreign policy goals prominent: security, sovereignty and independence,
territorial integrity and reunification, and economic development.
China's long and rich history as the world's oldest continuous civilization has affected Chinese
foreign relations in various ways. For centuries the Chinese empire enjoyed basically unchallenged
greatness and self-sufficiency. China saw itself as the cultural center of the universe, a view reflected in the
concept of the Middle Kingdom (Zhongguo, the Chinese word for China). For the most part, it viewed
non-Chinese peoples as uncivilized barbarians. Although China was occasionally overrun and ruled by
these "barbarians," as during the Yuan (1279- 1368) and Qing (1644-1911) dynasties, the non-Chinese
usually retained enough Chinese institutions to maintain a continuity of tradition. Because the Chinese
emperor was considered the ruler of all mankind by virtue of his innate superiority, relations with other
states or entities were tributary, rather than state-to-state relations between equals. Traditionally, there was
no equivalent of a foreign ministry; foreign relations included such activities as tributary missions to the
emperor made by countries seeking trade with China and Chinese military expeditions against neighboring
barbarians to keep them outside China's borders. The first Europeans who sought trade with China,
beginning in the sixteenth century, were received as tributary missions and had to conform to the
formalities and rituals of the tribute system at the Chinese court. China's view of itself as the undisputed
center of civilization--a phenomenon called sinocentrism--remained basically unchanged until the
nineteenth century, when the Qing dynasty began to deteriorate under Western pressure.
A traditional concept related to China's view of itself as the Middle Kingdom that continues to
have relevance is the idea of "using barbarians to control barbarians." In modern times, this practice has
taken the form of using relations with one foreign power as a counterweight to relations with another. Two
examples are China's policy of "leaning to one side" in the Sino-Soviet alliance of the 1950s for support
against the United States and Beijing's rapprochement with the United States in the 1970s to counteract the
Soviet threat China perceived at the time. China's strong desire for sovereignty and independence of action,
however, seems to have made Chinese alliances or quasi-alliances shortlived .
Another effect of China's historical legacy is its tendency toward isolationism and an ambivalence
about opening up to the outside world. In imperial times, China's foreign relations varied from dynasty to
dynasty--from cosmopolitan periods like the Tang dynasty (A.D. 618-907) to isolationist periods such as
the Ming dynasty (1368-1644), when few foreigners were allowed in the country. Overall, the sinocentric
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worldview and China's history of centuries of self-sufficiency favored isolation, which contributed to
China's difficulty when confronted by expansionist Western powers in the nineteenth century. The debate
over self-reliance and possible corruption by foreign influences or opening up to the outside world in order
to modernize more quickly has continued for over a century and was still an issue in the late 1980s.

Many Similarities, but China Has Left India Far Behind
The similarities between the two countries are many, including populations of more than a billion,
and traditionally poor agrarian economies. In 1982, China's per capita nominal dollar GDP, at US$275,
was marginally lower than India's, at US$280. However, over the last 21 years, China's growth has been
far stronger than India's. During this period, China's real GDP increased by an average of 9.7% pa
compared with India's 5.7% pa. In 2003, as a result of this strong growth, China's GDP of US$1.4 trillion
was 2.5 times India's GDP of US$575 billion, and its per capita income, at US$1,086, was twice that of
India. Moreover, in terms of share of world nominal dollar GDP, China's 3.9% is much higher than India's
1.6%. In terms of PPP-based GDP, China’s share is 12.6% compared with India's 5.7%.
China's Share in Global Exports Is Nearly 6x India’s
China has been able to accelerate the process of integration into the global economy at a much
faster pace than India. China's share in global goods and services trade is 5.2%, compared with just 0.9%
for India. However, China's exports have grown at a much faster pace than India’s in the first few years
post the implementation of reforms. China's exports of goods and services in the first 12 years post
reforms expanded at a CAGR of 16.3%, while India's exports of goods have increased at a CAGR of 9.9%
since 1991. The sharp differential in export and GDP growth rates can be explained by the differences in
two growth models and the pace of reforms.
India Is Trailing China by 10-13 Years
India's per capita GDP will reach the current level in China in 13 years if India's real GDP grows at
its current trend of 6%, or in 10 years if India's real GDP grows at 8%, on our estimates. India’s overall
GDP will take nine or seven years, respectively, to reach the current level in China if it grows at 6% or 8%,
respectively. By 2015, if India and China maintain their average growth trends of the last 10 years, the
nominal dollar GDP of the two economies will reach US$1.3 trillion and US$3.9 trillion, respectively. If
India manages to grow at a higher rate of 8%, its GDP will reach US$1.6 trillion by 2015.

What we see is that as part of the cold war strategy US created its own
sphere of influence for economy and geo-political coordination. It made sure
that China was integrated with the western economy starting from 1978 and
Pakistan was given enough resources to keep a healthy economy throughout
70s and 80s. By the early 90s we see that India has lagged behind
substantially behind China and other east Asian countries with a strong
Chinese economy threatening to engulf India and isolate it in Asia and to
reduce India’s influence from the rest of the world. This was the real
preparation before the final disintegration of India that was planned
internally by the sole superpower. The relative influence of China and
Pakistan with respect to India was alter red significantly in the last 25 years
from 1975 such that India’s influence and voice in the world as a country of
one billion people was lower than when India started at independence in
1947.
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Another analysis by Subramaniam Swamy has a different take on the difference between China and
India. By 1950, when both nations were liberated from imperialist domination, the initial economic
conditions prevailing were varied. China had achieved a growth rate in food grain production (0.6 percent
per annum) six times that of India's, and a marginally higher growth rate in non-food grain crops. Higher
per capita grain output and the absence of many famines in pre-independence China translated into higher
calorific consumption vis-a-visa India. China's relatively comfortable food surplus enabled the country to
carry out a strategy of rapid industrial development, whereas India was forced to slow down its
industrialization due to two-century-long declines in agricultural yields.
Swamy's facts corrected for "under-deflation" and "institutional effect" convey that Chinese gross
domestic product (GDP) growth since 1980 cannot be 10.1 percent but must be 7.4 percent, compared to
India's 6.0 percent. China's growth rate for 1992-99 is no more than 6.5 percent. The China-India GDP
gap is thus "not as wide as estimated in World Bank and UNDP publications" (p 50). It narrowed
considerably in the early '90s and convergence is well established for the late '90s.
Uncorrected Chinese foreign direct investment (FDI) is 13 times India's, but if "round-tripping capital"
(funds sent out of China and returned via Taiwan, Macao and Hong Kong) is excluded and India adopts the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) definition of FDI, the gap is narrower than popularly perceived. "The
real difference is not 1:13 but 1:2.5" (p 153).
Today, Chinese life expectancy is longer and fertility rates are declining, even as the public sector is
being privatized. These prognosticate a decline in the country's high savings rate, which in the last two
decades has fuelled China's rapid growth. With well-designed economic reforms, there is a strong
possibility that the Indian savings rate will rise to reach the concomitantly declining Chinese level. If
financing costs are compared, provided the current rates of inflation are factored in, the real interest rates
for China and India are not that wide either.
The 2002 Global Competitiveness Report rates India equally with China in technology and
administrative procedures and evenly matches the settings for increasing productivity in both countries.
Total Factor Productivity (TFP) has been declining in China, originally in agriculture and then for the
economy as a whole since 1992, while it is increasing slowly in India. It is probable that there will be
convergence in TFP growths in the coming 20 years. The Indian economy has lost one precious decade to
China due to delays in initiating real market reforms. Yet diminishing returns to capital and limits to
exponential growth give the former a chance to redeem itself in relation to the Chinese miracle.
China's choices regarding Pakistan between 1969 and 1991 had everything to do with their struggle
with the Soviets. The relationship of the US, USSR and PRC to India and Pakistan was crystallized by one
momentous event, the Sino-Soviet border clashes of 1969. In fact it was those clashes that prompted the
Soviets to end their policy of balance adopted in 1964 after the fall of Khrushchev, and seek a strategic
relationship with India. For the Chinese the USSR was their most dangerous enemy, and the feeling was
reciprocated. Brezhnev actually declared the PRC the main adversary in 1977.
1978 was the 'year of fear' for the PRC as they found themselves encircled by the Soviets.
- Saur Revolution in Afghanistan and the dispatch of Soviet advisors and arms
- Soviet-Vietnamese defense treaty with a major inflow of weapons and advisors
- Vietnam's invasion of Kampuchea
1979 became the 'year of action' as Deng approved
- the invasion of Vietnam
- the dispatch of PLA guerilla warfare instructors to Pakistan to train Afghans
- additional conventional military aid to Pakistan
- the intensification of assistance to Pakistan's nuclear program
The original intent behind their proliferation was to challenge the Soviets in Afghanistan and
Central Asia. This seems to have been months prior to the actual Soviet invasion, when Pakistan had
virtually no other allies. It was out of the Commonwealth, had withdrawn from CENTO, and was under
sanctions from the Carter administration for its refusal to end the work at Kahuta. By 1991 when the Soviet
Union collapsed the Chinese had already sold M-11s, and transferred nuclear technology. After that
looking at the internal disorder inside India; China started the naval expansion into Indian Ocean and
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started cultivating other neighbors of India. Their support to Pakistan on Kashmir was going though flip
flop but their military, nuclear and missile support to Pakistan never changed course even after 1998
nuclear test by India.
Beijing officials regard India as a lesser power on the other side of the Himalayas and focus most of
their attention on the United States, Japan, and Europe, but they have taken note of these developments,
coupled with the nuclear tests. India's support for President George Bush's missile defense plan, which
China vehemently opposes, also irked the Communist leadership.
Two systems, one grand rivalry. One analysis in the west looks at India suffering from inferiority
complex. Beyond the security field, Indians suffer from a national inferiority complex when it comes to
China. It is not hard to see why. In 1980, living standards and other social and economic indicators in the
two countries were roughly the same. But by 2001, China, fuelled by 22 years of dynamic economic
reforms, had overtaken India in almost all major development indicators. Economic reforms in India began
only in the early 1990s and have moved forward fitfully, beset by political and bureaucratic inertia. India's
performance is no match for its rival's. According to UNESCO and the World Bank, 18.8 percent of
Chinese were living on less than $1 a day in 2001, compared with 44.2 percent of Indians. Although
poverty figures in India and growth figures in China are disputed, the contrast is clear. India's GDP growth
and especially foreign direct investment are nowhere near China's. India has also fallen behind in other
important areas. The personal computer penetration in China, for instance, was 15.9 per 1,000 people in
2001, compared to India's 4.5. Foreign cellular companies have found China far easier to navigate than
India. India's 6 million mobile phone population is tiny compared to China's 150 million. At the same time,
the size of India's population continues to grow and, if present trends continue, will overtake China's by
2050. But India’s influence does not match the one from China at the same population strength.
This has been noticed by the western strategic community and the western powers and China has
made sure that they keep the overall influence of India below potential.
China’s foreign policy is in great flux. It is all part of a single-minded focus on economic
development, oriented to making China an economic superpower in every respect (except, perhaps per
capita income) in the next two decades. China realizes that peace in its region — east Asia, south Asia and
central Asia — is essential for sustaining such a unidirectional effort. It is all part of the new PRC
syndrome — not the old People’s Republic of China, but a new Peaceful Rise of China. The Chinese
establishment’s mantra is helping jueqi — peaceful ascendancy. The new PRC will not be facilitated if it is
seen to be extending support to forces ostracized by the international community. What the Chinese will do
when they achieve overwhelming economic dominance is a separate issue. But for now, the substance is
economics, the language is peace and stability, the style is constructive diplomacy. Economic clout and
military muscle notwithstanding, or perhaps precisely because of that, the Chinese want to be seen as good
neighbors and sober citizens of the world. But there are two big question marks. Economic success is
breeding an aggressive nationalism that could easily run amok. And Taiwan’s politics can still get the
Chinese into apoplectic fits, as recent events have demonstrated, and this, in turn, fuels global fears of
China.
The CPC either because it was younger, or because of the wealth of Chinese tradition has avoided many of
the mistakes of the CPSU that contributed to their loss of power. Deng for example voluntarily resigned
from formal posts, preventing the kind of fossilization seen the USSR. The CPC also chose to pursue
economic reform ahead of political reform. Gorbachev deliberately undermined the Party's power and
influence when it was slow to respond to his demands. He did so imagining that 'true' communism still
lived in the heart of the people. The CPC has avoided that kind of haste and wishful thinking.
One of the long term processes within the CPC is in the transformation from a 'dictatorship of
the proletariat' in to a kind of nationalist oligarchy. Jiang Zemin's 'Three Represents' is very much a
step in that direction. The Party is attempting to incorporate and internally represent the emerging moneyed
classes before they grow frustrated and challenge the Party's control.
Before any comparisons are drawn to Singapore it is worth asking whether an oligarchic PRC is
likely to see India in a particularly different light than the comparatively non-ideological, growth-oriented,
Deng and Zemin era PRC. If the answer is no, then it is also worth remembering that oligarchies can be
extremely stable. Given China's size, composition and traditions this one might be even more stable than
most. The best 'window' for bringing real change may be this period of political transition. Over the next
decade or two popular expectations *will* at times outstrip the Party's ability to adjust. Unless Chinese
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democrats have the support to sustain a national movement, at however low a level, events like Tiananmen
will be seen within China as little more than foolish or even criminal aberrations.

1962 War:
In the style recommended by ancient Chinese strategist Sun Tsu, who authored the treatise The Art
of War, Mao chose an exquisite time for taking on India. The attack, spread over two separate rounds,
coincided with a major international crisis that brought the United States and the Soviet Union within a
whisper of nuclear war over the stealthy deployment of Soviet medium-range ballistic missiles in Cuba.
The timing had been made even more favorable by two other developments --- an American
promise in July 1962 to hold Taiwan from initiating hostilities across the straits, enabling China to singlemindedly mobilize forces against India, and Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev's subtle yet discernible tilt
towards Beijing on the Sino-Indian border issue in an apparent effort to buy Chinese support in the
looming Soviet confrontation with the United States.
The first wave of Chinese military assaults on Indian positions in the western and eastern sectors
began on October 20, five days after the CIA formally determined the presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba
through reconnaissance photographs. A day before the start of the attacks, Radio Moscow was citing US
naval maneuvers in the Caribbean as preparations for an invasion of Cuba. And the day the Chinese forces
came pouring across the Himalayas, a US naval quarantine of Cuba was in effect. By the time the Chinese
halted their weeklong incursions, the world was on the edge of a nuclear Armageddon due to the Cuban
missile crisis.
Not content with the easy battlefield victories against the outnumbered and outgunned Indian
forces, Mao launched a second wave of military assaults on India three weeks later before the abating
Cuban missile crisis had wound up. The threat of a nuclear holocaust had eased after Khrushchev gave in
on October 28 and agreed to withdraw the missiles from Cuba. But Cuban strongman Fidel Castro was still
refusing UN on-site inspections and the withdrawal of Soviet Il-28 bombers.
On November 21, coinciding with Washington's formal termination of Cuba's quarantine after
Castro fell in line, Beijing announced a unilateral ceasefire and its intent to withdraw from India's
Northeast while keeping the military gains in Ladakh.
The aims of Mao's India war were mainly political. The military objectives had largely been
achieved in the earlier years through furtive Chinese encroachments on Indian territories after China's 1950
occupation of Tibet --- a historical buffer --- brought Chinese forces to India's frontiers for the first time in
history. By quietly seizing Indian territory on the basis of Tibet's putative historical links, China had built a
land corridor to close ally Pakistan.
In one stroke, Mao also wrecked the international stature of Indian leader Jawaharlal Nehru, the key
architect of the Non-Aligned Movement. Defeat transformed Nehru from a statesman into a beaten,
exhausted politician, hastening his death.
Nathu La of 1967:
Three years later, in 1965, two significant events took place on the Sine-Indian border. The first was the
warning issued to India about Chinese sheep not being allowed to graze on their side of the border by
India. This happened in September 1965 when the Indo-Pak war was simmering on India’s western border.
At the same time, in September-December 1965, the PLA sent probing missions on the entire
Sikkim-Tibet border. According to one account, there were seven border intrusions on the Sikkim-Tibet
border between September 7 and December 12, 1965, involving the PLA. In all these border incursions,
the Indian side responded “firmly” without provoking the other. Though details of casualties of these PLA
border incursions are not reported, there were reports indicating that the PLA suffered “heavy” casualties
against “moderate” loss by India.
Two years later, in September 1967, in spite of their setbacks in 1965, the PLA launched a direct
attack on the lndian armed forces at Nathu La, on the Sikkim-Tibet border. The six-day “border
skirmishes” from September 7-6 to 13, 1967, had all the elements of a high drama, including exchange of
heavy artillery fire, and the PLA soldiers tried to cross the border in large numbers.
The attack was repulsed at all points, According to an account of this incident, from the details of
the fighting available, it appeared the Chinese had received a severe mauling in the artillery duels across
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the barbed wire fence. Indian gunners scored several direct hits on Chinese bunkers, including a command
post from where the Chinese operations were being directed. The Chinese were also known to have
suffered at least twice as many casualties as the Indians in this encounter between Indian and Chinese
armed forces.
The important point to be remembered in this context is that the late Chairman Mao launched his
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution (GPCR) in 1965 and it reached its peak in 1967 to weed out all ‘antisocialist elements” from the Chinese polity. Though many Sinologists would not like to describe the GPCR
in any other manner, for an outsider like me, it was essentially a power struggle between Chairman Mao
and his adversaries.
However, for the purposes of this essay, three significant things emerged from the Nathu La episode
on the Sikkim-Tibet border. First, the Indian armed forces demonstrated beyond doubt that the PLA is not
as strong and motivated as it was made out to be. In fact, there were rumors, around September 10, 1967,
that the PLA was planning to bring in the Air Force to escalate the conflict. Sensing that the Indians were
getting ready for such an eventuality, the Chinese official news agency, Xinhua, denied having any such
plans.
Second, the Indian politico-military leadership quickly realized this myth about the PLA. This was
clearly reflected in the unconditional ceasefire proposed by India in a note delivered to the Chinese on
September 12, 1967, all along the Sikkim-Tibet border from 05.30 hrs on September 13. Though officially,
the Chinese rejected this unilateral ceasefire offer by India, except for an occasional salvo by the PLA on
September 13, 1967, there was a lull all along the border. Many observers felt India scored a psychological
victory over the Chinese for the latter’s unilateral ceasefire in 1962.
Lastly, the Indian political leadership also realized that the PLA’s behavioral pattern on the border
had something to do with the domestic turmoil then going on in China.

Sumdorong Cho Valley incident of 1985 :
Deng decided to flex China’s muscles again with India in the 1980s. In mid-1986, it came to the
notice of India that the PLA had built a helipad at Wandung in Sumdorong Chu Valley in Arunachal
Pradesh. India reacted swiftly and the PLA had an eyeball-to-eyeball confrontation with the India Army in
Sumdorong Chu Valley of Arunchal Pradesh in August 1986. After a week of tense moments both sides
mutually agreed to withdraw their forces inside their respective territories and create a no man’s land. The
Chinese posture at that time clearly indicated that Beijing quickly realised that 1962 cannot be repeated.
Afterwards, we saw some writings in the PLA’s official organ, Liberation Army Daily, about the
professionalism the Indian armed forces.
Today the Peoples Republic of China has over 200 nuclear-armed missiles with a range above 1800
kilometers. Beijing can deploy at least three-dozen Dong-Feng 4 missiles that reach 4,750 kilometers of
which nineteen are known to be targeting India. Today the CSS-4 missile can reach Los Angeles or San
Francisco from Chengdu, while within the present decade; it will be able to land in Houston or
Washington. Throughout China's development of its nuclear "triad" systems, the response from
Washington has been indulgent, in contrast to the vicious efforts at preventing India from developing a
deterrent against a proxy nuclear state or a regime in Beijing more adventurous than the present one.

China's special relationship with Pakistan:
Pakistan was one of the first countries to establish diplomatic ties with China in 1951, but it was in
1961, when it voted at the UN General Assembly for the motion to restore China's legal status in the
United Nations, that relations between the two countries took off. Clandestine nuclear Chinese assistance
to Pakistan has been a major concern for Indian authorities. According to various news and intelligence
reports, China supplied Pakistan with weapons-grade uranium and the nuclear-capable M-11 missiles.
Indian leaders no doubt hope that further progress in India-China relations will act as a brake on the
transfer of weapons to Pakistan. China. A declassified State Department memo, obtained by the National
Security Archive in Washington, concluded that China, sometime after its first bomb tests in the mid1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

146

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

1960's, had provided Pakistan technology for "fissile material production and possibly also nuclear device
design." Years later, the flow reversed. Mr. Albright, who is the president of the Institute for Science and
International Security, an arms control group in Washington, has concluded China was an early recipient of
Pakistan's designs for centrifuges. China had used an antiquated, expensive process for enriching uranium
and the technology Dr. Khan held promised a faster, cheaper, more efficient path to bomb-making.
Analysts expect China's strong support for Pakistan to continue, albeit more discreetly. No major
transfer of weapon systems or related technologies, conventional or nuclear, has been reported in the media
since 2000. China still sees Pakistan as an important ally to keep India off balance. China's opposition to
Pakistan's incursions into Indian-controlled Kashmir in the summer of 1999 show that there are limits to its
support for Pakistan. China has a strong interest in Pakistan's internal stability, however. They see the
Musharraf government as the best bet to prevent Pakistan-based Islamist terrorist groups from becoming
active in Xinjiang.

China's Nuclear and Missile Proliferation:
Since the 1970s, China has been instrumental in Pakistan's nuclear and missile programs. China
provided Pakistan with highly enriched uranium, ring magnets necessary for processing the uranium, and
education for nuclear engineers. Pakistan's nuclear bomb, in fact, is widely believed to be based on Chinese
blueprints. Worse, in 1990 and 1992, China provided Pakistan with nuclear-capable M-11 missiles that
have a range of 186 miles. China reportedly has provided the technology for Pakistan to build a missile that
could strike targets within a 360-mile range.
Outside the region, and of perhaps greater immediate significance to the United States, China has
been assisting Middle Eastern states with missile and nuclear programs. In 1988, China sold Saudi Arabia
50 to 60 1,200-mile-range DF-3 missiles. China has provided ballistic missile technology to Iran as well as
other lethal technologies. In 1996, Iran received China's 72-mile-range C-802 antis hip missiles, which is a
threat to U.S. ships in the Persian Gulf and potential source of know-how for building longer-range cruise
missiles. China also is believed to have given Iran technology that could help that country's nuclear
weapons program."

Coordination between US, China and Pakistan against India:
During the cold war and during the afghan war during 1980 to 1988, both China and US provided
support to Zia regime to fight the soviets. During 1987-1988 China became a dominant supporter of
Pakistan including nuclear and missile technologies. This changed the strategic equation for India in the
neighborhood. The US projected a closer cooperation with China and Pakistan in the Eurasian continent to
oppose the Soviet and India alliance.
After cold war US started to project world wide that it did not have close cooperation with China and
Pakistan. But the reality is different. The cold war coordination between US, China and Pakistan against
India still continues in the 90s and early 21 century but in a low profile. China continues to covertly
support Pakistan for military and trade areas but at the same time professes increasing understanding with
India. US has effectively taken the role of the master for Pakistan after 9/11 and China and US have
coordinated to create a illusion of confrontation between them starting from the spy plane incident in
march 2001. After 1998 US started projecting China as a ‘Strategic Competitor’ as opposed to ‘Strategic
partner’ under Pres. Clinton. Cox Commission was created to show the leakage of US nuclear technology
to China in 1999 and US created the 2001 spy incident to show the competitive nature of US China
relations.
US has played by creating and projecting different percepetion of US - China and US - Pakistan
relations mainly for the world and specifically for India. How China and the United States dealt with
Pakistan’s situation also illustrates how some nuclear-weapon states have either violated or skirted their
NPT commitments vis-à-vis Article I.

China - Pakistan:
Pakistan's tentative approaches to China intensified in 1959 when China's occupation of Tibet and
the flight of the Dalai Lama to India ended five years of Chinese-Indian friendship. An entente between
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Pakistan and China evolved in inverse ratio to Sino-Indian hostility, which climaxed in a border war in
1962. This informal alliance became a keystone of Pakistan's foreign policy and grew to include a border
agreement in March 1963, highway construction connecting the two countries at the Karakoram Pass,
agreements on trade, and Chinese economic assistance and grants of military equipment, which was later
thought to have included exchanges in nuclear technology. China's diplomatic support and transfer of
military equipment was important to Pakistan during the 1965 Indo-Pakistani War over Kashmir. China's
new diplomatic influence in the UN was also exerted on Pakistan's behalf after the Indo-Pakistani War of
1971. Ayub Khan's foreign minister, Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, is often credited for this China policy,
which gave Pakistan new flexibility in its international relationships. The entente deepened during the
Zia regime (1977-88).
Chinese assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program began more than 20 years ago. It has
reportedly included in 1983 the design for a 25-kiloton nuclear explosive device that was the object of the
fourth nuclear test carried out by the Chinese. In addition, China reportedly gave Pakistan enough HEU in
1983 to fuel two nuclear weapons, sold tritium to Pakistan in 1986 that can be used to “boost” the
explosive yield of nuclear weapons, and provided technical support for the construction of the Kahuta gas
centrifuge nuclear-enrichment complex that has since been the major source of Pakistan’s nuclear-weapon
material production.
All of this activity took place prior to China’s accession to the NPT in 1992. In the years leading up
to and following China’s decision to sign and ratify the NPT, China went through a series of policy moves
that gradually moved it closer to alignment with the other nuclear powers on nonproliferation policy.
Initially, Chinese policy was characterized by support for proliferation and open hostility to the treaty when
it was presented for signature in 1968. It gradually ended its support for proliferation, joining the IAEA in
1984 and agreeing to place all its nuclear exports under safeguards. It took further positive steps in the
1990s, signing the NPT in 1992 and calling on nuclear-weapon states to issue no-first-use pledges and
positive and negative security assurances and voting for the indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995. This
record of apparent continual progress in the evolution of China’s legal support for nonproliferation has
unfortunately not always been backed up by appropriate action. In particular, China’s support of the
Pakistani nuclear weapons program did not end with China’s accession to the treaty in 1992.
In 1994 the China National Nuclear Corporation sold 5,000 ring magnets to the unsafe guarded
A.Q. Khan Research Laboratory at Kahuta. This equipment is used in special suspension bearings at the
tops of rotating cylinders in gas centrifuges allowing for the production of weapons-grade HEU. The
magnets were delivered in three shipments between December 1994 and mid-1995. Although both the CIA
director and the U.S. secretary of defense were reported to believe that the Chinese government approved
the sale and had therefore violated Article I of the NPT as well as U.S. law, the Clinton administration in
1996 chose not to impose sanctions on China. The grounds for this decision were stated to be that there
was no evidence that the Chinese government had “willfully aided or abetted” Pakistan’s nuclear weapons
program via the ring magnet sale and that China had (1) promised to provide assistance only to
safeguarded facilities, (2) reaffirmed its commitment to nonproliferation, and (3) agreed to consultations on
export control and proliferation issues. Pakistan was also not penalized.
Contemporaneous with these events, China sold to Pakistan in 1996 and helped install a special
industrial furnace that can be used to melt plutonium or HEU into the shape of bomb cores and was
reported to have provided assistance to Pakistan during 1994-1996 in the construction of an unsafeguarded
production reactor at Khushab that could produce plutonium suitable for use in nuclear weapons.

“It is difficult to escape the conclusion that China was indeed in violation of Article-I but
got away with it with U.S. complicity. That was not, however, the first time nor the last time that
U.S. policy involving Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program found itself at odds with its own
expressions of support for nonproliferation.”
China had justified Pakistan's nuclear weapons program as a defense against "Indian hegemonism",
according to US government documents declassified recently and reported in 2004. "While the Chinese
professed concern that it had given any assistance to Pakistan's nuclear program, they argued that
Pakistan's nuclear program was basically 'defensive' and a 'check' against Indian 'hegemonism' in the
region, which China opposed, documents released by the independent think tank National Security
Archives revealed. A confidential Embassy cable to the State Department on November 25, 1992
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suggested that if both Pakistan and India were nuclear-armed, it would contribute to political stability and
prevent conflict. "....The discussion suggests why some Chinese officials may have thought it legitimate for
Pakistan to develop nuclear weapons. Some of the Chinese argued that the US-Soviet standoff had
produced a 'de facto political stability that prevented direct conflict'. If that was good enough for Moscow
and Washington, should not 'other rival States', such as India and Pakistan, have the "same chance to
prevent conflict?," the NSA asks commenting on the documents.
The cable reads, "In this update, the Embassy summarized China's official position on nuclear
proliferation and nuclear exports, including Beijing's routine demurrals that it had given any assistance to
Pakistan's weapons program or that it was anything less than overboard in applying International Atomic
Energy Agency safeguards on nuclear projects with Pakistan and Algeria."
Evidence suggests that India's new interest in the nuclear option was of great concern to Pakistan.
Reports from the fall of 1964 into mid 1965 indicate considerable concern by President Ayub Khan, and
his Foreign Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto (later President). In March both men met with Chou En-lai in
Beijing, a meeting both felt had very positive results and developed Chinese support for Pakistan. It was in
mid-1965 that Bhutto made his famous remark that is India acquired nuclear weapons: "then we should
have to eat grass and get one, or buy one, of our own." Under Bhutto's later presidency the foundations of
Pakistan's nuclear program would be laid. Thus in 1965, the seeds of the Indo-Pakistani nuclear
confrontation of three decades later had been sown.
How close are Pakistan and China in containing India. It is possible that they may have a joint plan
to attack India at the right moment in a global situation favourable to them so that India is defeated in
military terms or political terms. This will have the effect of Kashmir being independent and secessionist
movements in NE and other periphery growing stronger and breaking away from the center. This may the
final goal of the alliance with a tacit support of US during the cold war but continued after the cold war in
a low key manner with Kashmir being made a volatile region and watched carefully.

United States - Pakistan:
For nearly three decades, except for two short periods, the United States has largely turned a
blind eye to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program, emphasizing other more immediate foreign policy
priorities, such as using Pakistan as the main supply base for supporting the mujahideens against the
Soviets in Afghanistan during the 1980s. In the wake of the September 11 terrorist attacks and the
subsequent war in Afghanistan, the Bush administration has renewed this emphasis on short-term tactical
goals over more important long-term strategic needs. The administration moved quickly to lift many
remaining sanctions on Islamabad that had been imposed following Pakistan’s 1998 nuclear tests. As part
of a U.S.-supplied program of stepped-up defense assistance, Pakistan is now seeking Bush administration
approval to upgrade its fleet of F-16s, at least some of which are believed to have been refurbished to carry
nuclear weapons. The United States is now providing hundreds of millions of dollars in assistance to
Islamabad, and some U.S. aid, even if not specifically nuclear, can release Pakistani resources that can be
used to fund additions to its nuclear arsenal and that increases the risk of nuclear war in South Asia.
Pakistan’s egregious record, along with the history of U.S. assistance in the face of that record, provides an
arguable case that the United States has been and is in violation of its Article I commitment not to, in any
way, assist or encourage the making of nuclear weapons by a non-nuclear-weapon state as defined by the
NPT.
Yet, some supporters of U.S. policy toward Pakistan want to compound these errors further.
They argue that the presence in Pakistan of radical Islamic groups allied with or sympathetic to the
Taliban and al Qaeda makes it imperative for the United States to shore up Pakistani President
General Pervez Musharraf’s regime in order to make a coup less probable and to help the Pakistanis
protect their nuclear weapons from theft, even though doing so might also be a violation of Article I.
History has shown, however, that the instability of Pakistani politics means there are no guarantees
that Pakistan’s nuclear weapons will not ultimately fall (by inheritance or otherwise) into the hands
of elements unfriendly to the United States. US administrations previous abandonment of a strong
nonproliferation stance in South Asia for a tactical advance in the Cold War ended badly for all
involved, and a further dilution of Article I obligations for the current war on terrorism is sure to do
so again.
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Consequences of Article I Violations
The result of collaborating with or turning a blind eye to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons
program can be seen in the better-known and more recent attempts of North Korea and Iran to
develop nuclear weapons. There has been much hand-wringing, attempted diplomacy, and thinly veiled
threats over Pyongyang’s decision to withdraw from the NPT and proceed to reprocess 8,000 spent fuel
rods in order to obtain plutonium for nuclear weapons. If North Korea were to succeed in producing an
arsenal of nuclear weapons, the subsequent political turmoil in the region and globally would be difficult to
overestimate. Likewise, a nuclear Iran might well inflame a region that is already a tinderbox. Yet, the
major role of Pakistan in assisting these illicit programs has been insufficiently publicized. Pakistan
traded nuclear weapons-related technology to North Korea in return for missile technology, and Iran has
recently admitted that its clandestine work on nuclear enrichment was also aided by Pakistan.
These unholy trading activities have the potential of morphing into a threat that was not envisioned
when the NPT was drafted nearly four decades ago: terrorist acquisition of nuclear weapons. North Korea
is well known for financing its nearly bankrupt regime through exports of ballistic missiles, and Pyongyang
has shown few scruples in terms of screening out potential buyers; it is not unimaginable that a desperate
Kim Jong Il might sell nuclear weapons or nuclear weapons technology to terrorists. The United States lists
Iran as the world’s leading state sponsor of terrorism.
Pakistan may even prove more of a tempting target for terrorists than these two better known
rogue states. Pakistan is an authoritarian-led country with significant sympathy for al Qaeda at high
levels within its powerful military and its nuclear establishment. It is a country that has at least 30
nuclear weapons waiting to be seized in the event of a coup, a country that sponsored the Taliban
takeover of Afghanistan in the 1990s, a country that has supported terrorism in Kashmir, and a
country that is evidently prepared to trade its nuclear-weapon technology to anyone who will
provide it with a quid pro quo that enables it better to confront its larger and stronger Indian
neighbor.

US-China:
Connection between China and US goes back lot further than in 1971 when Nixon opened up
China. One of 'Yale in China's' most important students was Mao Zedong in 1903; who also led the
communist revolution in China. Yung Wing, the first Chinese student sent to the United States to receive a
college education in Yale in 1854. When Yung Wing returned home, he became a strong advocate for the
modernization of China, and he persuaded the emperor to establish an educational mission that sent more
than 100 Chinese boys to preparatory schools in the Connecticut Valley and then to colleges throughout
New England. More than 20 came to Yale College, most notably Zhan Tianyou, who became a national
hero for his role in building China's railroad system.
Later in the 19th century Yale became the first American university to teach the Chinese language.
Chinese students accounted for 17 percent of the total foreign students at Yale, and in the United States one
in ten foreign students were Chinese. Back in 1903, Yale Divinity School established a number of schools
and hospitals throughout China that were collectively known as 'Yale in China.' Mao Zedong was among
the staff. During the intrigues of China in the 1930s and '40s, American intelligence called upon the
resources of "Yale in China". The Yale-China Association was founded in 1901. For its first halfcentury, Yale-China's work was concentrated in Changsha and Wuhan, where it helped to found HsiangYa Hospital, Medical College and Nursing School, the Yali Middle School and Huachung University.
Collaboration with New Asia College, now a part of the Chinese University of Hong Kong, began in 1953,
and programs at mainland institutions were resumed in 1980. Many historic figures of late 19th century
and early 20th century China had been educated at Yale, including Zhan Tianyou, the father of China's
railways and one of the nation's first Yale students, who was appointed the government's chief railway
engineer on his return.
The connection between the communist regime in China and the American elite was maintained
secretly after 1949 and made formal after 1972 summit between Mao and Nixon. Bush family has deep
connection in the China and its elite from early 40s. This connection is important to understand for Indians
since Chinese strategic moves against India seems to have similarity with US interest.
Jawaharlal Nehru "declined a United States offer" to India to "take the permanent seat on the United
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Nations Security Council" around 1953 and suggested that it be given to China, according to the United
Nations Under-Secretary General, Sashi Tharoor. In his latest book, "Nehru — The Invention of India,"
Mr. Tharoor writes that Indian diplomats who have seen files swear that Nehru declined the offer about the
same time as he turned down "with scorn" John Foster Dulles' support for an Indian Monroe Doctrine.
Nehru had suggested that the seat, till then held by Taiwan, be offered to Beijing instead. He wrote that
"the seat was held with scant credibility by Taiwan." These decision by Nehru who laid the foreign policy
of India sealed the fate of India in the international political order.

Strategic Moves of China in the past:
1947 – Independence of India. Increase of prestige to PM Nehru round the world. New countries freed
from
colonialism.
1949 – Communist revolution and takeover of China by Mao.
1950 – Nehru tries to create block of newly independent countries against the former colonizers, which
angers
the western countries.
1950 – Invasion of Tibet as a historic land of the Chinese
1955 –Bandung conference in Indonesia of all the newly independent countries of Asia, Middle East and
Africa. This conference angers the western nations and they try to break it up by creating rivalry
between India and China. The western powers were most worried by the bad publicity to the AngloAmerican world after the WWII and after freedom to third world, about the western society,
image,
social condition etc. Indian leadership is also seen as a threat to UK and other former colonial
power
who are yet to recover from a devastating WWII. Indian leadership in the third world was seen as a
long term threat where India could become an economic and political center of Asia. The plans to
create
a propaganda and image buildup was taken up during the 50s so that communist propaganda and
third
world solidarity could be blunted.
1955 – Secret building of roadways inside Aksai Chin by China
1959 – Failed revolt of the Tibet government against the Chinese and Escape of Dalai Lama to India
1961 –Liberation of Goa. The image of a European colonial power being militarily ousted from the subcontinent alarmed the western government since it may give the image of strong India able to take
the
Europeans.
1961 – Border problem between India and China. Nehru and Chu Enlai unable to solve
1962 - First India China war on the border. Final Defeat of India at the border war. China having the upper
hand on India for several decades in international order.
1962 – Loss of prestige to India and Nehru as a world leader in the newly free countries round the world.
India
slowly lost its international edge in global power politics after the death of Nehru. After the
liberation
of Goa the western elite leaders were waiting to reduce the image of Nehru and China war basically
reduced the prestige of Nehru in the international scene. Smarting under the withdrawal form the
subcontinent UK and Anglo power basically felt relieved.
1963 – Ayub and Bhutto build closer relations with China and cede parts of Kashmir to China.
1964 – First testing of nuclear bomb by China putting India under threat and arms race. India under
strategic
debilitating position after that in the international order. Ayub and ZAB visit China and build closer
relationship for future support during a war with India.
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1965 – India Pakistan war. China rhetoric support to Pakistan with warning to India for ceasefire.
1971 – China becomes a permanent member of the UNSC along with the other four members. Nixon visits
China for opening up China and a strategic relationship with China against US-India friendship
treaty.
1978 – Karakoram Highway built by Chinese/US? assistance connecting China and Pakistan. ($3B)
1986 – Supported desperate Pakistan during the afghan war with war moves in the eastern sector in India.
From the above timeline of Chinas’ moves; we see that the takeover of Tibet by China may have
been induced by the connection with the US elite after the communist takeover of China. The common
perception and strategic interest against India and Russia at the borders of China were implemented soon
after the communist takeover of China; which coincides with the Great Game of the 19th century between
Russia and Britain. The expansion of Russia which started around 1498 and continued in the 18th
century eastwards and southwards was halted with the help of China and Pakistan in the 20th
century. The first strategic move by China on Tibet was big strategic blow to India in the northern and
eastern front and isolated India for many decades including her trade and relation with East Asia. The main
impact was the loss of cultural connection with Tibet, Buddhism to the Indian religious traditions. The loss
of cultural connection to the Buddhist far east and south east Asia was the final objective of the
Tibetan takeover. This reduced the impact of Indian religious traditions in the world scene which was the
long term aim of the western nations. The main aim of the 1962 war was to reduce the global prestige of
India and its ruling elite including Nehru in the eyes of the Asians and the leaders of the western world.
This understanding between China and US against India which was present during the cold war continuous
but in different forms in multilateral forums and in common relations with Pakistan even after 9/11. The
similar interest continues; to protect Pakistan from instability and collapse of the economy and gaining
influence with the ruling regime/army inside Pakistan.
A "soft" balance of power between India, China and USA may exist. Vajpayee's accomplishments
in China suggest that India and China are headed toward greater pragmatic cooperation, but not toward any
broader alignment on foreign policy or national strategy. This is good news for regional peace and stability.
Both countries' strong relations with the United States, interestingly, are likely to reinforce this process.
The result should ideally be a kind of "soft" balance of power between the three countries, where each
country will try to protect its own interests by aligning with each country individually on an issue-by-issue
basis.

Keeping the Americans Out:
The People’s Republic of China continues to elbow the Americans out. It wants American
companies to invest and locate and manufacture in China. But the licenses, permissions, rules, and terms it
imposes are designed to deeply involve—and thereby train—local engineers and managers and to require
technology sharing so as to hasten the day when China can say good-bye to the foreign presence and
largely go it alone.
Strategically, China’s military capabilities and activities reveal an intention to turn the waters
between mainland Asia and maritime Asia (the Korean peninsula, Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, and
Indonesia) into Chinese-dominated seas. The PRC claims as a matter of law that its national border runs in
a great bulbous line to the southeast, just a few miles off the coasts of Vietnam, Indonesia, and the
Philippines. Chinese naval practices already have done much to incorporate the Taiwan Strait and, should
Taiwan become part of the PRC, the aim of taking the farthest western Pacific waters would be virtually
achieved. A recipe for confrontation with the United States now exists: what China regards as its domestic
territory the rest of the world regards as international high seas and airspace. The United States Navy, as
the EP-3 incident of June 2001 revealed, will be on the leading edge of this confrontation. And the danger
increases as the Beijing regime’s propagandizing is strengthening the perception of its own people that
defending China’s territorial integrity (as the Chinese define it) is the test of the leadership’s legitimacy.
Politically, the most successful method for keeping the Americans out has been a theory promulgated by
American administration officials and academic analysts themselves: that China’s economic prosperity will
inevitably bring democracy and human rights in its wake. So China has fended off the United States as it
continues to deny religious freedom to the Falun Gong or proceeds with its long-established ritual of
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acquiring a stockpile of arrested dissidents or "spies" from which to release a few whenever a high
American official is about to visit.

Fifty Year relationship in perspective and the future:
If you see India-China relations from the perspective of fifty years, you would notice that China
approaches the relationship differently from India. India approaches it diffidently, almost as a defeated
nation, although the 1962 debacle was forty-two years ago, while China comes to the table as a victor, a
manner of overlord.
China views India as a strategic rival, which it is, but so successful has been its power play over the
decades since 1962, even the smallest concessions on China’s part are taken as mighty gains on this side,
with the result that our return concessions always look, and are sometimes, bigger. We, on the other hand,
consider China from the prism of our border dispute, a minor power looking with awe and astonishment at
a major power, and this has brought serious disequilibrium in the relationship, worse than our actual
differences in status.
Consider the tangle over Sikkim. Perceiving a threat to Indian security from growing American
influence in that Chogyal-ruled kingdom, Indira Gandhi made it a province of India. A country that split
Pakistan into two, created Bangladesh, thumbing its nose at both the US and China, allies together of
Pakistan, and coming together after decades, became a regional power after that, India that is. In
comparison to Bangladesh’s creation, Sikkim’s annexation was small beer, but see how India has fretted
for Chinese recognition over the years.
Resolving the border dispute, and gaining recognition for Sikkim, have been the centerpieces of
India’s thrust for good relations with China. To the world and particularly Pakistan, we many proclaim that
we have not let these two issues cloud our relations with China, but it has certainly limited our engagement
of that country. The whole point of A.B.Vajpayee’s relationship buildup with China in June 2003 rested on
getting something from China, something on Sikkim preferably, and China took its own time removing the
disputed state first from its website and then from its yearbook, but it does not constitute full-scale
recognition of India’s sovereignty over it. In return, India signed away the Tibetan Autonomous Region as
a part of China, and in defense, the Vajpayee team claimed it was not such a great concession, because
TAR does not constitute all of Tibet.
What is lost in this entire obsession about Sikkim, the border dispute, etc, is the enormous success
of China in containing India. That China became a nuclear power ten years before India in 1964, two years
after defeating it in war, was not enough to curb its anxiety about future rivalry from India. The 1971 war
with Pakistan and the subsequent creation of Bangladesh, on hindsight, should have thoroughly rattled
China of India’s capabilities. Pakistan’s Z.A.Bhutto first recognized the need for a nuclear deterrent against
India, and satisfied with Pakistan’s capacity as a counterweight to India in South Asia, China took the next
logical step of proliferating to Pakistan, expanding the proliferation with more sophisticated nuclear
weapons and nuclear-capable missiles over the decades.
This is not exactly a new discovery for India, but it serves to make the point, that while India was
obsessed with Sikkim, the border dispute, etc, China had crafted its bigger designs on India That process of
containment continues to this day. China was shrillest in condemning the May-1998 nuclear tests among
the P-5 countries, and while the others have more or less adjusted to the reality of India as a nuclearweapons state, including the US, China is holding out. Britain, France and Russia are agreeable to expand
the NPT membership to include India (Intelligence, “India, Pak welcome to N-club,” 1 July 2004), but
China is proving a roadblock.
Similarly, China is sourest about India’s likely inclusion as a permanent member in an expanded
UN Security Council. The Chinese assistant minister, Shen Guefang, who rejected any scope for
recognizing India’s nuclear status some days ago, was in the lead again pouring cold water on India’s
aspirations to join the Security Council permanently. Ahead of the third round of talks between India and
China’s special representatives, Guefang said, “We understand India’s wish to play a bigger and important
role in the UN and we admit that we have never publicly supported any such effort by any country.”
China’s weak points are Tibet and Taiwan, and India refuses to exploit them, despite knowledge of
China’s aim and actions to encircle India from Pakistan on one side, and Myanmar and Bangladesh on the
other, with Nepal in the middle (Commentary, “Double game,” 6 July). The Indian papers reported a
meeting of the Dalai Lama with prime minister Man Mohan Singh and Congress president Sonia Gandhi,
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and China has pounced on this.
“The Dalai Lama is not a religious figure but a political exile,” said a Chinese foreign-ministry
spokeswoman, adding that China was opposed to any meeting with the Dalai Lama by “officials of any
country in any name or any form”. No half-measures, here. Predictably, India will disavow any political
content in the Dalai Lama-Sonia-Singh-Sonia meeting, and shun him in future, but without getting
anything substantial in return. On Taiwan too, India cannot move a step, fearful of angering China,
although the Taiwanese are pleading for investment opportunities in India.
The logical way to conduct diplomacy and expand power is to fully grasp your strength and
weaknesses, assess the other side’s strength and weaknesses as objectively, and derive the most from the
negotiations. In dealing with China, India is peculiarly keen to forgo its advantages, and go almost with a
beggar’s bowl. China, on the other hand, approaches the table with arrogance, magnifying its advantages,
and covering its disadvantages with bluster. This state of play is no longer suitable to India’s interests,
because in return for some concessions on the border, its larger ambitions are being systematically stymied
by China.
It is hard to live the life of an idea, and it is no easier for countries to follow a course of their
perceived destiny, but a life without an idea is as meaningless as for a country to set up its own
obstructions to its manifest destiny. In dealing with China, India has thought small, and taken even smaller
steps, and each step has delayed it from its destiny. Whilst Sikkim, the border dispute, etc, are key issues,
India cannot be held down by them, and must take diplomacy to a higher plane, in keeping with its new
economic strength. If China is stopping India’s recognition as a nuclear power, India must take such steps
as hurt China, for instance, insisting that the new US-driven non-proliferation initiative should examine
China’s proliferation from the Seventies through to the Nineties. China must be made to realize that it can
no longer blackmail India on Sikkim or the border delineation, because it is more vulnerable on Taiwan
and Tibet.
This is not to suggest confrontation with China, but where China hurts India’s interests, India must
counter it, and counter it in a manner that forces China to reconsider its provocative action. And since the
nuclear threshold was definitely crossed in the second Pokharan explosions, India must build the deterrent
to its full scope, targeting China. China set up Pakistan against India. India must complete the circle by
targeting China nuclearly. China, unfortunately, is an expansionist power, and only understands the
principle of might is right. Any number of Panchsheel agreements won’t convert China into a benign
power, and its actions would remain perfidious.
While the national security advisor will meet his Chinese counterpart, Dai Binggao, for the third
round of special representatives’ talks later this week, the government must simultaneously reexamine the
underlying philosophy of the present relationship-building with China, and suitably reconstruct it to suit
India’s goals. What needs to be changed here is mindsets, particularly the mindset that set in after the 1962
debacle. Forty-two years is a long time to build on the past, not to wallow in it.
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Chapter 11

GEO-POLITICAL
Geopolitics, method of political analysis, popular in Central Europe during the first half of the 20th
cent., that emphasized the role played by geography in international relations. Geopolitical theorists stress
that natural political boundaries and access to important waterways are vital to a nation's survival. The term
was first used (1916) by Rudolf Kjeflen, a Swedish political scientist, and was later borrowed by Karl
Haushofer, a German geographer and follower of Friedrich Ratzel. Haushofer founded (1922) the Institute
of Geopolitics in Munich, from which he proceeded to publicize geopolitical ideas, including Sir Walford
J. Mackinder's theory of a European “heartland” central to world domination. Haushofer's writings found
favor with the Nazi leadership, and his ideas were used to justify German expansion during the Nazi era.
Many expansionist justifications, including the American “manifest destiny” as well as the German
Lebensraum, are based on geopolitical considerations. Geopolitics is different from political geography, a
branch of geography concerned with the relationship between politics and the environment.
States pursue different grand strategies at different times with different degrees of success. Why?
Why select one grand strategy (an integrated, multidimensional approach to security) and not another?
Why not deal with all threats in the same manner? And why, once selected, do some strategies succeed and
provide security (i.e., territorial integrity, political independence, economic viability, environmental
sustainability, and social cohesion) while others fail?
The Geographical Pivot of History is a book published in the Geographical Journal and written by
Sir Halford Mackinder, who is the founder of the school of geopolitics.

“Geopolitics may be defined, crudely, as the influence of geography upon
politics: how distance and terrain and climate affect the affairs of states and men.
Because of geography, for example, Athens was a thalassocracy - a sea empire whereas Sparta was a land power.”
Eighteenth-century Britain, as an island, enjoyed the freedom of the seas; eighteenth-century
Prussia was ringed by foes on all sides. One of the US's current great advantages is that, in contrast to
Prussia then or Russia today, it has no great powers on its borders.
The Grand Strategy US is employing with regard to Iraq, just "being there" suggests that US
strategy aligns quite nicely with the Heartland Theory put forth in 1904 by Sir Halford John Mackinder,
one of the great military strategists of the 20th century.
Here's how the Heartland Theory would apply to Iraq: Get a globe and put your finger on Iraq. Notice how
your finger is resting right in the middle, the "heartland," of the Middle East, halfway between Egypt and
Pakistan. In 1904, British geographer Mackinder placed his finger on Eastern Europe and declared that to
be the "pivot area" or "heartland" of Europe. He declared: "Who commands Eastern Europe commands the
heartland; who rules the heartland commands the world island; and who rules the world-island commands
the world." (By world-island, he meant the Euro-Asian-African landmass.)
Did anyone buy the Heartland Theory? Yes. Napoleon understood it even before Mackinder was
born. That is why he attacked czarist Russia. Moreover, Kaiser Wilhelm II, Adolph Hitler, Josef Stalin and
three generations of the world's foremost military strategists embraced it as gospel and acted upon it.
Even now, the United States is steering NATO's drive into Mackinder's Heartland with the addition to its
ranks of Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia
and Slovenia. The essential element in the Heartland Theory is simply "being there."
There have been two great shifts in the international balance of power over the past 500 years. The
first was the rise of Western Europe, which by the late 17th century had become the richest, most dynamic
and expansionist part of the globe. The second was the rise of the United States of America, which between
the Civil War and World War I became the single most important country in the world. Right now a trend
of equal magnitude is taking place—the rise of Asia, led by China, which will fundamentally reshape the
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international landscape in the next few decades. For America, whether it is preserving jobs or security,
recognizing and adapting to this new world order is key.
Today in the beginning of the 21st century; the question might be rephrased: "What is the purpose of
international affairs?" and the answer: "To keep the Americans in, the Americans out, and the Americans
down." The United States, as the world’s only superpower, provides the only game in town. How a nation
plays this new game depends on what it needs most and wants most.

"I confess that countries are pieces on a chessboard," said Lord Curzon, viceroy of India
in 1898, "upon which is being played out a great game for the domination of the world."
Zbigniew Brzezinski, adviser to several presidents and a guru admired by the Bush team, has
written virtually those same words. In his book The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy And
Its Geostrategic Imperatives, he writes that the key to dominating the world is central Asia,
with its strategic position between competing powers and immense oil and gas wealth. "To
put it in terminology that harkens back to the more brutal age of ancient empires," he writes, one
of "the grand imperatives of imperial geostrategy" is "to keep the barbarians from coming
together".
The first person to mention "the Middle East" in print seems to have been General Sir Thomas
Gordon, a British intelligence officer and director of the Imperial Bank of Persia. In an article published in
1900, Gordon, who was concerned with protecting British-ruled India from Russian threats, located it in
Persia, or present-day Iran, and Afghanistan. Two years later, an US naval historian, Captain Alfred
Mahan, also referred to the Middle East in an article entitled The Persian Gulf and International Relations.
Despite Gordon's earlier article, Mahan is usually credited with coining the term, and as an enthusiastic
advocate of sea power, he centered his Middle East on the Gulf and its coasts.
The term was brought into popular usage by a series of 20 articles that appeared in the Times in
1902 and 1903 under the heading The Middle Eastern Question. Written by Valentine Chirol, head of
paper's foreign department, the articles expanded Mahan's concept of the Middle East to include all land
and sea approaches to India - Persia, the Persian Gulf, Iraq, the east coast of Arabia, Afghanistan, and
Tibet. Wherever the Middle East may actually be, the common thread in all these early debates was
how to control it in order to safeguard India, the jewel in Britain's imperial crown.
This set a pattern that continues even today: there is nothing within the Middle East, as generally
conceived, that binds it together. Yes, it has oil, Islam and the Arabic language, but there are major sources
of oil and important centers of Islam outside it too. It is not a region in its own right but a concept devised
to suit the policies of outsiders, and it changes shape according to their strategic interests.
The word "middle" was used initially to distinguish the region from the "far" east - India and beyond - and
the "near" east - the lands of the eastern Mediterranean sometimes also known as the Levant. By the end of
the first world war, however, the distinction between "near" and "middle" was becoming blurred, at least in
the minds of British policy-makers. The war had brought the collapse of the Ottoman empire and the
rise of Arab nationalism. Britain had gained control over Palestine, Transjordan, Iraq, Syria and
Lebanon and its strategic interests were changing. Protecting the route to India was still a vital
concern, but there was also a growing awareness of the importance of oil.
The analysis of Asian security dynamics is a growth field of late. Many observers characterize
schools of thought on the region’s future in terms of a debate between the “optimists” and the “pessimists”
(as with the dialogue on nuclear proliferation). Optimists point to economic growth and interdependence,
and the spread of democracy as reasons to believe that 21st century Asia will be more peaceful than was
20th century Asia. Pessimists, however, envisage rampant anarchy and conflict, sometimes characterized as
a move “back to the future.” It is likely, however, that if the future holds in store calm and prosperity the
traditional tools of military force projection will be of minimal utility. On the other hand, if we do see the
emergence of rife instability, these tools may well play a major role in bringing about such a circumstance,
and perhaps even in making it worse.
It would seem that the “post-post colonialist” era for Asia entails a more autonomous system than
during the cold war, with security dynamics being driven more by indigenous actors and a somewhat
reduced US role. In many ways the existence of contested nation-states, political-military conflict, and
economic interdependence and cooperation make the region of Asia a serviceable, and perhaps even the
best, microcosm of the world as a whole. The South Asian region today is particularly vulnerable to
conflict. It has a higher absolute poverty rate than sub-Saharan Africa, abundant transnational ethnic
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groups, sectarian disputes, terrorist groups, nuclearized powers, massive migration and refugee problems,
narcotics trafficking, disputed borders, resource disputes, and rampant political corruption .

Almost 90 years before Samuel Huntington wrote his famous essay on the impending clash of
civilizations and later developed it into a book with the same title, and decades before even the Hindu
nationalism and organizations were formally organized in 1925 in India, Bipin Chandra Pal, a Hindu
nationalist leader of India's freedom movement, had foreseen this clash among various civilizations and
predicted that Hindu civilization will side with the Judeo-Christian West in its war against Islamic and
Chinese civilizations.
Pal's essays and articles written almost a century ago make fascinating reading. A genuine thinker
and visionary, Pal propounded his theories despite the fact that he considered the West as the greatest
danger to humanity and was a great admirer of Islam's spiritual values. He thought that Islam was going to
conquer large parts of the world, through its power of propaganda and not through war. He considered this
inevitable. He was, however, scared of Islam's political manipulation. He foresaw the dangers of political
Islam, which he considered an aberration. For, in his view, Islam is not only "extra-territorial" in its
ideology, but also "extra-political".
In a collection of his essays entitled "Nationality and Empire", Pal writes under the sub-head PanIslamism and Pan-Mongolianism: "This Pan-European combination [that we now call the West] will be a
very serious menace to the non-European world. It will be bound to come into serious conflict with both
Pan-Islamism and Pan-Mongolianism. If Europe can settle her internal jealousies betimes, she will be able
to dominate easily both the Islamic and the Mongolian world. Nothing will prevent in that case the
parceling out of the Muslim lands on the one side, and of China on the other. But that is not very likely. It
will take, at least, as long a time for the European chancelleries to forget their past jealousies and present
rivalries, as it will take for China, now that she has awakened from the sleep of ages, to put her own house
in order and organize her leviathan strength to hold her own against all the world.
"The same thing is likely to happen in the Islamic world also; and the fall of Turkey in Europe will
hasten this combination. It will not be an organized confederacy like that of China and Japan, but a far
more dangerous, because more subtle, combination of the hearts of countless hordes who hold nothing so
dear, neither land nor life, as their religion. And the real strength of this Pan-Islamic outburst will come
from Egypt and India [which then included present-day Pakistan and Bangladesh], where it will be safe
from the crushing weight of the Pan-European confederacy. England will not allow her European
confederates to interfere with her own domestic affairs; such interference would break up the confederation
at once. She will have to settle this Pan-Islamic problem, so far as it may affect her own dominions,
herself."
Then describing where the danger for India will come from, Pal writes under the title "Our Real
Danger". "And it is just here that our safety from this possible Pan-European combination also lies.
Because of the British connection, India will have nothing to fear from any possible combination of the
European powers. The same is also true of Egypt, though perhaps in a lesser degree. Our real menace will
come not from Europe but from Asia, not from Pan-Europeanism but from Pan-Islamism and PanMongolianism. These dangers are, however, common, both to India and Egypt and Great Britain. To
provide against it, Great Britain will have to find and work out a satisfactory and permanent settlement of
the Indian and the Egyptian problem, and we, on our part, will have also to come to some rational
compromise with her. British statesmanship must recognize the urgent and absolute need of fully satisfying
the demands of Indian and Egyptian nationalism, and India and Egypt will have to frankly accept the
British connection - which is different from British subjection - as a necessary condition of their national
life and freedom. To wantonly seek to break up this connection, while it will only hurt Great Britain, may
positively kill every chance and possibility of either Indian or Egyptian nationalism ever realizing itself."
Predicting and pleading the need for the alliance of the West and India, Pal writes under the subhead "Our True Safety":

"Indian nationalism in any case, has, I think, really no fear of being
permanently opposed or crippled by Great Britain. On the contrary, the British
connection can alone offer its effective protection against both the Pan-Islamic and
the Pan-Mongolianism menace. As long as we had to consider Great Britain alone
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or any other European Power for the matter of that, while thinking of the future of
Indian nationalism, the problem was comparatively simple and easy. But now we
have to think if China on the one hand, and of the new Pan-Islamic danger on the
other. The 60 millions of Mohammedans in India, if inspired with Pan-Islamic
aspirations, joined to the Islamic principalities and powers that stand both to our
West and our northwest, may easily put an end to all our nationalist aspirations,
almost at any moment, if the present British connection be severed.
"The four-hundred millions of the Chinese empire can, not only gain an easy
footing in India, but once that footing is gained, they are the only people under the
sun who can hold us down by sheer superior physical force. There is no other
people who can do this. This awakening of China is, therefore, a very serious
menace - in the present condition of our country, without an organized and trained
army and a powerful navy of our own - to the maintenance of any isolated, though
sovereign, independence of the Indian people. Even if we are able to gain it, we
shall never be able to keep it, in the face of this Pan-Islamic and Pan-Mongolian
menace. And when one considers these terrible possibilities of the world situation as
it is slowly evolving before one's eyes, one is forced to recognize the absolute need
of keeping up the British connection in the interest of Indian nationalism itself, for
the very simple and sufficient reason that there is absolutely much greater chance of
this nationalism fully realizing itself with rather than without this connection."
Currently there is the longest cold war which precedes the cold war of the 20th century after the rise
of communism. Russian expansion to the east to the pacific by the 1700 triggered the Europeans to expand
worldwide. By the 1800 Europeans( British) had the southern end of the Asian landmass under their
control. Russians had expanded towards the central Asia and consolidated by 1900. By the 1900 the British
and the Russians were locked in the central Asia for control and influence. By 2000 the Russian empire
had receded back to its position in 1800.
The Asian landmass has been in the eyes of the Europeans even before America was born. After the
dependence of oil for the growth of the modern economy after 1900s the ME and central Asia have taken a
new role in geo-politics. Central Asia has become the center stage of the 21st century and is right in India's
backyard. Hence Kashmir takes a prominent place in the Indian strategy.
Geo-political goals of the western major powers have been total domination of the Eurasian
landmass, securing the oil resources and extending the covert empire for the new century and maybe even
the millennium. For a long time US is aware of global role of Asia in world economy and a strong
united Asia after the world war in 1945 was a threat to domination of western powers. In the 1890s,
France, under the brilliant political leadership of Foreign Minister Gabriel Hanataux, was attempting to
forge a Eurasian alliance with Germany, Russia and Meiji Japan. The idea was to link continental Europe
with Japan and China through a series of large overland infrastructure projects, beginning with the TransSiberian Railroad. Through treaties covering key areas of economic and security matters, Hanataux hoped
to create a zone of prosperity, built on a foundation of rapid economic growth and extensive trade. Such a
political-economic common interest alliance threatened the imperial hegemony of Great Britain. At the turn
of the 20th century, Britain looked to the United States (as its English-speaking ally) to join in sabotaging
the Hanataux plan. Through the Spanish-American War of 1898 and the Russo-Japanese War of 1905,
Britain and her American junior partner (by then led by Henry Stimson's old mentor Teddy Roosevelt)
managed to disrupt the French-German-Russian-Japanese economic axis. Two world wars and the Great
Depression were the consequences of that interference. One of the things Partition did was to push
India away from China in a very fundamental sense -- not in terms of economic strategy, for both
went different ways and made big mistakes -- but in that India became internally balanced. Once
British India was partitioned, India became surrounded by a lot of small states, and India got
internally balanced, and it was always very difficult to get out of that quagmire which India got into.
By the 1970s the seeds of rivalry was planted in the Asian landmass with the alignment of China
and Pakistan with US on one side and Russia and India on the other side. After the cold war from 1991; the
seeds of revision list policies of China and Pakistan which was put in by US during cold war; have
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continued to create a momentum of confrontation. In the long run a continent scale war could bring Asia
down for total domination by non-Asians in the world. The current campaign after 9/11 including the war
in Afghanistan and Iraq is seen as the road to full domination on the Eurasian landmass and power to
thwart any future raising powers.
Geographically, India is a peninsula with a huge seacoast and two hostile neighbors to the north
and to the west. The seacoast touching the Arabian Sea, Bay of Bengal and the Indian Ocean puts India at
the centre of the major sea routes carrying energy from Gulf region to South Asia and South East Asia,
Japan, Australia and possibly China. Commerce, manufactured goods and raw material is carried towards
Europe, Middle East and Africa from these countries. It’s the second busiest sea route of the world
(quoting 1999 statistics), hence this makes Indian Ocean vitally important to the US, which is the sole
super power and guardian of the world order. One Indian study states that the power vacuum in that ocean
in this century can only be filled by India, China or Japan either by "complete pre-eminence or by a mutual
stand-off". One analysts suggests that anybody who controls the Indian ocean will become a superpower in
the new century.
Middle east is of vital importance to US and its long time strategy. One of the western dilemmas
to fulfill the Islamic aspirations is how to accommodate the political Sunni Islam to counter the threat of
Shia Islam. Political Islam is trying to find legitimacy in any country for stability of the middle east which
is crucial to the oil economy of the west. There is a sense of desperation since this has not materialized in
the last two decades. Bernard Lewis the world's leading authorities on the Middle East discusses the eclipse
of the Middle East in their last three centuries in power and how their decline is still felt to this day. The
biggest weakness of the Islamic countries is their geo-political location. For many centuries, the world of
Islam was in the forefront of human achievement--the foremost military and economic power in the world,
the leader in the arts and sciences of civilization.
Christian Europe, a remote land beyond its northwestern frontier, was seen as an outer darkness of
barbarism and unbelief from which there was nothing to learn or to fear. And then everything changed, as
the previously despised West won victory after victory, first in the battlefield and the marketplace, then in
almost every aspect of public and even private life. In his [Bernard Lewis]three essays Conquest,
Expulsion, Discovery he examines how the Islamic world was transgressed from conquers to conquered.
Lewis bases the expansion on three significant areas weaponry; education and navigation.
Quote from a reviewer: “Without a core state the Muslims can never restore their

dignity in the world and be equal partners with other civilizations. It is only a core Muslim
state that could address the paradox of geopolitics in the interest of international peace and
security.” And the only country that fits that status is Turkey because as observed by Huntington it has
history, population, middle level economic development, national coherence, military tradition and
competence to be the core state of Islam. So long as Turkey continues to define itself as a secular state
leadership of Islam is denied to it.
West may have explored the idea that Pakistan with support from Saudi Arabia financially could
be a candidate during the 1980s but on the condition that non-Muslim India is not going to challenge the
legitimacy of the sub-continent political Islam. To cause the change and have India weakened and possibly
broken in the long term the west have tacitly supported an aggressive Kashmir policy of Pakistan. This
makes sure that non-Muslim political center in the Indian ocean/sub-continent is weak and does not get
recognition. From a historical perspective and global perspective the major powers of the world
do not want a non-Muslim or a non-Chinese political power to be recognized in Asia at all. This
means they do not want a non-Muslim India to be recognized as a major power if they can help it. They
also want to reduce India’s influence in the southern part of the Eurasian continent and totally eliminate it
as a single political entity if possible. This suits the western powers [Anglo-Saxons] without much problem
for their geo-political goal because this reduces the number of players in Asia and they could manipulate
smaller nations.
White house and administration strategy in the new strategic document for the problems facing Islam in
2003:
Carl Rove (advisor to President GWBush in 2003) argued, 'Islam was one of the world's great
empires' which had 'never reconciled... to the loss of power and dominion'. In response, he said, 'the
United States should recognize that, although it cannot expect to be loved, it can enforce respect'.
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This probably requires that an Islamic nation with a political center with WMD capability be
propped up and given a UNSC seat and work for the interest of the western power. But this requires India
not be in the strategic location with such military power. Hence there is a long-term plan to undermine the
power of India from inside and from outside using Kashmir and other Islamic subversive activities.
Kashmir may have come as a opportunity and not really sought before but has become important now since
it is seen as pinning the Indian ambition and expansion down.
Z Brezinski in a recent speech at World Affairs Council in 2003 feels that India will disintegrate
because of its excessive demographic diversity and future animosity with the Islamic ummah. This
confirms the plan discussed in this document; to push a powerful Islamic political center in the subcontinent as long as possible so that the Indian state crumbles and then create sufficient fissures inside
India so that more than one regional political center comes inside India. The future animosity with Islamic
Ummah has been laid for a long time and renewed due to the policies in the last 30 years of the cold war.
This has been deliberate; looking at the long-term geo-political force of history in the last few centuries.
There are foreign policy strategists in Washington who have sought for decades to turn militant
Islam into a tool of policy. This is not a flight of critical fancy: it is a well documented fact; it is not
challenged as an accusation, but it is not unduly admitted either. The strategy of effective support for
Islamic ambitions in pursuit of short-term political or military objectives has helped turn Islamic radicalism
into a truly global phenomenon. The underlying assumption was that militant Muslims could be used and
eventually discarded—like Diem, Noriega, the Shah, and the Contras: CIA’s “Operation Cyclone” poured
over $4 billion into setting up training centers where young fanatics were sent to learn terrorist skills. The
assumption all along has been that the Islamic genie could be controlled. For the ensuing two decades, in
the conflicts that inevitably define the line between Islam and its neighbors, Washington almost invariably
supported the Muslims—most notably in Bosnia and Kosovo. By January 1996, Jacob Heilbrunn and
Michael Lind of The New Republic approvingly wrote of the U.S. role as the leader of Muslim nations
from the Persian Gulf to the Balkans, with the Ottoman lands becoming “the heart of a third American
empire” (Jacob Heilbrunn and Michael Lind, “The Third American Empire,” The New York Times,
January 2, 1996).
Alija Izetbegovic, Bosnian Muslim leader proudly proclaimed in his “Islamic Declaration” (1974;
republished 1990) that “there can be no peace or coexistence between the Islamic faith and non-Islamic
societies and political institutions”: “The Islamic movement should and must start taking power as soon as
it is morally and numerically strong enough not only to overthrow the existing non-Islamic power
structure, but also to build a great Islamic federation spreading from Morocco to Indonesia, from tropical
Africa to Central Asia.”
America's crusade is not against Muslim state power, per se in the War on Terror after 9/11. In fact,
the latter is supported, in numerous Muslim states, by Washington, simply because of the submission of
autocratic Muslim leaders to the American diktat. In its current construct, the perceived threat to the US
emanates from a diffuse force, not contained within the geographical boundaries of the state. The afflatus
for the struggle against American imperialism does not arise from narrow nationalism, but the
universal Islamic principle of justice and a concomitant jihad to that end. Consequently, American
policy concentrates against the pristine impulse of Islam, and seeks to mould the Islamic identity to
conform to American interests. Changing the textbooks in Islamic nations is to mould the Islamic
identity of the future generations.
The January 2 2004 edition of the Times ran an editorial entitled "The New Great Game in Asia,"
which began: "While few have noticed, Central Asia has again emerged as a murky battle ground among
big powers...." It continued, "Western experts believe the largely untapped oil and natural gas riches of the
Caspian Sea countries could make that region the Persian Gulf of the next century."
It would be difficult, the editorial warned, for the US to prevail in the struggle for dominance in the
new Caspian Sea states of Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan. Russia, Turkey, Iran and China all
have historic interests and claims in the region. And they have been joined by Japan in a scramble to
develop new oil and gas pipelines. "But," adds the Times, "the resources justify the attempt."
Here, for once, the Times let slip the veil of humanitarianism and exposed the basic driving force
behind American interventions around the world -- the striving of US business to grab natural resources
and extract super profits from the domination of foreign economies.
The authors asserted that the major aim of the American military deployment in Bosnia was to exert
US dominance in the Middle East, transforming the strategic region from the Balkans to the Persian Gulf
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into a virtual US protectorate: "Instead of seeing Bosnia as the eastern frontier of NATO, we should view
the Balkans as the western frontier of America's rapidly expanding sphere of influence in the Middle East."
The article documents the thrust of American military power into the Middle East, site of the
world's largest oil reserves. Shortly after the 1979 Iranian revolution, President Carter formulated the socalled Carter Doctrine, which designated the Persian Gulf as "vital" to US interests and established a Rapid
Deployment Force to answer any threat to American imperialist interests there. This force was
subsequently upgraded by the Reagan administration into the United States Central Command.
The collapse of the Soviet Union and the US-led invasion of Iraq in the gulf war enabled
Washington to massively increase its geopolitical and military presence in the Middle East, establishing a
permanent military presence in Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States and creating the US Navy's Fifth Fleet to
police the Persian Gulf.

The Third American Empire," in The New York Times, 2 Jan 96 stated:

"In a recent opinion piece in The New York Times, Jacob Heilbrunn and
Michael Lind of the New Republic editorial staff argue that the American
commitment to the Islamic connection is so strong that the US design is to make
the Islamic world part of a new American empire and that American support of
the Bosnian Muslims is part of the implementation of this plan."
In order to gather support for an interventionist foreign policy in the post-Cold War era, the present
American leadership has had to formulate a foreign policy that would combine the promotion of American
national interests with the messianic perception of morality, democracy, and human rights-and do this in a
convincing way, as they did during the Cold War...
The Soviet Union’s disintegration resulted in a geopolitical vacuum in central-eastern Europe, the
Balkans, and Central Asia. American governments have not resisted the temptation to fill this vacuum and
consolidate the gains of Cold War victory. For the United States, Eurasia is clearly the trophy of its victory
in the Cold War. More importantly, its global primacy, according to its leading geopolitician, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, will be directly dependent on how effectively its preponderance on the Eurasian continent is
sustained. Brzezinski [in "Out of Control: Global Turmoil on the Eve of the Twenty-First Century"]
advocates a more forward policy around the Russian periphery. He claims that the area, which extends
from the Adriatic to the border of the Chinese province of Sinkiang, and from the Persian Gulf to the
Russian-Kazahk frontier, will be raven by ethnic conflict and weapons of mass destruction-”a whirlpool of
violence.”
Concerning political realism, the most basic post-Cold War geopolitical aims of the US refer to:
controlling Eurasia as well as the energy resources in the Middle East and Central Asia; containing China;
and attempting to prevent the creation of local powers in regional subsystems, especially if they are hostile
to American interests.
What the realists are searching for is a way to implement these aims. Realists, such as David
Abshire, director of the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, have argued in favor
of a flexible and selective international interventionism, according to which the US would get involved
only in cases when its strictly defined vital interests are at stake. Proponents of this “selective engagement”
argue that the United States should engage itself abroad, in places like Eurasia, in order to maintain a
balance of power and avert a great power war.
Other realists, however, argue that the US should choose and impose any strategy it wishes, since it
is the only superpower left in the world. Some have even spoken openly in favor of the establishment of an
“American empire.” According to this school of thought, the US should not just be primus inter pares; it
should be primus souls. Consequently, the US must “maintain the primacy with which it emerged from the
Cold War.” The objective for primacy is not merely to preserve peace among the great powers but to
preserve US supremacy by politically, economically, and militarily outdistancing any global challenge.
Another reason for US to look at India is energy needs and India is close to some of the largest
energy resources in the world but US want to control those regions. The US government sees similarities
with India — one, the nature of source of energy, coal is similar. The other is the diverse nature of markets
— India offers a lot of smaller vehicles that can be used for fuel-cell technology — more effectively than
1/10/06
© India Research Foundation
161
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

just cars in the US. The other countries that form a part of this vision are Japan, Canada, Australia, Canada,
Iceland, Italy and the UK. The reason they have decided to work with India is the vast scientific and
research talent pool that the country offers.
‘‘We don’t want India to get up and then start identifying viability for fuel cell, we want it to be part
of use while the technology is being evolved. Also, Indian scientists have done phenomenon work in
working on fuel cell,’’ said an official of the US government who took part in discussions of the working
group. This is a very indirect way to make sure that India does not threaten the oil supply for US and the
west and are encouraging alternative fuel inside India. An India with a growing energy needs is a direct
threat to US interest in the Middle East and central Asia. Some policy makers may even classify
India as a major threat to US dominance in the world due to clash of energy needs or more precise
the control of energy needs.

Paul Wolfowitz – D Defense Secretary quoted in an Asian security conference:

“And I think that the importance of India is just enormous. I think in fact the
improvements actually began to be fair in the last administration and they’ve been
continued strongly in this one. I think that as much as one would like to not have
this be true, it remains the fact that our relationship with India seems to constantly
have the conflict with Pakistan keep emerging as major part of it. I’m happy to say
in that regard I think progress has been made between those two countries in the
last few months and clearly that will be a big contribution to the peace in the whole
region if that can be advanced. In the meantime in any case our bilateral
relationship with India in its own right is enormously important both in the defense
relationship but also more broadly in the economic and technology relationship,
and I think it is important to make sure that we approach India in a larger context
and not have them feel that they’re simply an appendage of a disagreement with
Pakistan”
Pakistan was seen and even now seen as a bridge to bring China closer to the Middle East. Based on
a well equipped workforce, Pakistan could take part in the rapidly evolving "outsourcing" opportunities
that are changing the global production system. On the other track, Pakistan could become the hub of
north-south and east-west commerce. The north-south track could link Central Asia, including Afghanistan
with India and points beyond. The east-west track could connect the western parts of China with the
Arabian Sea through the ports of Karachi and Gwadar. These two tracks will cross in Pakistan and bring
enormous benefits to the country according to its strategic community.

JAPAN:
Japan was an important power during the 1900s which was neutralized by the western powers
during the second world war. A nationalistic government with an imperial ambition was dangerous for
European powers in controlling the Asian Landmass. At the bilateral level, Japan was one of India's most
enthusiastic supporters immediately after independence. Every Japanese ambassador visited New Delhi
immediately after taking over for the first few years. Japan was the biggest buyer of Indian coal. India also
received the most development aid from Japan. Gradually, however, all that petered out. The Japanese
were disappointed in India's economic policies and progress after 1971. They stopped buying Indian coal
and bought coal mines in Australia instead. Prime ministerial visits became fewer and fewer, the gaps in
between longer and longer. There was once a 21-year period when no Japanese prime minister came to
India.
Gradually Japan became a partner under the US led economic block to counter the Soviet Union
which resulted in the Japan becoming the second largest economy in the world by the early 90s. This made
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Japan as a leading candidate for a permanent Security Council seat in the reformed UN. Japan started to see
India as a small power which is tied down by dispute with Pakistan in Kashmir. In the 90s Japan openly
supported Pakistan in the Kashmir dispute and during the CTBT proliferation debate Japan was opposed to
India insisting India to sign without any condition. Japan not considering India’s security consideration
was a shock to Indians and when Japan openly opposed the nuclear test Indians became aware of the
Japanese position in the Global order.
RUSSIA ( SOVIET UNION)
India and Russia enjoyed a close strategic relationship for the major portion of the Cold War. The
peak point of this relationship was the conclusion of the Indo- Soviet ‘Treaty of Peace, Friendship and
Cooperation’ signed in 1971. With the emergence of two independent states of India and Pakistan on the
Indian sub-continent in August 1947, the United States made the first bid to co-opt India as a regional
partner, but without success. Nehru’s socialistic inclinations and his Anglicized distaste for Americans
drew him closer then to USSR and China, Nehru’s self-righteousness in foreign affairs was equally
matched by US secretary of State, Dulles who as early as 1947 remarked that "Soviet Communism
exercises a strong influence through the interim Hindu Government."
The India – Russia strategic relation was a comprehensive one embracing political, military, cultural
and economic cooperation and exchanges. The proximity between the two countries led at times to India
being labeled as a Soviet satellite.
A cordial relationship with Independent India that began in the 1950s represented the most
successful of the Soviet attempts to foster closer relations with Third World countries. The relationship
began with a visit by Indian prime minister Jawaharlal Nehru to the Soviet Union in June 1955 and
Khrushchev's return trip to India in the fall of 1955. While in India, Khrushchev announced that the Soviet
Union supported Indian sovereignty over the Kashmir region and over Portuguese coastal enclaves.
The Soviet relationship with India rankled the Chinese and contributed to Sino-Soviet enmity
during the Khrushchev period. The Soviet Union declared its neutrality during the 1959 border dispute and
the 1962 Sino-Indian war, although the Chinese strongly objected. The Soviet Union gave India substantial
economic and military assistance during the Khrushchev period, and by 1960 India had received more
Soviet assistance than China had. This disparity became another point of contention in Sino-Soviet
relations. In 1962 the Soviet Union agreed to transfer technology to co produce the MiG-21 jet fighter in
India, which the Soviet Union had earlier denied to China.
In 1965 the Soviet Union served successfully as peace broker between India and Pakistan after an
Indian-Pakistani border war. The Soviet chairman of the Council of Ministers, Aleksei N. Kosygin, met
with representatives of India and Pakistan and helped them negotiate an end to the military conflict over
Kashmir.
In 1971 East Pakistan initiated an effort to secede from its union with West Pakistan. India supported the
secession and, as a guarantee against possible Chinese entrance into the conflict on the side of West
Pakistan, signed a treaty of friendship and cooperation with the Soviet Union in August 1971. In
December, India entered the conflict and ensured the victory of the secessionists and the establishment of
the new state of Bangladesh.
Relations between the Soviet Union and India did not suffer much during the rightist Janata Party's
coalition government in the late 1970s, although India did move to establish better economic and military
relations with Western countries. To counter these efforts by India to diversify its relations, the Soviet
Union proffered additional weaponry and economic assistance.
During the 1980s, despite the 1984 assassination by Sikh extremists of Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi, the mainstay of cordial Indian-Soviet relations, India maintained a close relationship with the
Soviet Union. Indicating the high priority of relations with the Soviet Union in Indian foreign policy, the
new Indian prime minister, Rajiv Gandhi, visited the Soviet Union on his first state visit abroad in May
1985 and signed two long-term economic agreements with the Soviet Union. In turn, Gorbachev's first visit
to a Third World state was his meeting with Gandhi in New Delhi in late 1986. Gorbachev unsuccessfully
urged Gandhi to help the Soviet Union set up an Asian collective security system. Gorbachev's advocacy of
this proposal, which had also been made by Brezhnev, was an indication of continuing Soviet interest in
using close relations with India as a means of containing China. With the improvement of Sino-Soviet
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relations in the late 1980s, containing China had less of a priority, but close relations with India remained
important as an example of Gorbachev's new Third World policy.
During the Cold War years. India while not a member of any bloc due to her non-aligned activism,
enjoyed a proximate relationship with Russia.
* The proximate India-Russia relationship embraced intense political, economic and military
cooperation. This strategic cooperation reached its peak in August 1971 with the signing of the "IndoSoviet Treaty of Peace , Friendship and Cooperation" incorporating security clauses.
* The contextual imperatives that forged the India-Russia strategic cooperation were from the
Indian side : US-Pakistan military alliance and aid, Indo-US estrangement, the Sino-Pak strategic
relationship and the Sino-Pak-US strategic convergence. On the Russian side the imperatives were : Sino
Russian military confrontation, the Sino-US quasi - strategic relationship of the 1975 s -1980s and the
Russian need to reach out to Third World countries through India.
* The basic and common denominator on both sides was the containment of China and Pakistan .
* These contextual imperatives underwent a sea-change with President Gorbachev coming into
power. He initiated what can be described as Russia's 'China First ' priority. Russia's strategic shift in its
foreign policy formulations removed the planks on which rested the India-Russia strategic cooperation.
* Russia "China First" policy was vigorously pursued by President Yeltsin, and received active
pursuance by President Putting.
* Russia latest foreign policy document (Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation July 20,2000) is
reflective of Russia's 'China First' Policy.
* At the turn of the millennium, India which so heavily rested for its national security interests on
strategic cooperation with Russia is faced with the crucial question: 'Is it time to move away'.
* The question gets further reinforced when it is seen that Russia's switch to China has incorporated
a Russia-China strategic coalition and build-up of China's military power and force projection capabilities
by advanced Russian weapon systems. The same has security implication for India.
Following conclusions can be made:
* India should move away from this strategic relationship, while continuing its traditional
friendship with Russia.
* India should explore and exercise alternative strategic options which furthers her national
interests.
* India should decrease her military dependence on Russia.
* India should not enter into creation of any multipolar imitation of the kind of Russia-China India
Triangle. These are strategically inadvisable.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union India continued its relationship with Russia in defense and
trade. But Russia was obligated to develop its relationship with the west and reduce its world wide security
plans.
The changed parameters of Russia’s foreign policy according an overriding priority to its China
relationship and building up a Russia-China coalition aimed at the United States unipolarity, imperatively
demands that India too carries out a re-appraisal of what was once a strategic relationship between India
and Russia.
When Russia made a conscious decision to enter into a strategic coalition with China, it could
surely not have been oblivious to India’s threat perceptions about China. It could have been foreseen that
Gorbachev’s concessions to China would release her from her Pacific preoccupations and permit additional
Chinese military formations for deployment on its Southern Peripheries complicating India’s security
problems. Russian upgradation of Chinese offensive capabilities cannot be exclusively confined for use
against USA; they could be used elsewhere. However, Russia in its defense could argue, that these
determinations were made in Russia’s national interests. Similar India prerogatives need to be conceded by
Russia, without rancor.
While Russia in pursuance of its national interests and security has cast its lot with China, India’s
national interests and security needs demand that:
* India moves away from its erstwhile strategic relationship with Russia and exercise alternative
options.
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* India drastically reduces its military dependency on Russian weapon systems and spares.
Immediate diversification is the answer.
* India unambiguously declares that it is not interested in creation of any multi-polar structures and
especially not the kind being advocated of a Russia-China-India triangle. There are many other ‘poles’
which will emerge in the natural evolution of the global structure.
* Many years ago, USA gave an assurance that American arms given to Pakistan in aid will not be
used against India. Pakistan did use the same. There is no guarantee that Russian arms given to China will
not be used against India in any future India- China conflict. India must take into account enhanced
Chinese offensive capabilities arising from Russian arms supplies.
India and Russia can surely continue to have good friendly relations based on their proximity of the
past. India and Russia can surely look for convergence of interests in the international field. However,
seeking convergence with Russia cannot be at the expense of India’s quest for newer strategic cooperative
link with countries like USA, France, Israel, Vietnam, Japan and South Africa. More realistically, and in
tune with the emerging international system, it is Russia which would need to be more accommodative in
seeking strategic convergence with India. India needs to be aware of the many alternative strategic options
open to her, other than Russia, which the emerging international security environment provides her. India
should be ready and have the will to play the ‘India card’.

CENTRAL ASIA:
The Central Asian states realized that regardless of the vicissitudes of the Afghan war, American
forces had come to stay in their region. They are no longer consigned to the languid backwaters of
geopolitics. The American troop presence emanated out of their bilateral dealings with Washington.
Moscow merely acquiesced. For the first time as "newly independent states", Central Asian leaderships
took a strategic decision.
The US forces use Manas air base in Kyrgyzstan, yet, hardly 30 kilometers away, Russia has been
permitted to use Kant airbase (the two bases may have to coordinate the take-off and landing of their
"fourth generation" aircraft!); Uzbekistan, which the US all but concluded to be its "proxy" in the region,
has just sought and obtained the privilege of hosting SCO's "counter-terrorism" center; the US is the single
biggest investor in Kazakhstan's oil fields, yet Russia has just entered into a far-reaching agreement with
Kazakhstan on "common economic space" with a common currency (probably, Rouble); Tajikistan was
branded as Russia's "proxy" in the region, yet it is in Dushanbe that Russia encounters dogged resistance to
its request to allow a military base unless Moscow reciprocates on a variety of extraneous issues.
Central Asian states draw comfort that the presence of powerful foreign powers shelter them from
fears of outbreaks of strife, which their inexperienced national security bodies were previously hardpressed to counter. The closure of the bases of militant Islamic groups in Afghanistan has indeed provided
a rather peaceful period. But, more enduringly, the accent on security concerns has prompted strong border
controls in the region. Central Asian states, thereby, step out of the residual Soviet-era legacy of
"Turkestan" to become hard-nosed nation states.
In these two years, the geopolitics of the region has, ironically, gained clarity. Three great powers the US, Russia and China - asserted their strategic presence while an assortment of minor powers - Iran,
Turkey, Pakistan, India, European Union member countries - have been consigned to the backstage as
"pretenders" who do not have an intrinsic role to play in the region, except in collaboration with the great
powers. The US estimated that Russia's influence in the region was waning. But Russia negotiated access
to the gas supplies of Turkmenistan and its evacuation, so much so that the trans-Afghan pipeline might
now lack viability; moreover, Russia has assumed the responsibility for the energy needs of Kyrgyzstan
and Tajikistan, and will handle the marketing of Uzbekistan's gas supplies. China's brooding aloofness of
the 1990s has given way to a purposive initiative towards the region and a constructive engagement, which
it advanced very considerably even within the short frame of the past two-year period, despite all the
adverse propaganda of a "yellow peril". The Central Asian states, ultimately, seem to discern what is in
their best interests and to pick and choose from the great powers.
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Under the auspices of great powers, three security alliances have cast their net on the region NATO, the Collective Security Treaty and SCO. Central Asian states (except Turkmenistan) allowed
themselves with these multilateral trappings to look for any tangential advantages of the "militarization" of
the region for their national armies, but without committing to larger obligations. The interplay of the three
security alliances will be keenly watched. None of them has been tested on the ground.
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Chapter 12

CONCEPT OF SOUTH ASIA AND THE STRATEGY OF SOUTH ASIA
The South Asia terminology started being used in the 90s as the globalization started with
momentum in the Indian sub-continent. The state department in US and Foreign Office FO in Pakistan
started using it frequently so that importance of India as the premier country in the sub-continent is
devalued. Pakistan FO even commented on renaming the Indian Ocean as something else so that the name
India is not associated to the ocean. The concept of south Asia started making rounds to describe any
Indian abroad. The term south Asia make sure that the identity of the Indian civilization and Hindu religion
does not arise at all and is not distinct at all. The whole idea is to make sure that the new generation of
Indians born abroad mostly in US and UK do not get a separate distinct Indian/Hindu identity. The Indian
identity is submerged under the south Asia concept and the distinct Indian civilization is negated after
several generations.
The main aim is to reduce and ultimately negate the non-Muslim identity in the Indian subcontinent in the wider world in the long run. When will this happen. Some Pakistani commentators have
told Indian MPs that the balance between India and Pakistan will happen when Muslim population will
equal the Hindu population in the sub-continent. In 1947 the Indian sub-continent had 400 million
population with 100 million Muslims. By 2000 the Muslims are already 400 million and Bengali Muslims
being the largest non-arab ethnic Muslims in the world. This has strengthened the vision of the pan
Islamists in the subcontinent to create a pan Islamic political center which will have the largest Islamic
block outside the arab world.
Quote from Ikram Sehgal in Defense Journal from Pakistan : In South Asia there are three major
Muslim communities, largest being in India, the second biggest in Bangladesh and the third biggest in
Pakistan. A strong Pakistan and a strong Bangladesh is the security for the largest community of Muslims
who live in India. It is unfortunate but that sense of security comes from the fact that we are there together
and the people will understand that as long as the two strong nations are there that they will be secure.
G. Parthasarathy quotes: “At a recent meeting that I had with a group of prominent Pakistanis in a
South Asian capital, a close associate of General Musharraf bluntly remarked that if India believed that it
could ignore differences with Pakistan and move ahead economically, his country would have no difficulty
in taking steps to retard Indian economic progress. A few years ago a former Director-General of the ISI
remarked to me that >Pakistan would see to it that jihad in Kashmir would draw support from Muslims all
across India. This was in response to an assertion by me that Muslims in India were proud of the secular
ethos of their country. It is important to bear these factors in mind while assessing the challenge that
Pakistani policies pose to India. Pakistani ideologues, especially in their Punjabi dominated armed forces
establishment, believe that they are the true inheritors of the Mughal throne in Delhi.
The real meaning is that the Muslims of the entire south Asia will be able to equal and dominate the
non-Muslims in terms of identity, perception and supremacy when the population equals or exceeds the
non-Muslims now or sometime in future. It also means as long as Islamic political center exists inside the
subcontinent Muslims are safe from the non-Muslims. Is this possible? By projecting the Pakistani ashrafs
as the rightful leaders of all the Muslims in the sub-continent they are waiting for the right moment of
‘awakening’ when the Muslims of India will join and support the political center in Pakistan and
Bangladesh to create one monolithic Muslim block to rival the non-Muslims.
Under the support of a hyper power with control over world media, resources and a world wide
recognition of Islamic religion with no negative implications; the non-muslims of the south Asia could be
totally sub-merged and negated over a period of time such as under a century. According to the Pakistani
elite India is not monolithic but heterogeneous India.
The main worry for the Islamists and the pan Islamists in the sub-continent is that with India freed
from concerns over the Muslims of South Asia, India could then turn its full attention to America’s rival,
China. Neutralizing Pakistan’s threat to India is an outstanding achievement for any Indian government; as
such an eventuality would be viewed as the beginning of an era of stability and prosperity for the Hindu
State. Indeed, normalization of Indo-Pak relations would finally enable India to bring the Muslims of the
entire region under its writ, a matter that the Hindus were not able to achieve even when Muslims were far
weaker than today, over fifty years ago. They also admit that before Vajpayee took power, America overtly
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and covertly supported jihad in Kashmir and insisted upon the implementation of UN Security Council
Resolutions concerning Kashmir. This has helped the Islamists to wage a covert war against India.
The Islamists believe that the historical fact was Muslim rule that liberated the Hindu masses of the
Subcontinent from oppression at the hands of their own Brahmin-led elite. Only under Muslim rule was the
Subcontinent elevated to such global economic and material significance, that the British Empire valued
this region above all others as its “Jewel in the Crown.” Indeed, after Muslim rule, the Subcontinent
suffered steep economic decline at the hands of the British, reducing it to economic misery, a condition that
the post-British leadership in India has been unable to reverse. Accepting the Hindu State as a regional
leadership merely on the basis of Hindu majority is naive political thinking propagated by Pakistan’s
rulers. Leadership is given to the one deserving of it.
The Islamists are of the view that without doubt Pakistan is fully capable of leading the entire
region’s peoples. Khilafah will restore the leadership of the region to the Muslims, as well as providing
justice and protection to all the inhabitants of the region, be they Hindu, Sikh or Christian. According to
them reports of terrible atrocities against Muslim, Sikh and Christian minorities, as carried by India’s own
media, are more than enough to convince any impartial observer that the Hindu elite is incapable of
bestowing justice upon any people, leaving aside its treatment of its co-religionist, lower caste Hindus.
Indeed, expecting justice from a nation whose own religious teachings openly sanction caste-based
discrimination in society, depriving the majority of its own people their rights, is nothing but naivety.
By creating a strong political center in Pakistan the Kashmiris nationalism was inspired and
nurtured to insurgency in 1989. In the next step Kashmir nationalism was subsumed under the Islamic
political movement in the sub-continent by 1995. The statement from Islamists in 2003 is “The struggle of
the Kashmiri people was not aimed at securing a piece of land but to ensure the triumph of belief and
supremacy of Islam. The next stage is to create an all south Asia Islamic political movement which will
create solidarity with Muslims of the sub-continent. When that happens this movement will be able to
oppose the non-Muslims of the sub-continent when the Indian state becomes weak and create an alternative
Muslim political center for the entire south Asia as a rival to Indian state.

Pakistan was creating for itself a larger role in the geo-political game.
From the book, "India & Pakistan in War and Peace" by J.N.Dixitis paraphrasing a speech given by
the CEO to a forum on 23 June 2000:
* The idea of the integration of Kashmir with Pakistan may be given up if it is expedient to do so.
* Pakistan wishes to emerge as the leader of an Islamic bloc comprising Afghanistan, CAR
countries, and
Iran with peripheral support from the Gulf States and Turkey.
* It claims this status by virtue of the fact that in this century, "the century of gas", no longer one of
oil,
all gas supplies to India, South East Asia and further East, have to pass through Pakistan.
Amir of the Markaz Hafiz Muhammad Sayeed declares: ‘In fact, the Hindu is a mean enemy and the
proper way to deal with him is the one adopted by our forefathers […] who crushed them by force. We
need to do the same’. India is a special target for the Markaz’s mujahidin. According to the Amir of the
Markaz, Hafiz Muhammad Sayeed, ‘The jihad is not about Kashmir only. It encompasses all of India’.
Thus, the Markaz sees the jihad as going far beyond the borders of Kashmir and spreading through all of
India. The final goal is to extend Muslim control over what is seen as having once been Muslim land, and,
hence, to be brought back under Muslim domination, creating ‘the Greater Pakistan by dint of jihad’. Thus,
at a mammoth congregation of Markaz supporters in November 1999, Hafiz Muhammad Sayeed declared,
‘Today I announce the break-up of India, Inshallah. We will not rest until the whole of India is dissolved
into Pakistan’. On the same occasion, Amir Hamza, senior Markaz official and editor of its Urdu organ, adDa’waa, thundered: ‘We ought to disintegrate India and even wipe India out’. Those who take part in
this anti-Indian jihad are promised that ‘Allah will save [them] from the pyre of hell’, and ‘huge palaces in
paradise’ await those who are killed in fighting the ‘disbelieving enemies’.
This project for the disintegration of India, followed by its take-over by Pakistan and the
establishing an Islamic state in the entire sub-continent, is sought to be justified by an elaborate set
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of arguments that use the rhetoric of liberation. Thus, instances of human-sacrifice, untouchability,
infanticide, the oppression of the ‘low’ castes by the Brahmins and the suppression of women in Hinduism
are described in great detail, and on this basis it is sought to be shown that such a religion as Hinduism
should not ‘be allowed to flourish’. In Markaz literature, the mass slaughter of Muslims by Hindu
chauvinist groups, often in league with the Indian state and its agencies, and the growing wave of attacks
on other marginalized groups in India such as the ‘low’ caste Dalits, Shudras and Christians, are presented
in stark colors, and the point forcefully made that such a country ‘where non-Hindus are not allowed to
exist’ should break-up.
Retired Lieutenant General Hamid Gul, former head of Pakistan's Inter Services Intelligence
directorate, tells ... that the only reason Pakistan does not dismember India is because "we never wanted to
create problems with our Muslim population in India."
Also he says

" I am against the imperial streak in the Indian psyche. The 1947 riots had a
deep impact on my mind...About 5% to 6% Brahmins dominate India." "India
will give its land when it will be divided into many pieces. India will have to be
break. If India does not give us our land we will go to war and divide
India...believe me, India is so fragile. India has such weak joints that if we want
we could strike these weak joints then India will dismember. But we don't want
India to break....India is ridden with problems...There are many other weak
joints. Indians have strong fissiparous tendencies, which is absent in Pakistan.
One can easily exploit it politically." Jinnah was right when he invited Ambedkar
to join Pakistan. About 5% to 6% Brahmins dominate India. Where are the lower
classes? I am an Islamists. Islam is the final destiny of mankind. Islam is
moderate, Islam is progressive. Islam is everything that man needs. It is not
necessary to become a Muslim but it is necessary to adopt the principles of Islam.
Naseem Azavi and Iqbal's writings have influenced my thinking.
There have been cases of ordinary Americans were surprised that Indians are actually Indians of
East Asia and not really the American Indians/native Americans of north American continent. This is an
example of vast groups of society in the western world can be ignorant of a large civilization and national
identity. The identity of Indians/Hindus with a unique civilization and an Indian identity can be erased over
time if a proper strategy of media, negation of culture, academic work and brainwashing is executed. This
is happening as we speak.

Stability in South Asia from a Western point of view:
When the Cold War ended, India and Pakistan were often characterized by Western strategists as
irresponsible—or dangerous—because of their apparent pursuit of nuclear weapons. Now, the motives that
created these programs are becoming increasingly clear. While the major threats to South Asia are
internal—low growth rates, inequitable distribution of wealth, and ethnic and religious conflicts
exacerbated by an environmental crisis—these states do have legitimate external security concerns as well.
Pakistan, like Israel, is faced with a much larger adversary that barely recognizes its legitimacy. India, like
the Austro-Hungarian empire, is a multinational entity with both strong (China and Pakistan) and weak (Sri
Lanka, Nepal, and Bangladesh) neighbors; it has significant differences with the former, but the very
weaknesses of the latter pose a threat also.

Political Factors:
The U.S.–Soviet relationship was politically stable. There were strong institutional restraints on the
leaders of both the United States and the Soviet Union, the stakes of the violent conflicts that did take place
were relatively small (and were mostly fought by proxies), and there was generally low risk taking—except
for the Cuban Missile Crisis.
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Some of these political factors are present in South Asia, others are absent. There are strong
institutional restraints on Indian decision makers, although at critical moments these restraints have broken
down. This was the case in 1987 during the Brasstacks exercise, when routine administrative procedures
were bypassed in favor of adventurism. Ironically, in 1962 during the India–China war, the institutions
themselves pushed a reluctant senior leader, Jawaharlal Nehru, into a conflict he wanted to avoid. In
Pakistan, time and again, institutional restraints have proven to be nonexistent, as a small group of leaders,
usually from the army, decided on regional war and peace without much in the way of staffing, discussion,
or public debate. Indeed, since it was usually felt that the smaller, more vulnerable Pakistan might have to
move first and fast, there were strategic reasons why the circle of decision makers was kept smaller than it
should have been.
Furthermore, South Asia differs from the Cold War in that the stakes for both sides are very high —as
demonstrated by past wars. Pakistan was severed in half in 1971, and India fears that conflicts with
Pakistan could lead to internal Hindu–Muslim strains that might again tear India apart. It was originally
thought that the war with China might result in the loss of all of northeast India, and Nehru said as much in
a desperate radio broadcast, virtually writing off the region. So, while the specific conflicts that engage the
two countries are sometimes trivial—the Siachen dispute is the epitome of irrelevance—leaders on both
sides are aware that even a trivial conflict might quickly escalate to something far more serious.
In the case of risk taking, it is evident that South Asian leaders oscillate between extreme caution and
irresponsible gambling. For the most part, the Indian leadership has been ultra cautious, but the Brasstacks
crisis revealed a propensity for risk taking that was not apparent in earlier conflicts. On the Pakistani side,
there is a long record of speculative adventurism—or, to put it more charitably, of gross misestimates of
the consequences that the use of force might have. Pakistan misjudged the consequences of supporting the
raiders in 1947, the attack in Kashmir in 1965, and the crackdown on East Pakistan in 1970.

South Asia from Indian point of view:
India’s emergence as a regional power and a key global player depends largely on her image and
standing in the South Asian neighborhood. If India cannot effectively generate and ensure her key status in
South Asia, how can the world be convinced that it can carve influence farther field. India’s nuclear
weapons, space programs missiles development and her overwhelming superiority in military strength are
of no use, if the South Asian neighborhood takes India for granted and merrily tramples on India’s national
interests and her image. India needs to introduce an element of ‘unilateralist’ in her state-craft in South
Asia.

SRI LANKA:
India’s national interests demand maintaining the unity and sovereignty of the Sri Lanka nation
state. India’s domestic Tamil politics should not become the touch stone of India’s policies towards Sri
Lanka. India needs to react forcefully to ensure that Sri Lanka remains a unified state with a set up that
would meet the just aspirations of a majority of Tamils.

BANGLADESH:
For far too long has India been oblivious to the playing of the ‘Indian-Card’ (for or against) in
Bangladesh’s domestic politics. For far too long has India tolerated the use of Bangladesh as a springboard
for Pakistan’s strategic destabilization of India’s North-Eastern states. India could borrow a leaf from
Myanmar's dealing with the Rohinggya problem emanating from Saudi based organizations in
Bangladesh. Al Qaeda’s tentacles exist in Bangladesh. The China-Bangladesh Defense Cooperation
Agreement adds an additional dimension to the threats. India needs to draw red-lines in terms of India’s
national interests which Bangladesh must not overstep with impunity. In tandem, India through its big
business houses should integrate Bangladesh into more commercial linkages. Increased Indian economic
investments in Bangladesh could generate thousands of jobs and remove the root cause of Bangladesh’s
instability and move towards Islamic fundamentalism.
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

170

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

Henry Kissinger’s observations in his memoirs The White House Years, in this context, are also ominous:

"The inevitable emergence of Bangladesh - which we postulated - presented
India with fierce long-term problems. For Bangladesh was in effect East Bengal,
separated only by religion from India’s most fractious and most separatist State,
West Bengal. they shared language, tradition, culture, and above all, a volatile
national character. Whether it turned nationalist or radical, Bangladesh would over
time accentuate India’s centrifugal tendencies. It might set a precedent for the
creation of other Moslem states, carved this time out of India. Once it was
independent, its Moslem heritage might eventually lead to a rapprochement with
Pakistan."
NEPAL:
Nepal has been wracked by a Maoist insurgency for the last five or six years. India has remained a
passive bystander witnessing the growing erosion of Nepal’s state power. Other than giving some military
materiel for counter insurgency operations, no weighty measures have been taken.
India has not recognized the gravity of a Maoist take-over of Nepal. As per some analysts, the strategic
implications of a Maoist take-over of Nepal are:
* Nepal becomes a total client state of China. A Maoist Nepal under Chinese tutelage would be a
serious disruptive factor for US global strategies in the region.
* Maoist-insurgents ruled Nepal would inextricably get dragged into Islamic terrorist organizations
linkages, besides China’s policies towards the Islamic world.
India needs to realize the gravity of the strategic implications, specific to India, namely:
* A China-aligned Nepal, removes an important buffer state between India and China. India would
have to militarily man the India-Nepal border in strength, which may eat up two to three infantry divisions.
* A China-aligned Nepal adds to the existing China-client states in South Asia i.e. Pakistan and
Bangladesh. It would be a very unholy trinity with not only the Western and Eastern flanks of India under
China’s influence, but the Northern flank too added.
* For the majority peoples of India, the only Hindu kingdom in the world would slide down
ignobly into a Chinese-Islamic coalition in South Asia. The Hindu identity in the south Asia will be given
a death blow with the disintegration of the monarchy.
The Maoist insurgency, led by the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) is aimed at overthrowing the
Nepalese government and monarchy and has gained widespread support since it began in 1996.
Soon after September 11, the Foreign Minister of India started calling Maoists in Nepal "terrorists." Then
in November, Nepal's government followed India's lead --officially putting the "terrorist" label on the CPN
(Maoist) and unleashing the Royal Nepalese Army to wage a brutal "search and destroy" campaign against
the People's War. Hundreds of people have been killed, arrested and tortured. And under a "state of
emergency" all kinds of constitutional rights have been suspended.
India's growing involvement in helping to fight the People's War underscores just how much Nepal
relies on India--economically, politically and militarily. And the military relationship between Nepal and
India is very much stamped with Indian influence. There are more Nepali Gurkhas in the Indian Army
today (around 60,000) than in the RNA itself. And since the 1970s, the chiefs of the two armies are made
honorary generals of each other's army--ensuring that India's army of over a million soldiers will dictate
over Nepal's army of only 40,000 men.
Until a few years ago, all RNA officer cadres used to be trained in India. Only recently Nepal's
army set up its own military academy. But Nepal officers and other ranks still undergo training in various
defense institutes of India. And in fact, Nepal army personnel constitute the largest number of foreign
soldiers training in India. During the last year, India has given around $35 million to Nepal in military
support and equipment for the Royal Nepal Army and the Armed Police Force.
The ultimate aim of the Maoists is to create sufficient chaos which may effect even the Indian
army which has several division of Nepalese people. There are over seven million Nepalese living and
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working in India and, for many years, Nepalese Maoists have been working in India to organize support for
the People's War in Nepal--and resistance against counter-revolutionary moves by India.
Meanwhile, the Indian army is cracking down on the border between India and Nepal. A special
police force has been created jointly in nine northern states--Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, Chhattisgarh,
Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Orissa--in order to control the border and go after Nepalese
Maoists who may be trying to enter India. The police in these states will share intelligence and other
information and there are plans to set up 100 more army posts along the border. On the basis of a "One
Border One Force Policy" India's Secret Service Bureau (SSB) will try to guard the entire 1,000-mile
border. The SSB--India's third strongest armed force of 30,000 men --will be permanently stationed three
miles from the Nepal-India porous border with the strength of up to 40 army men in each post.

MYANMAR:
Till 1937, Burma was part of India. India shares a 1600 km border with Burma in the Northeast
stretching from Arunachal Pradesh, Nagaland, Manipuris and Mizoram. Just as Afghanistan is the western
gateway to the Indian subcontinent, Burma is the strategic doorway. The seeds of unrest in Burma and
India's contiguous Northeast were sown in the colonial period by the British. Before Indian
independence the British made sure that Burmese were sown with India hatred so that it does not
merge with the Indian union. Different ethnic groups were armed to resist the Japanese invasion
with the promise of autonomy and independence. There were 27 full blown insurgencies in the 1960s
and '70s. While the Burmese have restored internal stability through ceasefire agreements with 13 different
ethnic groups, these are not peace agreements, nor do they represent conflict resolution. Arms and drugtrafficking remain a critical threat. The military took power in Burma in 1962. In 1988, Aung San Suu Kyi,
daughter of great Burmese leader Aung San returned to Burma and started a popular uprising that
culminated on August 8, 1988, in brutal repression by the military that killed nearly 10,000 Burmese.
India has left an indelible mark on Myanmar. The earliest recorded contact between the two
civilizations dates back to the 5th Century and predominately involved trade. Over time contact deepened
and resulted in the transfer of Hindu and Buddhist dogma as well as aspects of legal codes. In the mid
1800's, the British intervened in Myanmar under the pretext of safeguarding trade. The resultant wars gave
the British control over Myanmar. Indian influence increased as the British Raj extended to Myanmar.
Indians staffed the police, military and civil services. Over time, Indian entrepreneurs followed and
formed a thriving business community. At the time of independence about a quarter million Indians lived
in Myanmar.
Relations between a newly independent Myanmar and India were cordial due to the personal
contacts between U Nu and Panditji. On January 4, 1948, Myanmar's Independence Day, Prime Minister
Nehru stated "As in the past, so in the future, the people of India will stand shoulder to shoulder with the
people of Myanmar, and whether we have to share good fortune or ill fortune, we shall share it together.
This is a great and solemn day not only for Myanmar, but for India, and for the whole of Asia." As a
newly independent Myanmar faced crisis, India provided military aid to fend off armed insurgent groups
that threatened to destroy the country. Relations in the 1950's continued the cordial pattern of the late
1940's with frequent delegations to India and the signing of the Treaty of Friendship on July 7, 1951 in
New Delhi.
A major turning point in bilateral ties occurred in 1962, as Myanmar’s silence and neutrality in the
Sino - India war, was interpreted as a "pro China" stance. Another irritant strained the relation further;
General Ne Win nationalized small businesses. The nationalization drive disproportionately hurt expatriate
Indians already hurt by the Land Nationalization Bill of 1949. Relations plateaued for the next two
decades despite continued high level visits.
A major down turn in India – Myanmar ties occurred in 1988. The military government squelched
pro democracy student rallies resulting in a mass of refugees. India became one of the first countries to
criticize Myanmar and aid pro democracy students. Perhaps, India (unlike China) was jaded by the
potential of reformist youth forcing change on totalitarian regimes as seen in Eastern Europe around the
same time. The Indian government's policy of criticism continued till the mid 1990s and alienated the
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military rulers of Myanmar. The result of this policy could be seen in 1992. Despite an alarming increase
in drugs and arms trafficking between terrorist groups in India's Northeast and secessionist movements in
Myanmar the two countries refused to discuss these bilateral problems. However domestic and regional
forced a change in India’s Myanmar policy.
In 1990, the junta agreed to an election in which Aung San Suu Kyi's National League for
Democracy won a landslide, winning 90 per cent of the votes. But the junta overturned the results,
imprisoned NLD leaders and clamped the equivalent of martial law. Immense international pressure
led to the release of Suu Kyi in 2003 but following the Depayin massacre of May 30 that year, resulting
from her campaign for the restoration of democracy, she was arrested again and returned to detention. The
junta has ignored UN resolutions including the one for tripartite talks between NLD, SPDC and ethnic
groups called the ENC. The sticking point is who represents the ethnic groups?
The struggle for power is the struggle for the symbol: Who inherits the mantle of Aung San -the junta or Suu Kyi? The junta commands the loyalties of a 450,000 strong army backed by China
which, over the last 20 years, has sold $20 billion worth of military equipment to Burma. There are reports
that Burma is acquiring nuclear technology from North Korea.
What is India's case? Real politic and ground reality dictate that recognizing Burma's strategic
importance, India must cultivate the junta to regain space and time lost to China which has a 20year head start. This has become all the more necessary because of Bangladesh's policy of denial and
non-cooperation about sanctuaries for Indian rebel groups. Insurgents from Assam, Nagaland and Manipur
have bases in Burma and these and many more in Bangladesh. The instability and turmoil in the Northeast
has stalled development and created a corridor for the influx of arms, drugs and associated distress and
disease in the northeastern states.
India tried junta-bashing and the restoration of democracy but it got it nowhere with the SPDC.
Sound national interest required a switch in policy designed to secure and sanities our strategic
eastern flank, check China's reach into the Bay of Bengal and the Andaman Sea, use Burma as a
bridge to the east and to influence internal change in Burma. India would not like to see Chinese
presence, significant as it is in North Burma and other regions, to cross the Chindwin river.
China, on the other hand, is determined to access the Indian Ocean, especially for its landlocked Sichuan and Yunnan provinces, secure its sea lanes and passage through Malacca Straits and
to check India's influence in Burma as well as in the Indian Ocean. It has an elaborate string of
listening posts stretching from Gwadar in Pakistan to Maldives, to islands off Burma. It also aims to make
PLA Navy a blue-water force by 2020.

Structural Factors:
In South Asia, as during a certain period of the Cold War, a structural asymmetry could make the
region less stable in the future than in the past. And, as in the larger Cold War, the wild card is China. The
United States and the Soviet Union once feared that China might precipitate a war between them.
However, whereas China never became a decisive factor in U.S.–Soviet conflict, it could be a determining
factor in a future India–Pakistan conflict that spilled over and involved Beijing. For the most part, China
has been increasingly restrained in its involvement in South Asia, and its public statements urging caution
and dialogue now sound very much like those of Western states and Russia. But a degree of uncertainty
remains about China’s future role.
Another structural factor—the imbalance between India and its neighbors, including Pakistan—is
less important as a cause of instability than it is as a reason why it is so difficult to reduce instability.
During the Cold War, the two superpowers were about evenly matched, each had strong alliance partners,
and their relative power was always self-evident and generally in balance. In South Asia, however, every
regional state has a dispute of one sort or another with India. None has a serious dispute with any of the
others. This makes it hard for any regional state to step forward and offer its services as a mediator. With
the exception of the still-feeble SAARC, there are no regional mechanisms that might help moderate, let
alone resolve, disputes between India and Pakistan, India and Nepal, India and Bangladesh, and India and
Sri Lanka. Any regional state that might claim the role of intermediary would be accused of trying to
advance its own case vis-à-vis India in the guise of offering its good offices. This structural peculiarity
explains why outside peacekeepers have been an important feature of the region since 1948. Although they
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have rarely been welcomed by the dominant power, India, they are eagerly sought out by the weaker
powers of South Asia, who cannot find a local peacemaker.
Thus, on balance, South Asia is probably more crisis-prone than was the U.S.–Soviet relationship,
especially if we see the introduction of nuclear weapons, missiles, and other highly destructive, essentially
first-strike weapons into the region. The introduction of such weapons will also have a secondary impact:
they will affect India’s and Pakistan’s relations with major powers outside South Asia, especially China,
Iran, Saudi Arabia, and perhaps Indonesia. If, as in the past, either state enters into a military alliance with
one or more of these outside powers, then the uncertainties will be two-way: How will Indian or Pakistani
power be put in the service of its allies, and in a crisis how will the resources of an ally affect the India–
Pakistan military balance?
With so many imponderables and uncertainties, it is hard to draw any concrete conclusions except
that regional stability will have to be calculated, and recalculated, with national inferior technical means,
possibly under the influence of populist political movements in both states. Most frightening of all, it will
have to be done while one state (or perhaps both) is trying to contain a separatist movement aided by the
other. The analogy here is not so much the Cold War, where the United States and the Soviet Union had no
direct economic, territorial, or cultural conflicts, but the still-strained relationship between North Korea and
South Korea, or between Israel and its major neighbors, or between France and Germany in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries—conflicts that had a “family” element to them, between adversaries that had
much in common, but real and substantive disagreements as well.
North-East India consists of part of the state of West Bengal, Assam, Arunachal Pradesh, Nagaland,
Manipur, Mizoram, Tripura and Meghalaya. Most people of the area are isolated from mainland India.
There has been very little economic development in the areas. There have been anti-Bengali riots in Assam.
Nagas and Mizos have been engaged in armed war of liberation, insurgencies to which Pakistan have
provided aid from East Pakistan. There has been considerable infiltration of Muslims into Assam from East
Pakistan which has been encouraged by the Government of India for vote-bank politics. The presence of a
sizable Muslim population will assist the operations. China has large territorial claims in Arunachal
Pradesh and may agree to support the cause. The area is rich in mineral resources. The area produces 4
million tons of crude oil per year and accounts for half of the tea exports from India. Its loss will be a
major loss to India.

North-East India is considered to be a suitable target by Pakistan for dismembering India:
The advantages of this area are:a) Least likely hence India is not on its guard.
b) The local people want independence.
c) India will suffer considerable economic loss.
d) A long and vulnerable corridor which can be exploited.
The disadvantage of this target is that:
a) Nothing can be achieved without assistance from China and Bangladesh.
b) No political benefit from the events in Pakistan.
Relative Strength: India has a very substantial military force deployed in Kashmir. Pakistan does not have
the strength to win a military victory in Kashmir. China is unlikely to be interested in this adventure as it
has nothing to gain from it. Even if insurgency could be created in the state and all aid provided, it would
still be difficult to annex Kashmir.
India also had a very substantial military force deployed in the North East. However, these forces
were mainly in a defensive posture on the Chinese border. The few formations that were spare were
deployed for insurgency operations. There were hardly any troops earmarked for the defense of the
Siliguri Corridor, particularly oriented towards Bangladesh.
Deductions:
1. Both Kashmir and North East India are viable targets for dismembering India.
2. Loss of North-East India will hurt India more. Hence this should be the priority one target.
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3. It will be easier to get China interested into the scheme if North-East is the target. Support of
China in the matter is most vital.
4. If Pakistan target Kashmir, Pakistan should:a) Increase the communal divide in the state. This should be by infiltrating the ranks of the religious
teachers and school teachers and constant anti-India propaganda with the youth as the target.
There
is enough unemployment and economic discontent to be exploited.
b) Identify potential insurgent leaders from the educational institutions and encourage them to come
to
Pakistan for training and indoctrination.
c) Create and strengthen militancy by providing military and financial aid.
d) Intervene militarily at the appropriate time.
5. If we adopt North-East India as the target, we should:
a) Eliminate Sheikh Mujibur Rahman.(1975)
b) Convert Bangladesh into the Islamic state instead of a secular one after elimination of
Mujib.
(1975-)
c) Regain political and military influence in Bangladesh. (1975-)
d) Take China into confidence.(1975-)
e) Provide financial aid for infiltration of Muslims into Assam. (1975-)
f) Provide all possible aid to the insurgent in the North East India.(1999-)
The above plan in a fictional account mirrors the reality of a south Asia plan by Pakistan,
Bangladesh and China in future. If Nepal also joins this group then we have a grand plan to dismember
India in the long term. The new hope for Pakistan Islamists came after the assassination of Sheikh Mujibur
Rahman by some pro-Pakistan colonels and majors and resumption of the training of the anti-India
insurgents of North-eastern States in Bangladesh, as East Pakistan used to do earlier. This was supported
by H Kissinger and the US government. Major Zia-ur-Rahman who followed Mujib as President restarted
the training camps for Indian insurgent groups. Khaleda Zia's return to power was very helpful in this
respect after the toppling of two military dictators Zia-ur-Rahman and H.M. Ershad. ISI was able to operate
again from Bangla soil. Captain Sher Nawaz, now Maj. Gen. Sher Nawaz, was posted as First Secretary in
Pakistan embassy in Dhaka. There were frequent military exchanges between the three countries as China
too was now co-opted in the new plot to cut off North-eastern States from India by the cutting-off of the
narrow Siliguri enclave joining India with Assam. Regular meetings of Bangladesh ex-Army leaders of the
leftist political party JSD were held in China. North-eastern guerilla leaders from Assam, Nagaland,
Mizoram, Manipur and Tripura were taken by Sher Nawaz, in Dhaka. China had active interest in
Arunachal Pradesh and Sikkim. It started strengthening its logistics, infrastructure and artillery and air
bases in Tibet. Bangladesh was helped to raise two new divisions with the help of China and Pakistan.
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Chapter 12

POLITICAL ANALYSIS OF INDIA
The nature and character of Indian nation-state and its political boundaries—internal and external—
have evolved throughout centuries. It has shown a varying mix of “high” and “low” degree of “staleness”
that varied with historical experience, institutional legacies and political culture. The state-society
relationship in pre-colonial India was primarily instrumental, "the state upheld and protected society and its
values rather than itself constituting the highest form of community and the means for realizing value". The
colonial state structure in India was, however, qualitatively different as the British constructed a unitary
state and centralized political unity based on the notion of a ‘singular and indivisible sovereignty’ through
its practices of ‘bureaucratic authoritarianism’, rooted in an impersonalized and institutionalized vast
administrative structure that penetrated the lowest rungs of the Indian society. The nationalist
consciousness of the nineteenth century did not question or attempt to radically transform the colonial
state.
The dominant argument was that the British rule was alien and unrepresentative, and hence the
demand for an independent state representing Indian nationalism. The logic of a modern state representing
one nation, or of transferring the responsibility of managing social relations among individuals and
collective identities from indigenous social regulatory mechanisms to the state, was not questioned. The
political leadership of modern India perceived the state as the prime mover, the key repository of political
power that would act as an agency of collectively intended social change.
The Constituent Assembly rested the foundations of the Indian State on three key pillars of
democracy, federalism and secularism. The Congress leadership had upheld the secular, pluralist idea of
the Indian nation. Given the European model of nation building, however, the cultural unification of India
was a prerequisite for building a modern nation state, which did not fit the pluralities and diversity of
Indian society. The result was a paradox. Nehru insisted that conceptually the imagining of the Indian
nation was an accomplished and irreversible fact that did not have to be constantly negotiated, presented
and justified. Materially, however, it was in infancy, a nation-in-the-making that needed to be protected
against contending identities. Accordingly, state formation processes were geared towards constructing a
strong state, capable of defending a nascent nation. The creation of the Indian state was the first instrument
of expansion for the Indian civilization after a several centuries. The consolidation and increasing the
influence of India by Nehru may be termed as the second phase of expansion. These instruments of
expansion after Nehru were blunted by the western powers so that by the end of 1980s Indian state was in a
stage for collapse or a revolution.
From 1920s the British tried to create a social revolution leading to a communist revolution inside
India. But Gandhi style of leadership completely blunted the violence and communist revolution which fell
on China. By 1930, Gandhi virtually became indispensable to the nationalist movement. However, his
stress on non-violent action without any visible result was the price India had to pay for his unique
leadership, which was a “heroic essay in impossible ethics”. Gandhi, instead of leading massive political
movements, concentrated on important social reforms. His change of technique in the absence of any sign
of violence was directed at protecting the society from upheaval and chaos. There was a rise of a strong
working class movement in the 1920s along with the emergence of a Left-wing leadership within the
Congress under the leadership of Nehru and Bose. These developments disturbed Gandhi and he did not
take any part in shaping the Congress policy at the Madras session in 1927, which passed a historic
resolution declaring total Independence as the goal of the Congress and also called for the boycott of
British goods. Gandhi explicitly objected to these resolutions. He contained the Left swing and took the
initiative to see that the Left was checked and remained under his leadership. He opposed militant antiimperialism and a tilt towards socialism, thus preventing radicalization of any political movements. There
was a combination of practical wisdom with high idealism in Gandhi, which made him the most
powerful figure in India’s struggle for freedom. The most remarkable achievement was the following of
the millions of people over a long period of time.
US took over the pivotal leadership role of the sub-continent after the independence of the new
states from UK the old colonial master in 1940s. Consolidation of large states such as India into a republic
alarmed the western elite. By independence, the India’s new elite which had formed by interaction with
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Britain had dominated India’s political landscape for nearly a century, through institutions such as the
Indian National Congress established by the British in 1885. They shared a remarkably uniform intellectual
worldview, which in time came to include the tenets of Fabian socialism.. This particular brand of
socialism developed in the 1880s in England as an attempt to salvage Marxism from what then appeared to
be its all too accurate predictions of class struggle and labor violence. This may have been what the British
wanted the leadership in India post independence to have and were comfortable to deal with a class with
uniform view about the world. But the real aim of the British was to have a dominion rule over India for
500 years as some speeches in commonwealth reveal in 1900.
UK was not happy to see India consolidating itself into a large country with democratic political
system under the leadership of Nehru. The British hoped that India would revert to an agglomeration of
quarreling states after Independence and become susceptible to influence from other powers. They wanted
a large Muslim political center which will dominate the rest of the smaller states and be seen by all the
Muslims in the sub-continent as protector of their interests. However what they did not reckon was that the
Indian freedom movement was a genuine freedom struggle and threw leaders who were intellectually equal
to the best in the world. The efforts of two of them Sardar Patel and V.P. Menon who single handedly
brought about the end of history in the sub-continent and brought about a relatively bloodless revolution by
merging the states into the Indian union. Nehru and Krishna Menon acquired some influence in the world
affairs from 1950 to 1962, when colonialism was being ended and Cold war at its height. But this influence
died with Chinese invasion of 1962[ may be the reason for the war in 1962]. After that Nehru got sick,
Menon was fired and whatever moral influence India had carved out for itself, vanished.
(US Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, Vol 5, Washington, 1978)

" the vigor and methods which have characterized India's execution of its policy of
consolidating the princely states, and its inflexible attitude with regard to
Kashmir, may indicate national traits which in time, if not controlled , could make
India Japan's successor in Asiatic imperialism...In such a circumstance a strong
Muslim bloc under the leadership of Pakistan, and friendly to the US, might afford
a desirable balance of power in South Asia".
These statements from the US policy analyst suggest that they started having policies to contain India right
from 1950. The support to communist Mao by George Marshall in 1949 to defeat his rival nationalist
forces was done after Indian consolidated itself into a republic. CPC after taking over the power announced
its claim to Tibet immediately and made its move on Tibet before Nehru could act. Josef Korbel whose
influence on Zbigniew Brezezinski led the Carter aide to emerge as the armorer of the fanatics who later
morphed into "Al; Qaeda", was instrumental in policy making. In 1948 and 1949,he saw India as a failing
state and Pakistan as a future success story, a preference still held by the US foreign policy establishment.

India's nuclear program was conceived in the pre-independence era by a small group of influential
scientists who grasped the significance of nuclear energy and persuaded political leaders from the Indian
National Congress to invest resources in the nuclear sector. In the aftermath of independence in August
1947, the Congress government led by Prime Minister Jawaharlal Lal Nehru launched an ambitious dualuse, three-stage nuclear program to exploit India's abundant natural thorium reserves. The primary focus of
the program was the production of inexpensive electricity. However, the decision to develop the complete
nuclear fuel cycle--from ore mining, processing and fuel fabrication facilities, research and power reactors,
spent-fuel reprocessing plants, heavy water production plants, and waste treatment and disposal facilities-also led to India's acquiring the technical capability to build nuclear weapons.
India's dalliance with the nuclear question goes way back to the early 1940s well before India shook
itself free from British colonialism, the American use of atom bombs against Japan, and the full story of the
efforts-unsuccessful in Germany and successful in the United States-to build nuclear weapons came to
light. India's interest in the nuclear issues was spurred by the emergence of an impressive community of
scientists in the early decades of the 20th century in India, who managed to produce world quality work
despite the utter backwardness of the country. Scientists like C.V.Raman, Ramanujam, and S.N. Bose were
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making substantive contributions to international scientific development. Indians, with a long tradition of
excellence in mathematics, took eagerly to modern physics that was about to fundamentally transform the
world.
The Indian scientists were part of the exciting developments that were taking place in Europe in the
field of atomic physics and clued into the debate on the economic and political implications of the prospect
of harnessing nuclear energy. One of them, Dr. Homi Jehangir Bhabha was determined to ensure that when
the Second World War ended and India became independent, it should be ready to enter the atomic age
quickly. In 1944, fully three years before independence, Bhabha wrote and got a grant from the Tata Trust
to set up a facility-the Tata Institute of Fundamental Research at Bombay-to for advanced work on nuclear
and allied areas of physics. India's first prime minister Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru, who took strong interest in
the development of India's scientific capabilities, gave unstinting support to Bhabha in building a wideranging national nuclear program.
The focus of Bhabha and Nehru was on peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Like all the physicists and
politicians who backed them in the 1950s, Bhabha and Nehru believed that nuclear research will lead to
"energy too cheap to be metered"; and energy was to be the cornerstone of India's rapid development.
Nehru's own high-profile international diplomacy, and Bhabha's wide-ranging contacts in the community
of Western physicists-many of whom were now close to policy-making circles-ensured that India got
substantive international co-operation in building an infrastructure for atomic research and development.
Bhabha's standing was high enough to be elected as the president of the world's first international
conference on atomic energy for peaceful purposes at Geneva in 1955.
Even as they laid the foundations of a broad-based nuclear program, Bhabha and Nehru were not
unaware of its military potential. But Nehru clearly ruled out the military application of nuclear energy,
although he said could not vouch for the policies of the future generations of Indian leaders. With Nehru's
emphasis on peace and disarmament in India's foreign policy, it could not have been otherwise. He took the
lead in calling the world to come to a stand-still on nuclear weapon development, adopt a ban on nuclear
testing and a freeze on production of nuclear material.
Even as they campaigned for nuclear disarmament, Nehru and Bhabha were clear in their mind
India should not give up the option to make nuclear weapons in the future. For this reason they refused to
support any control mechanism-whether it was the Baruch Plan of the U.S. in 1945 or the international
safeguards system-that sought to limit India's nuclear potential and future decision making on the bomb.
Until the mid 1960s, the primary focus of the Indian nuclear policy was on building civilian nuclear
technology, de-emphasizing the military spin-off, and actively campaigning for nuclear restraint at the
global level. This policy mix came under tremendous pressure in October 1964, when China conducted its
first nuclear test and declared itself the fifth nuclear weapon power. China's test, coming barely two years
after Beijing humiliated New Delhi in a border conflict, forced India to debate for the first time in open its
nuclear weapon option. There were strong demands within India for acquiring nuclear weapons; but there
was also considerable hesitation arising from the deep revulsion against nuclear weapons and the notion of
deterrence. This deep feeling in the polity was a cultivated experience by the UK/US soon after the WWII.
Nehru's death five months before China's test had made it more difficult for India to make up her mind on
nuclear weapons.
India's defeat in the 1962 war with China and the latter's nuclear test in 1964 triggered an internal
debate within and outside the Indian government on whether India should follow suit. Ultimately, in
November 1964, Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri authorized theoretical work on the Subterranean
Nuclear Explosion for Peaceful Purposes (SNEPP). The SNEPP project culminated in the test of a fission
device on 18 May 1974 during Prime Minister Indira Gandhi's tenure. India described the test as a peaceful
nuclear explosion (PNE). However, India did not follow the 1974 test with subsequent tests, nor did it
immediately weaponize the device that was tested.
During the brief tenure of the Janata Party government (1977-79), the nuclear weapons program
was put on hold. However, the weapons program was resumed after Indira Gandhi returned to power in
1980. Prime Minister Indira Gandhi authorized preparations for additional nuclear tests in 1982, but the
tests were canceled for reasons that have never been explained publicly. However, in the late 1980s
advances in Pakistan's efforts to acquire nuclear weapons, as well as the oblique nuclear threats issued by
Islamabad in the wake of the 1986-87 Brasstacks crisis, appears to have persuaded Prime Minister Rajiv
Gandhi to authorize weaponization of India's nuclear capability.
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By May 1994, India acquired the capability to deliver nuclear weapons using combat aircraft; by
1996, Indian scientists also succeeded in developing a nuclear warhead that could be mated on to the
Army's Prithvi-1 ballistic missile. In the winter of 1995, in an apparent reaction to the indefinite extension
of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and advances in negotiations on the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty (CTBT), the Narasimha Rao government considered a crash program of nuclear tests.
However, India's test preparations were detected by US intelligence agencies; subsequently, Rao's
government postponed the tests under US pressure.
Plans for testing were renewed when the Hindu-nationalist Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) led by Atal
Bihari Vajpayee came to power for a brief period in 1996. However, Vajpayee's government was unable to
win a parliamentary majority and decided not to go through with the tests as they would create a political
crisis for the incoming successor government. However, when returned to power in 1998, the BJP finally
authorized two rounds of nuclear tests in May 1998, after which it formally declared India's nuclear status.
Subsequent to the tests, the Vajpayee government declared that India would build a "credible minimum
deterrent." Since then, the Indian government also formally articulated a nuclear doctrine of "no-first-use"
and more recently spelled out the broad outlines of India's nuclear command, control, and communications
framework.
What explains the failure of Indian nationalism to deliver an Indian national identity? India's
extraordinary social diversity continues to find expression in an extraordinary diversity of political
movements. In the absence of the political symbols and values that comprise a single national identity, the
resulting political conflicts are probably more intense and difficult to resolve. What went wrong?
When India attained freedom, it thought of emerging as a global leader, without becoming a
global power. Its claim to leadership rested on the age-old Indian, value of universal tolerance, peace and
happiness. All these values are instruments of expansion for a civilization but are tough in a world of realpolitic. So the post-war World afflicted by cold war had no reverence for such high values. So India was
swiftly marginalized in a World which respected only power. But, within India, the Indian leadership did
the other way round - it persuaded the people not to pursue their age-old values, but, accept the AngloSaxon ideas and institutions in the main. It folded back the philosophic lead shown by Gandhi, Aurobindo,
and Tilak. Their definition of the Indian identity was substituted by the western ideas of secularism and
socialism. Since then, for over four decades, the Left-Socialist parties and intellectuals mounted a vicious
attack on the Indian past, and virtually delinked the Indian polity, economy, history and education from its
past and turned to Anglo-Saxon values. This is the subversion of the Indian political philosophy (one of
the center of gravity) successfully carried out by the Anglo-Saxon colonial powers.
The socialism and secularism subverted Indian instruments of expansion such as trade and culture which
was known for centuries before. Due to this the influence of India in the world reduced over several
decades.
This is precisely what the Indian freedom movement had struggled against before independence.
Because of this drift to the Indian intellectual, India's past became a burden - and ceased to be matter of
pride. Also, the secular-socialist leadership systematically fragmented Indian society into majority and
minority, rich and poor, forwards and backwards - and denied India of the deeper awareness of its intrinsic
unity brought about by the Indic values and Indic civilization. This resulted in setting one Indian against
another leading to massive self-deprecation - and eroded India’s self-confidence as a nation. The idea of a
powerful India could not be internalized in a situation where every Indian was running down every other.
Founding of a Nation, 1948-1956. Nehru recognized that "India as a nation in 1947-48 had a
deeply ambiguous inheritance". Nehru's "forging" of an Indian nation and establishing for it an
international identity was the first task. Looking from the perspective of the end of Nehru's century and the
ending of a world order demarcated by blocs ranged against each other in fear and hostility, it is perhaps
difficult to recognize quite what an innovative and visionary stand India took under Nehru.
The Frustration of a Vision, 1957-1964 Forging a democracy was the most difficult task for
Nehru. In 1957 the Communist Party came into power in the state of Kerala. Nehru much against his sense
of fair play and democratic norms he was forced to agree to the dismissal of a democratically elected state
government by the Centre. The failure of Nehru's China policy led to considerable erosion of his authority.
Krishna Menon, who was close to Nehru, later wrote, "It had a very bad effect on him. It demoralized him
very much. Every thing that he had built was threatened; India was to adopt a militaristic outlook which he
did not like. And he also knew about the big economic burdens we were carrying."
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In August 1963 Nehru faced the first ever no-confidence motion in the parliament. Though the
motion was defeated 346 to 61, it was an indication of the declining authority of the Prime Minister. On
crucial policy matters Finance Minister Morarji Desai and Food and Agriculture Minister S.K. Patil defied
Nehru. It was against this background that the Kamaraj Plan was adopted and Nehru got rid of both Desai
and Patil from the cabinet. But Nehru was not left with much time to reassert his authority in any
meaningful fashion. He had a mild stroke while he was about to address the party delegates in
Bhubaneshwar in January 1964.
1950 - India becomes a republic with Nehru as its prime minister. He was deeply involved in the
development and implementation of the country's five-year plans that over the course of the 1950s and
1960s see India become one of the most industrialized nations in the world. Industrial complexes are
established around the country, while innovations are encouraged by an expansion of scientific research. In
the decade between 1951 and 1961, the national income of India rises 42%. In foreign affairs, Nehru
advocates policies of nationalism, anticolonialism, internationalism, and nonalignment or "positive
neutrality". He founds the nonaligned movement with Yugoslavia's Tito and Egypt's Nasser and becomes
one of the key spokesmen of the nonaligned nations of Asia and Africa.
1956 - India under Nehru is the only nonaligned country in the United Nations (UN) to vote with the
Soviet Union on the invasion of Hungary, calling into question the country's nonaligned status. This stance
of India sets in motion of the West to align with Pakistan and become anti-India for a long time throughout
the cold war. The public perception of India in the west being a supporter of Soviet Russia stayed on from
that time and lingered even after the cold war. The perception of the world by Nehru during 1910-1950s
was greatly influenced by Soviet union and other liberal movements which made him sympathetic. But his
leaning towards Soviet could have been plotted by the British using their control over the Indian policies to
make it seem that India was anti-west.
During the great national upsurge of 1942, the Communists acted as stooges and spies of the British
Government, and helped them against their own countrymen fighting for freedom. The part played by the
Communists can be best understood from confidential correspondence during the years 1942, 1943 and
1944 between P.C. Joshi, the General Secretary of the Communist Party of India and Sir Reginald
Maxwell, Home Member of the Government of India. ... it is quite clear from the correspondence that "an
alliance existed between the Politburo of the Communist Party and the Home Department of the
Government of India, by which Mr. Joshi was placing at the disposal of the Government of India the
services of his Party members;" that the "various political drives undertaken by the Party in the name of
anti-Fascist campaigns were a part of the arrangement which helped the Government of India to tide over
certain crises;"... ... Joshi had, as General Secretary to the Party, written a letter in which he offered
'unconditional help' to the then Government of India and the Army GHQ to fight the 1942 underground
workers and the Azad Hind Fauz (Indian National Army) of Subhas Chandra Bose, even to the point of
getting them arrested. ... Joshi's letter also revealed that the CPI was receiving financial aid from the
Government, had a secret pact with the Muslim League, and was undermining Congress activity in various
ways.
India has never developed a critical core uniform set of polity [ powerful group of people] which
controls the destiny of the country. Indian National Congress consisted of colonial educated deracinated
elite which had a non-real view of the world of power. Other large countries have a core group which is
homogeneous in either ethnicity or culture and also has sufficient influence in the polity. The basic
assumption in the western political analysis is that members of social groups share common consciousness.
Shared religion, language, caste, or class are all assumed to generate not only consciousness of group
identity but also agreement about common interests. US has the Anglo Saxons, Chinese have the Hans
population, Russia has the Slavic people. The theory of political science according to Tomas Hobbes says
that the political structure is a balance between three entities. One is the State , second is the special group
or a strong group of people within the country usually a common ethnic group and the third entity in the
political structure is the common people. India is perceived to be deficient in the basic foundation of the
political structure by some western analysts. According to them Indian nationalism delivered a state but not
a nation at the time of independence. The earlier homogeneous congress group of people and the most
influential has withered away due to cutting its base/kinship with the help of the leftists and the decay in its
ideology.
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The first attempt to reduce the union was the Kashmir war in 1948 itself. This was considered a
victory by the political Islam in Pakistan which considered that they have always won against the nonIslamic forces in the sub-continent for over 1000 years. The second attempt to reduce the Union of India
was attempted after Nehru’s death in 1964. Ayub Khan was forced into a war with India in 1965 so that a
weak political leadership under Shastri would wilt to give concessions on Kashmir. After the Pakistan
defeat the strategy to create a Muslim political history in the sub-continent was taken with the publishing of
History of India in 1966 by Romila Thapar. The goal was to make Pakistan more secure and strong enough
to break the Indian political union. The OIC[Organization of Islamic countries] was created in 1969 under
Pakistani sponsorship and support of Kingdom of Saudi Arabia to create a large international Islamic
political body which can balance and ultimately dominate India. This body over time was supposed to get
sufficient weight and influence that it can then oppose India in the international forums.
The Anglo American power considered the increasing influence of India after Independence as a threat to
their influence and standing in the world. The combination of Nehru's idealism and Mrs. Gandhi's adroit
use of power on the international scene is credited by some students of Indian foreign policy with having
placed this country among the world's most influential nations. During Mrs. Gandhi's tenure, for example,
India has solidified its position as a leader of the third world and of the Commonwealth, and become the
dominant power in South Asia.
After 1971 break up of Pakistan , the US strategy was accelerated to weaken the political structure
of India. The strategy was to downplay India in particular and sub-continent in Asia so that its influence is
reduced and its trade with the rest of the world decreases and make sure that Indian government is
relegated to the last in the diplomatic timetable. US relationship with India seems to constantly have the
conflict with Pakistan keep emerging in between which was not so acute before 1980. From a position of
dominance over Pakistan and dominance in economy over China in 1971; India moved to a position of
weakness and strategic disadvantage to China and Pakistan by 2000. The strategy of working inside India
to create fissures was started after 1971 with the creation of South Asia studies dept in US universities
under the garb of social changes to Indian society. The dissent inside the congress political party was taken
up by internal proxies such as leftists and communists to create suspicion, distrust and finally division. The
congress in 2003 is a shadow of the congress under Indira Gandhi of 1971.
From a US perspective in the first two decades of the Cold War, India and Pakistan both had been
viewed as frontline states, critical to containing the expansion of Soviet and (after 1949) Chinese
communism in South Asia. By the late 60s, however, India had proved to be a feckless partner — a wouldbe great power, with neither the military nor the economic strength to enforce its utopian foreign policy.
Worse, India in 1971 abandoned its preachy neutrality to become a full-fledged member of the Soviet
camp and also became an enemy of the US. Pakistan, for its part, had been a more loyal ally in the Cold
War, but was fractious in its relations with India. By the late 60s, both countries had come to be considered
in Washington as “too difficult” to deal with. This development coincided with doctrinal changes that had
begun to downplay the strategic importance of South Asia generally. This was a way to make sure that
India did not gain any importance as a head of NAM and leader of the third world to gain influence.
Pakistan was also downplayed but was given enough support by the military program during the 1980s so
that the Pakistan army would stand on its own with confidence to defend and finally have the acumen to
defeat the Indian army at least in Kashmir.
The main strategy against the political leadership in India was the personality attack on top leaders.
Since Nehru, Indira Gandhi and Rajiv Gandhi were the political center of the party , by attacking them in
character and leadership, the single party dominated Indian political structure would crumble and will
weaken the political union of India. This has been a long term plan for several decades to undermine the
prestige and name of India in comparison to the Islamic world particularly to Pakistan. The fragmentation
of Indian polity into regional parties was seen as the step towards weakening of the union in the 90s.
Pakistan became more aggressive perceiving this weakness in India during the 90s with insurgency and
internal subversion resulting in Kargil war in 1999.
The overall strategy over time was the Indian political leaders will loose their charm and importance
in the rest of Asia, NAM and world so that the political leadership of India is not in the limelight in
comparison to Pakistan. This was to raise the political leadership of Pakistan in the eyes of the Muslims of
the sub-continent so that they still consider Pakistan as the sole political center of Muslims. The political
leadership of Pakistan is given enough support at all times including during war against India so that it is
never seen defeated by Indian political leadership. The policy of zero sum game was created to make sure
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that the position of Pakistan is never lowered w.r.t India at any given time. The comparison of
India/Pakistan in the US political circle is just the reason so that Pakistan is never relegated under India
when south Asia policy is considered. Even when a sham election and assembly is held in Pakistan it is not
criticized much since it will lower the position of Pakistan in the eyes of the Muslim population in South
Asia. This psycho media propaganda has been carried out for several decades and is still being done which
the Indian population has fallen for. Indian media is worked so that negative article about India and its nonachievement is highlighted especially inside the sub-continent so that muslims of the sub-continent start
viewing the idea of India as a diminishing entity.

Indian communists and leftists:
Though Communism in India cannot be characterized as a residue of the British rule, the British
Government did make some substantial contributions to its growth. In the ‘thirties, that Government
encouraged non-Communist revolutionaries in its jails to read Communist literature. This was done in
order to wean them away from “terrorism.” Many of them came out as convinced Communists while still
wearing the halo of national heroes. Again, during the Second World War, that Government patronized,
financed and fraternized with the Communist Party of India and helped it attain the stature of an
independent political party.
Ideologically, Communism in India is, in several respects, a sort of extension of Macaulayism, a
residue of the British rule. That is why Communism is strongest today in those areas where Macaulayism
had earlier spread its widest spell(Bengal). That is why Macaulayism has always been on the defensive
and apologetic vis-à-vis Communism. Macaulayism has always tried to understand and explain away the
misdeeds of Communism in this country. It has sadly deplored, if not condoned, as misguided idealism
even the most heinous crimes of the Communists. The long record of our parliamentary debates is a
witness of how, after the death of Sardar Patel, die treasury benches have always evinced an awed
deference towards utterly un-parliamentary and downright demagogic vituperations from Communist
members.
It is, therefore, natural and inevitable that Communism should come into conflict with positive
nationalism in every country. India cannot be an exception. By positive nationalism we mean a nationalism
which draws its inspiration from its own cultural heritage and socio-political traditions. Such nationalism
has its own way of looking at world events and evaluating the alignment of world forces. Such nationalism
is guided by its own past experience in safeguarding its interests and pursuing its goals. This basic
dissonance between Communism and positive nationalism in India was fully and finally dramatized during
the Second World War. The Communist Party of India had, since its inception, opposed British
imperialism in India and stood for its immediate and violent overthrow. The Party had also opposed the
Muslim League which it had characterized as a collaborationist conspiracy of landed interests. In the eyes
of Indian freedom fighters, therefore, the Party represented a revolutionary fringe of the nationalist
movement. The Congress Socialist Party even allowed its platform to be used by the Communist Party of
India which was working under a British ban. But the curtain was raised suddenly in 1941 when Hitler
invaded the Soviet Union and the real face of Communism was revealed for all who could see.
The Congress leadership had tried to negotiate a settlement with the British for two long years.
Finding the British attitude adamant, the Congress decided in August 1942 to launch the Quit India
Movement. The Communists in the Congress opposed the Quit India resolution in the AICC Session at
Bombay. They propounded that the imperialist war had been transformed into a people’s war simply
because the Soviet Union had been invaded by an enemy of Britain.
The freedom movement forged ahead under its own inspiration. But the Communist Party of India
moved full steam in the opposite direction. British imperialism now became British bureaucracy for the
Communists, the Muslim League a spokesman of the Muslim mass upsurge, and the demand for Pakistan a
legitimate expression of Muslim nationalism which the Congress should concede immediately. The rest of
the story is well-known-the story of how the freedom movement was branded as a movement for
collaboration with Fascism, how Subhas Chandra Bose was denounced as a Nazi dog and a Japanese rat,
how Communist cadres spied for the British secret police on Socialists and Forward Blocists who had
organized an underground movement, and how the Communist intellectuals like Adhikari and Ashraf
blueprinted the case for Pakistan with facts, figures, academic arguments and sentimental slogans.
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The Communist contribution towards the creation of Pakistan was next only to that of the Muslim
League. The Soviet Union was in search of a base from which it could operate for capturing the rest of
India after the departure of the British. That plan did not succeed and Pakistan became a base for American
interventionism instead. Ever since, the Communists in India have been blaming the Partition on those very
forces of positive nationalism, which had fought the Muslim League tooth and nail. Communist slogans
may change but their hostility to positive nationalism is permanent.
Communism in India has developed a language, which George Orwell has described as
doublespeak. In this language, the traitorous and totalitarian forces represented by the Communist
movement are presented as patriotic and democratic forces, collaborators with Communism as progressive
people, Islamic imperialism as secularism, and positive nationalism as Hindu communalism and
chauvinism. Many people do not know how to decipher this doublespeak and are, therefore, trapped by it;
Communism in India constantly practices what Karl Popper so aptly expounded “as the conspiracy theory
of society”. It goes on digging up one conspiracy after another against the working class, the peasantry, the
middle class, the toiling masses, Secularism, and so on. In this scheme, it links up “Hindu communalism
and chauvinism” with capitalism, landlordism, forces of obscurantism, revivalism and reaction and, finally,
all of them with “American imperialism”. The forces of “democracy and progress” are then called upon to
rally round the Communist movement to defeat the “grand conspiracy between American imperialism
outside and reactionary Hindu communalism within”. This helps the Communist cadres to acquire a rare
depth of perception without exercising their brains. The less they know and think, the better they feel and
function. Recently, Communism has discovered a conspiracy of “Hindu communalism” to kill Muslims
and destroy Muslim property whenever and wherever Muslims show some signs of prosperity;
The Indian communists were the product of European history during the early 20th century when
socialism and communism was sweeping Europe after the industrial revolution. The people who were born
between 1900-1930s in India and educated in UK were the most influenced by the ideology. They brought
in the ideas inside India and interpreted the Indian history under the training of Marxists theory. They
changed the Indian caste system to a class system and a perpetual class struggle. There is enough literature
about the leftists and communists of India and their role in pre independence and post independence. The
colonial attack on India was reinforced by another attack - Marxism. Its source too was Europe and it was
even more Eurocentric than regular Imperialism. It used radical slogans but its aims were reactionary. It
taught that Europe was the centre and rest of the world its periphery - not by chance but by an inherent
dialectics of History. Marx fully shared the contempt of British Imperialists for India. He said: "Indian
society has no history at all, at least no known history. What we call its history, is but the history of
successive intruders." He also said that India neither knew freedom nor deserved it. To him the question
was "not whether the English had a right to conquer India, but whether we are to prefer India conquered by
the Briton." This also became the faith of his Indian pupils.
In 1969, when Indira Gandhi's Government was reduced to a minority by a split in the Congress, it
survived the no-confidence motion in Lok Sabha with the support of CPI. The party extended this support
as per a thesis penned by late R Mohan Kumarmangalam that goes by his name. Kumaramangalam wanted
to support Indira Gandhi as Lenin sought to support the Kernensky's provisional government in Russia-as a
rope supports a hanged man. Even in those hey-days of communism, when every capital from Prague to
Pyongyang portended to go red; Kumaramangalam knew Communists were too small to control India
except through the "bulk" of the Congress. Kumaramangalam, Nurul Hassan and Raghunath Reddy were
given ministerial portfolios. The basic idea was to infiltrate the ranks of power and take control of
academia and intelligentsia.
Kumaramangalam perished in a plane crash in 1973, but Communists supported Indira Gandhi's
imposition of Emergency (a provision of Indian Constitution borrowed from Third Reich). As a result,
none of their leaders were arrested during Emergency. The period under Nurul Hassan as Education
Minister witnessed the Left extending its vice-like grip over education and research institutions.
Hindu-baiting and India-bashing intellectuals were given privileged positions in academia. The Left could
not, perhaps, have inflicted as much damage on the country as through the controlling of minds!
Long before Kumaramangalam, the Communists had perfected the fine art of infiltrating the
Congress. Its history could be traced back to the days of the Congress Socialist Party, a radical Left wing
party in the pre-Independence days. Many of them made it to important posts when the Congress formed
governments alone or in alliance in nine out of 11 States after the provincial elections of 1937. They gained
control of State units in what later became Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh. They were disrupting
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

183

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

party activities and were intent on co-opting party organizations. It was detected and many of them were
expelled from the Congress Socialist Party in March 1940. Despite their belligerent posturing against each
other the Congress and the Communists are the two faces of the same coin.
Mr. Basu is trying to redo a Kumaramangalam, sensing an opportunity in the fact that the Congress
would need Left support to be in the saddle again in 2004. And that the Left could never be within half the
smelling distance of power without the body of the Congress. Besides, let us not forget that Mr. Basu has
the experience of cohabiting with the Congress in West Bengal. Marxists were a part of the United Front
governments under the chief minister ship of Ajay Mukherjee, a-dyed-in-the-wool Gandhian leading a
splinter party named Bengal Congress, twice. First in 1967 and then in 1969-1970. The Communists in
power used unprecedented State violence to implement their own agenda of land reforms. The
politicization of administration and police they initiated helped them consolidate their authority in 1977.
The most important opponents of Indian society and national political identity today are not the
Islamic communal leaders, but the interiorized colonial rulers of India, the alternated English-educated and
mostly Left-leaning elite that noisily advertises its secularism. It is these people who impose anti-Hindu
policies on Indian society, and who keep Hinduism down and prevent it from proudly raising its head after
a thousand years of oppression. The worst torment for Indian society today is not the arrogant and often
violent agitation from certain minority groups, nor the handful of privileges which the non-Hindu
communities are getting. The worst problem is this mental slavery, this sense of inferiority which
Leftist intellectuals, through their power positions in education and the media, and their direct
influence on the public and political arena, keep on inflicting on the Indian mind.
Communists are still playing a crucial role in the evolution of the Indian political structure and its
philosophy and control the political/policy debates inside India. Leftists, socialists and communists lead in
defining the social-political paradigm in the country with direction from leading universities and think
tanks in UK and US. But they have another role when they co-opted with the British during the
independence and continued working with the western institution to continue the project of civilizing the
Indians. In India, Macaulayism prepared the ground for Marxism - early Marxists were recruited from
Macaulytes. Marxism in turn gave Macaulayism a radical look and made it attractive for a whole new
class. While Marxists served European Imperialism, they also fell in love with all old Imperialist invaders,
particularly Muslim ones. M.N. Roy found the Arab Empire a "magnificent monument to the memory of
Mohammad." While the Marxists found British Imperialism "progressive", they opposed the country's
national struggle as reactionary. They learnt to work closely with Indian Islamists both during and after
Independence.
The secular social-political paradigm was enshrined in the constitution during the independence.
What about 'secularism'? Considered as another 'basic feature' of Indian Constitution, the word has not
been defined in the Constitution or in any statute. Justice H R Khanna, in a judgment of 1973, did give the
contours of that word in his individual pronouncement in the case. He wrote that the 'secular character of
the State' meant 'the State shall not discriminate against any citizen on the ground of religion only.' This
was a good enough connotation of the concept though the word 'religion' itself is, significantly, also not
defined in our Constitution. It was in 1977, during the Emergency of the period of the Congress Raj that a
new definition of 'secularism' was talked about. It was supposed to mean 'equal respect to all religions' -Sarva Dharma Samabhava. That is why the Janata Party government under Morarji Desai included that
definition in its omnibus Constitutional Amendment Bill of 1978. In that Bill, the term 'Secular republic'
was defined to mean a 'republic in which there is equal respect for all religions.' This too was a good
enough connotation of the 'secular' concept. But the this social-political paradigm was being debated and
defined outside India among the leftists and university academics and political scientists affiliated to
western countries. Hence there was a serious front by major powers to infiltrate and influence the socialpolitical debate inside India. The leftist with their masters in the western universities succeeded in
large measures between 1975 to 1999 for almost 25 years to keep a upper hand in defining what
secularism was in public life, in political parties and in political debates and in education. All this
happened right under the eyes of the Indian elite and political class. This undermined the nature of
social debates and also damaged the social fabric, rhetoric and harmony across the nation.
The common perception of India as a newly created country without any historical heritage brought
the Indian leftists and communists close to the western strategic and academic community. They have coopted with the west in the overall strategy to continue the force of history during the cold war favorable to
Islamic force of history. Their intimate contact with the west was developed during the emergency[75-77]
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persecution which was nurtured by the US academics such as UC Berkeley and University of Colombia.
The formation of FOIL [Forum of Indian leftist] in US and similar leftists organization in various
institutions reflect on the generations of leftists being well cultivated by the west. They are also attached to
various NGOs which are basically fronts for the leftist organizations. These groups have become the
rallying groups for various issues such as human rights, environmental issues which the western
government would like to put the majority community and the Indian government under pressure.
Romila Thapar in 1993 interview with a French magazine says –

“ The foremost factors of unity which have characterized India in the
premodern period are, at the elite level, Brahminical culture, then Turco-Persian
culture, then that of the English-speaking middle class. The crucial change came
about with the passage from tribe to caste, one of the main elements of India's unity,
more important than a superficial political unity." This isn't too far removed from
what serious pro-Hindu scholars have written.
Brahminical culture and the integration of separate tribes into a pan-Indian caste
society created a pan-Indian consciousness of a single civilizational identity, more
profound and more enduring than any political unity or disunity. What one can
foresee, perhaps, for the end of the next century, is a series of small states federated
within a more viable single economic space on the scale of the subcontinent.”
The British and then the Indian communist for over hundred year have been trying hard to break the
Hindu-so called Brahminical unity so that Turco-Persian unity will prevail and will dominate the entire
population after a revolution in an predominantly Islamic society.

Experience with Socialism:
The socialist regime turned two generations of potential entrepreneurs into job seekers. Permit
quota and license, not efficiency or merit, became the route to business success. The competitive strength
of India was systematically weakened, and the traditional skills of the trading and business communities in
India were dissipated. The devastation caused by the socialist regime in the post independence period was
more pervasive than the devastation of the Indian economy by the British rule.
The pre-British India described as caste ridden, feudalistic and antimodern, was economically ahead
of the rest of the World - including Britain and USA. The Indian economy had a share of 19% of global
production in 1830, and 18% of global trade, when the share of Britain was 8% in production and 9% in
trade; and that of US 2% in production and 1% in trade. India had hundreds of thousands of village schools
and had a functioning literacy rate of over 30%. In contrast, when the British left, India's share of World
production and trade declined to less than 1% and its literacy down to 17%. And yet, in 1947, India had
had large Sterling reserves, no foreign debt; and Indians still had an effective presence in such trade centers
as Singapore, Hong Kong, Penang, Rangoon and Colombo.
But by the time the socialist regime came to a close in the 1980s and early 1990s. India had
become politically and economically weak and disoriented, lacking in self-confidence. Its Indian influence
in South Asia too had waned.
Indian political scene in the 1990s and early 21st century- With the demise of communism, the
decline of socialism and the disappearance of Nehruvian secularism very much in sight, an
ideological vacuum has emerged in India.
India’s Pseudo-Democracy — Quote from Satyabrata Rai Chowdhuri
‘Parliament’s increasing irrelevance in sorting out problems — indeed, its role in exacerbating
them — is fuelling a growing preference among Indians for a presidential system of government. Recently,
India’s Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee said that despite the outward appearance of health, Indian
democracy appears to have become hollow, with elections reduced to a farce and the “party system eroded
due to unethical practices.” According to Vajpayee, “The outer shell of democracy is, no doubt, intact, but
appears to be moth-eaten from inside.”
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Indeed, in the preface to a recent collection of his speeches, Vajpayee wondered whether democracy had
truly taken root in India. “How can democratic institutions work properly,” he asked, “when politics is
becoming increasingly criminalized?” This is a strange turn, for parliamentary democracy has long been
a source of pride for most Indians. The country may not match up to its Asian neighbors in prosperity, but
Indians have always been able to boast of the vitality of their parliamentary system. Nowadays, such
boasts are heard far less frequently.
Not only are India’s economic failures more obvious, in comparison to Asia’s revived economic
juggernauts; so, too, are the failures of its political system. Unprincipled politics, cults of violence,
communal rage, and macabre killings of religious minorities have all combined to shake people’s faith in
the political system’s viability. Small wonder, then, that people are starting to ask whether India needs an
alternative system of government.
Part of the problem lies in India’s deracinated party politics. For decades, the Congress Party of Nehru
and his daughter, Indira Gandhi, basically ruled the country unchallenged. But with the assassinations of
Indira Gandhi and her son, former Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi, Congress disintegrated and has not
recovered. Rather than ushering in an era of recognizable multi-party politics, Indian democracy still
lacks a party system worthy of the name.
One reason for this is that there are barely any national parties. Instead, India is saddled with highly
volatile leader-based groups. When the leadership is charismatic and strong, the party is a servile
instrument. Lacking coherent principles or an overriding ideology, these groups fragment when their
leadership changes or splits, as Congress did.
Where parties are weak, there can be no party discipline. India’s parliament is riddled with defections by
MPs, who move freely from one party grouping to another. So endemic is the buying and selling of
legislators that parliament looks a lot like a cattle market. The prizes conferred on opportunistic defectors
not only undermine the party system, but weaken the foundations of parliament by making organized
opposition impossible.
Public apathy bordering on fatalism is the inevitable result. This is dangerous because apathy does not
take the form of withdrawal from public life, but increasingly finds expression in sectarian and religious
conflict. Of course, politicians incite many of these conflicts, using caste, sect, and religion — not political
ideas — to build voter loyalty. But apathy about democracy is what makes so many ordinary Indians prey
to poisonous appeals.
This susceptibility is the clearest sign that India’s experiment with the Westminster model of parliamentary
democracy has failed to justify the hopes that prevailed fifty years ago when the Constitution was
proclaimed. Back then, parliament was seen as a means to bridge the divides of caste, religion, and region.
Parliament’s increasing irrelevance in sorting out these problems — indeed, its role in exacerbating them
— is fuelling a growing preference among Indians for a presidential system of government that removes
executive functions from the oversight of an institution that has been addled and rendered impotent by
undisciplined factions.
Of course, politicians are not the only people at fault here. Sadly, Indian society never really embraced the
consensual values that India’s Constitution proclaims: a participatory, decentralized democracy; an
egalitarian society with minimal social and economic disparities; a secularized polity; the supremacy of
the rule of law; a federal structure ensuring partial autonomy to provinces; cultural and religious
pluralism; harmony between rural and urban areas; and an efficient, honest state administration at both
the national and local level.
Instead, race and caste remain as potent as ever. Wealth is as grossly distributed as ever. Corruption rules
many state governments and national ministries. Urban and rural areas subvert each other.
But parliaments demand a minimal national consensus if they are to function, for they are creatures of
compromise in decision-making. Executive governments, on the other hand, are creatures of decision: a
popularly elected president is ultimately responsible to his voters, not to his party colleagues.
The very election by national suffrage of an executive provides the type of minimal consensus that India’s
faction-raven parliaments have, sadly, never been able to cultivate. Of course, a president will undoubtedly
need to compromise with his legislature, but the general consent that is gained by popular election implies
at least some broader agreement behind the platform that he or she campaigned on.
Of course, no magic bullet will do away with the forces that divide India. But at least some of the maladies
of the current parliamentary system, such as defection, party factionalism, inherent political instability,
and crippling coalition politics can be minimized, if not eliminated, by adopting an executive-dominant
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model of presidential democracy. In adopting such a system, Indians would have nothing to lose but the
corruption and chaos of today’s discredited parliament”
Another analysis of the Indian state has a different view. Reinventing India: Liberalization, Hindu
Nationalism and Popular Democracy by Stuart Cambridge and John Harriss; Oxford University Press,
Delhi, 2001;
The authors say‘INDIA'S passage through its fifth decade of Independence was scarred by several manifestations of
a deep-seated political pathology. It was a decade of violence and social turmoil, centered particularly on
an effort to define a sense of nationhood in terms of primordial religious loyalties. At the same time, a shift
in economic course was signaled by the social and political elite, who in an exuberance of self-rediscovery
turned decisively against the philosophy that had guided policy since Independence.
The Indian state as constituted at Independence was the central focus of nationhood, deriving its
legitimacy in turn from the promise of development. For Jawaharlal Nehru and others who pioneered the
program of modernity, the state was an agency of progress and enlightenment, which would shine the light
of reason on areas steeped in superstition and ignorance, pulling the masses into a new realm of
prosperity and promise. The invention of India suffered from the inherent contradictions of the manner it
was imagined. The idea of democracy came to India with Independence, but in the absence of a bourgeois
revolution. Colonialism had modernized certain narrow enclaves, but left deeply entrenched a traditional
"cellular" structure in Indian society. The caste system and village organization had engendered, as the
political scientist Barrington Moore puts it, "a huge mass of locally coordinated social cells". The
bourgeoisie, for all its ambitious visions, had not managed to cement its solidarity on a national scale and
remained hamstrung in its modernizing project by the competing visions of the agrarian elite. In having to
deal with a multiplicity of interests, the bourgeoisie was unable to institute a "developmental state" in the
manner of the East Asian nations. The situation bristled with the potential for conflict, which was only
partially obscured by the invocation of four grand themes in the modernizing project - democracy,
federalism, socialism and secularism.
Unable to surmount its inherent deficiencies, the Nehruvian planning project ran aground in the economic
crisis of the mid-1960s. Indira Gandhi managed to break the resultant political impasse in 1971 with the
revival of the socialist project that her father had only very tentatively embraced. By way of conclusion,
the authors offer the prognosis that the "defining struggle" in Indian politics today is that between the
"centralizing instincts" of Hindu nationalism and the countervailing mobilization of lower castes and
subaltern groupings. The Indian state, they contend, may well be forced under the pressure of the new
forms of political mobilization to "do the bidding of India's lower orders". This would be the final act in
the invention of the India that the Constituent Assembly had imagined. But in the bargain it is unlikely that
either the political structure or the geography of India will remain unchanged.’

Federal structure of Indian state:
India's federal set-up especially the state-state relations were designed after the 1935 Act. The need
for instituting power-sharing devices was subordinated to the imperatives of state building and forging
national solidarity. Since the federation was founded by the Union vesting powers in the states, “most
institutional devices for inter-governmental consultation and participation of states in national decisionmaking processes owed their origins to central initiatives, their authority to central statutes and their
agendas and terms of reference to central ministries”. Federalism under Nehru’s regime, the first phase of
its evolution, functioned essentially within the Congress system, to the extent that inner party democracy
within the limits of the consensual model was a reality. In Nehru’s vision, a person could be an Indian and
be a Bengali or Tamil or Hindu or Muslim. It was the primacy a person accorded to the regional, religious
or ethnic identity and the national identity that was in question. Nehru hoped that in the process of nation
building, an individual would become first an Indian and then Bengali or Tamil or Hindu or Sikh, and
perhaps ultimately the forces of modernization would sweep away the inscriptive identities of ethnicity,
caste and religion. Secondly, the Congress leadership had developed a secular nationalism, which could
encompass all Indian cultures and religions. Nehru’s concept of a secular state did not negate religions; it
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meant equal protection to all faiths. The core of this value system was the recognition of multiple
diversities, both behavioral and normative, and legitimacy of group identities and autonomies.
The Indian National Congress, founded in 1885, led India in the struggle for independence and
provided the country's prime ministers until 1977. In 1969 a group of Congress members left the party to
form the small Indian National Congress-Organization (or O), the nation's first officially recognized
opposition party. In early 1977 the Congress-Organization joined with three other parties, Bharatiya Jana
Singh, Bharatiya Lok Dal, and the Socialist party, to form the Janata party, which won about half of the
seats in the House of the People in elections in March 1977. In May the Janata party achieved a solid
majority by merging with the Congress for Democracy. In 1978 the Congress party split again, as Indira
Gandhi founded the Indian National Congress-Indira (now Congress-I), which swept to victory in
parliamentary elections in 1980 and 1984, but lost its majority in 1989, although retaining the largest share
of seats.
The Indian State is under growing pressure for redrawing the country’s political map in 90s.
Demands for new states and/or administrative units exist in fourteen states. These include
Uttarakhand/Uttaranchal, Bundelkhand (with Madhya Pradesh districts) and Purvanchal (Rohilkhand and
Bundelkhand) and Bhojpur in Uttar Pradesh; Mithila (Bihar); Coorg (Karnataka); Kosal Kajya (Orissa);
Maru Pradesh/Marwar (Rajasthan); Gorkhaland (West Bengal); Bodoland (Assam); Jharkhand (Bihar,
Orissa and Madhya Pradesh); Chattisgarh, Gondwana and Bhilistan (Madhya Pradesh); Telangana (Andhra
Pradesh); Vidarbha and Konkan (Maharashtra); and Jammu (Jammu & Kashmir). Others seeking separate
administration include the Garo tribals and Hmar tribals in Meghalaya and Assam, and Kukiland and the
Zomi tribals in Manipur, while the people in Karbi Anglong and North Cachar region demand better
democratic treatment and economic development. Such demands are partly due to increasingly assertive
voices of regional and sub-regional identities within states, and partly because of the unwieldy and
unmanageable size of India’s larger states where certain regions have flourished and others have stagnated.
Indian states started asserting against the center from 1980s after the Punjab problems. The resulting
debates were taken up at every level from media to the election debates with debate being orchestrated by
outside agencies and NGOs. It continued even in the 90s with political parties taking a regional view of the
Indian state. In 1996, for example, a prominent section of the Congress in Tamil Nadu broke away to form
the Tamil Maanila Congress (TMC). In 1998, the Congress witnessed Mamata Banerjee breaking away the
West Bengal unit to launch the Trinamool Congress; S. Bangarappa cut loose in Karnataka to form the
Karnataka Vikas Party; Jagannath Mishra in Bihar created the Bihar Jan Congress and V. Ramamurthy in
Tamil Nadu floated his own outfit. Sharad Pawar formed the Nationalist Congress Party in 1999. In the
Janata Dal, an influential section of the party in Orissa broke away to launch the Biju Janata Dal; the entire
Bihar unit broke away with Laloo Yadav to form the Rashtriya Janata Dal; and Ramakrishna Hegde floated
Lok Shakti in Karnataka. Even the BJP did not escape this phenomenon when S.S. Vaghela split the
Gujarat unit to launch the Rashtriya Janata Party.
The steady decline of Congress, the rise of the BJP and rapid growth and political clout of regional parties
has brought about a new phase in the evolution of Indian politics marked by coalition politics and
regionalization of the Indian polity. The Indian State is undergoing a widening and deepening historical
current of regionalization of all political forces. The regional political parties having successfully
mobilized the linguistic, ethnic, cultural and regional identities in the states in the 1980s have come to
center stage at the national level. But they also have been easier to manipulate by the outside powers and
keep the central government destabilized.
Post World War – 2 the western nations adapted a new theory of warfare called “rapid dominance
theory”. Under which the objective of warfare is to defeat a nation politically first with out firing a single
shot. In order to defeat a nation politically a massive Psy-ops or psychological operations will be
conducted making any nation to believe in what west wanted them believe. Media deception lies and a host
of combination of these are used to defeat hard nut nations and democracies like India. At first phase the
program aims at killing thinking process within a nation by providing often voluntarily solutions for the
problems the nation faces. To achieve this the leadership (political-both ruling and opposition) will be
made paralyzed by carefully engineered shocks be it economic shocks or terrorist shocks. Once this shocks
are executed then voluntary solutions for the problems are offered. Slowly the propaganda is mounted in
such a way that the nation (s) will follow only one course-course of self-destruction for the benefit of
western economies.
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This process repeated in 35 nations under the theme of liberalization and privatization. If we watch
the progress of India for the past 10 years we can observe this in full swing. In implementing the theory of
rapid dominance it is most important to prevent information from reaching a target audience so that their
decision making is exclusively skewed towards a particular desired out come that benefits a particular
western power using this theory. This means India is now entering the phase of inactivity a penultimate
stage in the theory of rapid dominance where nations become inactive in response even if basic facts about
them are misreported.
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Chapter 13

POLITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ISLAMIC WORLD AND ISLAMIC
CIVILIZATION
Today Muslims are living all over the globe with a population of 1.2 B approximately. There are
220 million Arabs living in 22 countries, ruled by Arabs. 450 Million Muslims are living in 33 non Arab
Muslim countries. The term Darul-Islam is applied to these independent Muslim countries. Muslims, who
are living under the rule of non Muslims, such as in India, Europe, North America, Russia, and China, are
about 330 Millions. This segment of Muslim population is known as Darul-Harb. Then there are Muslims
who are refugees, roaming all over the world, numbering about 20 Million and they constitute 80 % of the
world’s refugee population. This is called Darul-Muhajireen.
The fact of the matter is that the center of gravity of Islam has shifted towards the Indian
subcontinent (450 million Muslims) and Indonesia (200 million) and the majority of muslims today no
longer speak a Semitic language. Demographically and or geographically this may be accurate, but the arab
world [Iran is a wild card here] dominates Islamists thinking. Islamists whether in Lahore, Dacca,Acheh or
Bali draw inspiration from arab Islamists like Ayub etc, while arab Islamists are not influenced by South
Asian or SE Asian Islamists. Arabs are already a minority numbering 220 m out of a total of 1.2 B
muslims. There is an imperial idea at the heart of Islamism, based on ethnicity and race. The struggle of the
Islamists can be seen as a conflict between imperialists and nationalists the imperialists want the caliphate
back as it was in the 9th century, a purely arab empire Islamists leaders in south east Asian countries,
always claim blood ties with Arabic ancestors. Hence the center of gravity may not shift towards the east
due to the population. The Center of Gravity of the Islamic world is not in the numbers but in the mind.
The arab population IS the center of gravity but that precisely is the cause of instability. The seeds of the
intra-civilization conflict is built in. Thanks to Gulf money the Salafi perspective dominates the majority of
Muslim organizations in the West. The influence of Wahabi and Salafi has increased the profile of the
Kingdom after 1975 and with Pakistan are trying to create the political center of the new Islam in the 21st
century.
Political Decentralization: In an effort to forge some kind of unity among Muslim countries, initial
attempts were made to create some sort of economic ties between them. In pursuit of this objective, the first
International Islamic Economic Conference was held in Karachi in 1949 and the second at Tehran in 1950.
These conferences were followed by a conference of Muslim religious scholars at Karachi in 1952 on the
initiative of grand Mufti Aminal Husayni of Palestine who was a strong advocate of Muslim unity. The
1960s were a decade of significant developments vis-à-vis formation of a united Muslim platform. The
most important of these developments was the 1967 Arab-Israel war in which the latter occupied a
considerable chunk of lands including the Al-Aqsa Mosque. In August 1969, a Jew activist set fire to a part
of this mosque. This event brought about the first ever Islamic Summit at Rabat on 22-25 September 1969.
The leaders assembled at Rabat were convinced that Muslims constituted an indivisible Ummah and
committed themselves to consolidated efforts to defend their legitimate interests under the banner of the
Islamic Conference. This resolve resulted in the birth of Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC),
formally proclaimed in May 1971. The highest policymaking body of the OIC is the meeting of Heads of
State of the Muslim world. There have been several Islamic summits at Rabat (1969), Lahore (1974), Taif
Makkah (1981), Dakar (1991), Tehran (1997), Qatar (2000), Malaysia (2003). These summits reviewed the
conditions of the Muslim world in the context of international politics. The second policymaking organ is
the annual conference of foreign ministers, which also reviews conditions in the Muslim world but
concentrates on international political, economic, social, and cultural issues.
King Faisal, in 1962, convened an International Islamic Conference in Mecca where the Saudis
unveiled their World Muslim League (Rabita al-Alam al-Islami). The Muslim Brotherhood told the
gathering, "Those who distort Islam's call under the guise of nationalism are the most bitter enemies of the
Arabs, whose glories are entwined with the glories of Islam." The Brotherhood invoked the idea of shu'ubi
(anti-Arab) to cast aspersions specifically at Nasserism (or Pan-Arabism) and Communism (Egypt and
Iraq, at this time, had vibrant communist parties, with the Iraqi party by far the strongest in the region). The
combination of anti-communism and pro-Islam developed by the Saudis and their Islamists allies appealed
greatly to the United States government, so much that the head of the Brotherhood, Sayeed Kuttub wryly
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called it "American made Islam." The road was open to the most virulent forms of Sunni Islam to take
precedence over all that is beautiful in both heterodox Islam and in the democratic urges of the Arab
people.
The United States gives the Saudis carte blanche, the white card, to do what it wants in the lands of
the Gulf. According to Amnesty International's 2001 Report on Saudi Arabia, "Serious human rights
violations continue. Suspected political or religious activists suffer arbitrary arrests, detention, and
punishment under secretive criminal justice procedures which deny the most basic rights, such as the right
to be defended by a lawyer. One person had his eye surgically removed as judicial punishment." State
control of almost every aspect of women's lives is pervasive; women cannot walk alone even in their own
neighborhood without fear of being stopped by the religious police and suspected of being moral offenders.
There has been an ongoing search for a true Islamic state which can be a core state and be the
center of the Islamic world as a political center. There was a time when Muslims were the masters of the
earth, controller of the destiny, but today they are on a path of continuous decline. There is a feeling of
helplessness, hopelessness, and frustration among the Muslims. Muslims had their own social, economic
Judiciary and political system of Khilafat, that was established by Mohammed Rasoolullah and the system
was further advanced by Kulfae Rashideen (rightly guided successor). After 40 years, the system of
Khilafah was derailed, and changed into Kingship, though the rulers continued to call themselves Khalifas.
The single centralized authority was divided into political and religious wings. The rulers invented the laws
to serve their aims and goals and distanced themselves from the guiding principals of Quran. They did not
care for immediate and delayed deleterious effects of decentralization of the Ummah. Allama Iqbal
expressed it well: There is death for the nations, in detachment from the center, There is life for the nations
in attachment with the center.
By the beginning of the 20th century the entire Muslim world came under western domination
except Turkey, Iran, Saudi Arabia and Afghanistan. According to Bernard Lewis there was no attraction to
colonize the last two countries because they were very poor territories but he did not mention the failed
British attempt to conquer to Afghanistan. Even Turkey and Iran came under indirect control of the West.
But after 1980 US strategic interest increased with Islamic states and they need a geo-political Islamic
block which can be given a recognition in the world. Turkey was considered but it has problems. Quote
from a reviewer: “Without a core state the Muslims can never restore their dignity in the world and be
equal partners with other civilizations. It is only a core Muslim state that could address the paradox of
geopolitics in the interest of international peace and security.” And the only country that fits that status is
Turkey because as observed by Huntington it has history, population, middle level economic development,
national coherence, military tradition and competence to be the core state of Islam. So long as Turkey
continues to define itself as a secular state leadership of Islam is denied it.
Iran is not accepted as the center of Islam since it is predominantly Shia. Shia Islam does not
compete with Sunni Islam for political space since Sunni Islam has a political doctrine which is ambitious.
Saudi Arabia is a state which has a history of only a 100 years and does not have any manpower to project
a large power. It has the religious legitimacy and can be the center of gravity of the Islamic world. But the
population spread and location of the Muslims are more towards the east of Afghanistan with Pakistan,
Bangladesh and Indonesia which form the critical nations of Islam. Saudi Arabia even though is the
spiritual center of Islam has a small population and does not have the political and military class required
for a core state.
Pakistan is one candidate, which has been eager for such a role of political center and are
willing to do anything to get a political structure and center which can project such a world Islamic
political center with influence. Writing his memoirs in his prison cell just before General Zia-ul-Haq
executed him in 1979, Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto stated that his aim as prime minister of Pakistan had been to put
the "Islamic Civilization" at par with the "Christian, Jewish and Hindu Civilizations," by giving the
Islamic world a "full nuclear capability." In a meeting of top scientists and advisers that he had convened
on Jan. 20, 1972, just after assuming office, Bhutto made it clear that he was determined to achieve nuclear
capability, not merely to neutralize India's inherent conventional superiority, but also to make his country a
leader of the Islamic world. But the praise for Pakistan's nuclear achievement by radical Islamic leaders
highlights fears of more "Islamic bombs." For example, Sheik Ahmed Yassin, spiritual leader of the
Palestinian terrorist group Hamas, hailed Pakistan's nuclear tests as an "asset to the Arab and Muslim
nations." Iran's foreign minister, Kamal Kharrazi, praised Pakistan's weapons achievement as a potential
deterrent to Israel's presumed nuclear capability, and went on to say, "From all over the world, Muslims
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are happy that Pakistan has this capability." And Sheik Hayyan Idrisi of Jerusalem's Al-Aqsa Mosque
went so far as to proclaim that "The Pakistani nuclear bomb is the beginning of the resurgence of
Islamic power."
Since they are not the spiritual center of Islam Pakistan needs the support of Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia. Two divisions of Pakistani troops, or some 20,000 men, served in Saudi Arabia in the mid1980s. They were based along the southern border with Yemen. U.S. troops were sent to Saudi Arabia in
1990 ahead of the Gulf War and they stayed on to protect the country from invasion by Iraq. For support
they need to win against India and create a equivalent of modern Moghul state. Jamaat e Islami of
Pakistan quoted in Urdu press has stated that Pakistan is the center of axis spanning from Morocco
to Indonesia. It is a nuclear state and has a large population. It can create a democratic order to suit
the western world and be the center of the Islamic world. There has been a pressure inside the army
in Pakistan to fulfill its goal of creating space as the center of Islam. This vision is what is driving the
intense behaviour of Pakistans army. Pakistan would prefer only a Islamic political order over a larger
geographic area which includes India.
The total GDP of Islamic countries are quoted at $1 Trillion and the GDP of India is $500B. This is
looked as if that Pakistan with Saudi Arabia can dominate India since Pakistan represents the core state of
Islamic world with a higher GDP. Pakistan has been creating an image of the center of the axis which can
act as the core state of Islam. After independence in August 1947, the first major international move by
Pakistan following the firming up of relations with United Kingdom and United States of America was to
allow Finance Minister Ghulam Mohammad to act as Financial Advisor to the King of Saudi Arabia. In
that capacity Ghulam Mohammad helped King Saud to organize Saudi Arabia’s financial and accounting
system and further, to finalize oil agreements with USA and an American oil company. That was the start
of a happy relationship that brought great dividends both to Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. These included
billions of dollars of aid and assistance to Pakistan, in a variety of forms, specially after the Western oil
companies raised the price of crude oil to new heights during the nineteen-seventies, to bring the Arab-oil
price in line with the projected sale price of oil from their new off-shore oil-wells, particularly in the North
Sea region that was estimated between US dollars seven and ten per barrel against the then current price of
less than three US dollars.
Pakistan has reached: A secret but definitive agreement to station nuclear weapons on Saudi soil,
fitted to a new generation of Chinese (PRC)-supplied long-range (4,000 to 5,000km) ballistic missiles
which would be under Pakistani command, but clearly with some form of joint Saudi-Pakistani command
and control. The new systems would be able to reach European and Indian targets, increasing Saudi
political influence in Europe and giving Pakistan the strategic depth it needs to have a second-strike
capability against Indian nuclear capabilities. This radically changes the balance of power in South Asia.
Highly-reliable Defense & Foreign Affairs Daily sources in Islamabad and Riyadh reported on October 21,
2003, that Saudi Arabia's effective ruler, Crown Prince and Deputy Prime Minister 'Abdullah bin 'Abd al'Aziz al Saud, reached the agreement with Pakistan Pres. Pervez Musharraf and Pakistani Prime Minister
Mir Zafarullah Jamali during the visit of the Saudi delegation to Pakistan October 18-20, 2003. In an OIC
meeting a source in Defense & Foreign Affairs, noted that the President said that he was encouraged
and optimistic and that Pakistan was about to spread its wings on the world stage. He said that the
world was looking for a role for Pakistan, and that it could contribute something which nobody else
could. He said that Pakistan was at a crossroads and that it could decide whether it would accept this
challenge for the ummah (Islamic world) and Islam.
Hizb ut-Tahrir (Liberation Party), an international Islamic group with roots from England to Central
Asia, is a recent addition to myriad radical organizations striving to enforce "true Islam" in Pakistan, a poor
South Asian nation. They are considered a new breed of Islamic fundamentalists, who study at top British
and American schools yet abhor Western values, advocate a pan-Islamic state and favor the removal of
Pakistan's pro-U.S. government. Militancy and violence is not part of their agenda; they want to achieve
their "lofty goals" through peaceful and non-violent struggle. British and U.S. nationals of Pakistani origin
comprise the backbone of this secretive group formed in Jerusalem in 1953.
It wants to establish a supra-Islamic state on the model of the caliphate as it existed in the
early days of Islam. The group came to Pakistan through second-generation Pakistanis living in the West,
particularly Britain and the United States. They claim they had supporters in Pakistan for a long time but
formal operations took longer to establish. Many members abandoned what they call the luxuries of the
West to come to Pakistan to live among fellow Muslims and work for the country's transformation into a
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puritanical Islamic society of their dreams. "We believe the change will come in the Muslim world from
places like Pakistan, where an overwhelming number of people are Islamic-minded," he said in a
clipped British accent.
Many Return to Roots: -Scores of young men like him moved to Pakistan mainly from Britain and
the United States to work for the Islamic cause. With their trimmed beards and Western clothes, they stand
in contrast to the turban and skull cap-wearing traditional followers of local Islamic parties. But their antiWest rhetoric is as radical as that of their more orthodox counterparts. Intelligence officials say the
shadowy network is taking root among educated Pakistanis and a few of its members are under
surveillance. Group members include engineers, chartered accountants, computer experts and doctors.
"We advocate unity of Muslims," said Ismail Sheikh, a frail 34-year-old British national of
Pakistani origin who was arrested for distributing pamphlets outside a Karachi mosque in July. "We are
being associated with militancy because we preach an alternative ideology," said Butt, an engineer
from Chicago, where he was first introduced to the group in the mid-1980s. "Young Muslims living in the
West get exposure to their culture through religion.

This brings to prominence that Pakistan and Saudi Arabia are trying to create an
Islamic core structure which has WMD and big power capabilities and which will become
the leader of the Islamic world and will also be the true heir to a UNSC seat for the Islamic
block of nations.
Zia-ud-din Barani, who wrote the history of the Turkic sultan Alla-ud-din Khalji is considered by
many as the Islamists answer to kauTilya. His work on statecraft, Fatawa-i-Jahandari, is a successor of the
one by Nizam ul Mulq of the Seljuq court in Central Asia. Barani is well know for his famous statement
regarding the stability of an Islamic state in a place inhabited by kaffirs like India: "Detailed education in
Islam, shariat and its implementation must only be the premise of the high born Ashrafs. The lowly Ajlaf,
that is a Hindustani kaffir who has been recently converted should be content with a very basic knowledge
of Islam." By this way the Madrassa can control the people. The reason for comparing the Islamic scholar
with the famous Kautilya and the India statecraft is very obvious. The need to maintain equality and then
supercede the Indian theory of statecraft is very much needed if Islamic civilization needs identity and
recognition in the long run. The aim is to prove that the Mughal dynasty was not just for 150 years but will
revive again and be superior to the non Muslims of the sub-continent.
The ambition of the political Islam has been steadily increasing after the Iranian revolution in 1979.
The afghan war and win over a super power was the final confirmation of the reality of the global political
Islam. The pan Islamists movement which was low key took a global role after 1989 with the advent of
globalization. This was directed against all the countries declared as oppressors of Islam which included
Israel and India in Kashmir and also the United States. The US was in the sidelines watching the movement
and its implication on large countries such as India and Indonesia. Until 2000 the state dept annual report
of Terrorism did not mention Afghanistan/Pakistan as the epicenter of Terrorism even though maximum
number of terrorist training and origin was from that region.
The implication being that Islamists were giving implicit support for change in the sub-continent
including a jihad revolution in India proper and even collapse of the Indian union. At every congressional
hearing from 1991 about the situation in Kashmir; the situation in the rest of the India was being monitored
for any change. The State Department initiatives on Non-Proliferation, Human Rights issues were taken in
full vigor during the 90s to put maximum pressure on the Indian government. Some of the web sites run by
the Al-Queda affiliate talks about how the US government was not bothered about Pakistan causing any
damage to the Indian citizens of Kashmir using terrorists and made sure that it never opposed Pakistans
policy on Kashmir. The Al-Queda attack on US targets in the years 1993, 1995, 1998, 2000 were given
low priority in the larger world scene for various reasons but one of them could be to sustain this jihad
movement to create an upheaval and anarchy until a big change occurs in large countries such as India and
its region. This is the only way we infer from the policies of US towards the Islamists cause and political
Islam from 1950 to 2000. The implicit support to the Political Islamic world w.r.t to India significantly
affected Indian security scenario from 1983 after the creation of CENTCOM. The nexus between SaudiPakistan and China with support from the US during the cold war after 1983 will be discussed in the China
section.
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Chapter 14

WESTERN PERCEPTION ABOUT MODERN INDIA
US President Bill Clinton in 2000: India is an ancient civilization and a modern nation. India is a resilient
democracy.
Oswald Spangler, The Decline of the West :India is a meaningless mass of amorphous humanity
Strobe Talbot – India as a country hardly came up in any American officials mind before 1998 nuclear
test.
India the world second most populous country, its largest democracy, and the most
powerful country in the region that is home to nearly a quarter of humanity- seemed
permanently stuck in the latter category of neglected countries.
The early foreigners who came in contact with India and Indian people found it difficult to absorb
the vast diversity of India and even to this day there is a large hole in really understanding the Indian
society by the west.
For years, Americans have seen India as a giant but inept state. That negative image is now
obsolete. After a decade of drift and uncertainty, India is taking its expected place as one of the three major
states of Asia. Its pluralist, secular democracy has allowed the rise of hitherto deprived castes and ethnic
communities. Economic liberalization is gathering steam, with six percent annual growth and annual
exports in excess of $30 billion. India also has a modest capacity to project military power. The country
will soon have a two-carrier navy and it is developing a nuclear-armed missile capable of reaching all of
Asia. Stephen P Cohen contends that India's power is balanced and paradoxical. Its economy is thriving,
yet it is likely to contain over half of the world's poorest people. Its strategic elite are ambitious, yet it has
been unable to translate its civilization distinctiveness into international influence and respect. Further,
while India has long been praised as the `world's largest democracy', the logic of democracy has triggered a
series of domestic revolutions that are transforming the economy, the unique institution of caste, the
relationship between India's states and the central government, and India's very identity. Cohen further
argues that the United States should build on the recent warming in the relations between the two countries
to ensure that India does not turn hostile and threaten to block American policy initiatives. While India is
now emerging as a major pan-Asian power, this evolution will be conditioned and shaped by a series of
dramatic internal social and political developments that are transforming much of India. These
developments will occupy the attention of Indian politicians for years. Stephen P. Cohen stipulates that the
domestic and international events caused India's "emergence," also he says that social structure and
tradition shape Delhi's perceptions of the world, and for India in future the following countries are most
important - India's relations with neighboring Pakistan and China, as well as the United States.
General perception about modern India and the Indian society from the western strategist and
analyst point of view is actually scary and critical. Open societies like India gives many outside powers to
monitor the change and influence the elite, policies even if small and insignificant; changes which favor
these powers. India is also a country with weak institutions which are critical to the stability of the political
structure and which can be manipulated by outside powers. Indian institutions are a legacy of the colonial
powers and they have inbuilt structures which inhibit the growth of the country and can be manipulated by
the former colonial powers.
The strategic communities from major powers are monitoring the changes happening inside India.
Demographic, industrialization, militarization and educational changes as well as social changes in the
Indian society are being monitored and calibrated. Many events inside India are influenced from outside to
get an advantage to the outside powers and even if a small percentage succeeds the outside powers get
considerable reward.
In the basic framework of geopolitical rheum there is only two categories- Maritime trading nations
and continental power. USA and Europe are of the first type and Russia and China are of the later type.
India is considered neither of these but is quite independent. South Asia is a unique geo-political regional
status. Since the beginning of Indian civilization from 3000BC to roman times Indians were a sea-faring
nation and colonizers. In the ensuing centuries they became continentally oriented. South Asia remains
basically rural and continental and reach has not expanded widely to Indian Ocean. The basic orientation is
still inward and the impact is still limited in extra regional contacts upon the geo-political objectives of
south Asian states. India as a state from the independence is observed to be expanding over the ocean with
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influence and trade. South Asia is not a shatter belt( region of instability politically) and India is dominant
in the region and is not challenged seriously by USA, Russia or China.
As a former colonial state; India is considered to have a weak national identity. This comes out in
many literature and they talk about strong sub-regional national identity. Owing to its sheer ethnic and
religious diversity, India is a pure example of a multi-communal society, comprising a variety of cohesive
and self-conscious communities, each seeking to preserve its own identity. However, India’s experience of
identification as a modern state has opposed this condition of preservation. India has undergone a
process of identity where a central and triumph list identity is being created and consolidated and all
other preexisting identities are being endangered and therefore, alienated. Therefore, the attainment of
one identity by one culture or state (in this case the ‘Hindu’ culture and the Indian state, respectively)
invariably leads to the denial, or the suppression of equal identity for other groups, states, or cultures (in
this specific case, Kashmir). Furthermore, and more importantly, the escalating identity demands of the
Indian state reveal a disturbing conclusion: the authority in India is principally based upon the organization
of coercive power and not upon national consent or any preexistent harmony; any independent processes of
identification are deemed as driven by disorderly energies. Since its birth, the constituent communities of
the Indian state have been undergoing a disturbing development, an existential realization, as V.S. Naipaul
witnessed during his sojourn in India:

“India was now full of this rage. There had been a general awakening. But
everyone awakened first to his group or community; every group thought itself
unique in its awakening; and every group sought to separate its rage from the rage
of other groups.”
David Potter indicated in his general exposition Democratization in Asia:

“The state ... became more brutal in its handling of communal (religious,
caste, ethnic) conflicts and political opposition; tougher repressive legislation has
been passed and implemented by the central and state governments to suppress or
silence permanently political dissidents, labor leaders, civil rights activists and
other opponents of the regime, especially in Punjab, Assam and Kashmir.... The
danger for democracy is that the Indian state nationally and locally is gradually
loosing its autonomy in relation to dominant classes while becoming too impervious
to democratic demands from increasingly restless political movements grounded in
subordinate classes.”
Henry Kissinger the foremost exponent of the realist policies in Modern times may have played a
significant part in evolving policies for India in the last 40 years. In his book Diplomacy (ed 1994, pg 26)
Kissinger says –

India is now emerging as the major power in South Asia, its foreign policy
is in many ways the last vestige of the heyday of European imperialism, leavened
by the traditions of an ancient culture. Before the arrival of the British, the
subcontinent had not been ruled as a single political unit for millennia. British
colonization was accomplished with small military forces because, at first, the
local population saw these as the replacement of one set of conquerors by another.
But after it established unified rule, the British Empire was undermined by the
very values of popular government and cultural nationalism it had imported into
India. Yet, as a nation state, India is a newcomer. Absorbed by the struggle to feed
its vast population, India dabbled in the Nonalignment movement during the Cold
War. But it has yet to assume a role commensurate with its size on the
international political stage.
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Americans want to hear that Indians are able to compromise on ambiguity because it meets a
number of the requirements of Indian policy, Indian attitudes, Indian fears, Indian concerns, and Indian
expectations about the future. They would like get all the fears and concerns of the Indian elite since it
allows them to make judgment of the elite and formulate polices to keep India contained in the world order.
Indians have not assumed bigger role in world affairs proportional to their size. This is explained by the
outside experts is due to the fragmented Indian political identity and lesser developed global identity of the
majority community. Indians have been observed to avoid topics of power politics. The discussion of
power, power politics, and balance of power -- most Indians are extremely uncomfortable with presenting
the case in those terms. In any discourse -- Indians get angry most of the time when you try to discuss it in
that kind of framework. There’s a sense of offense: how can you throw these dirty things at us? You see
the Indians saying repeatedly, "We’re against power politics, we’re for the whole classical liberal
internationalist thing -- the world is one, everybody should be together, brotherhood, motherhood." The
dominance of these ideas is so strong.
In describing the beginnings of India’s quest for status and prestige, most western analysts look as
far back as the policies of Jawaharlal Nehru, but in fact notions of Indian greatness are rooted in a far
more distant past, stretching continuously to the Mogul period. The Indic system of international
politics viewed the state as the extension of the king, and thus as being separate from society. The
main ideals are peace, tranquility, and “energetic beneficence” domestically, but international
politics is marked by struggle between expansionists and preservationists, a Kautilyan political
realism, and the absence of peaceful coexistence and cooperation. Western analysis is that Indic
system ceased to operate under Muslim rule and died out completely under British imperialism, but
its basic character remains, especially in the persistence of anarchic rather than hierarchic relations.
This perception of the Indic power as anarchic power is very significant and explains the behavior of
major powers towards the new nation state of India. During the imperial period, the British conceived
of India as the linchpin of their empire, occupying as it did a key strategic location and providing immense
prestige and material resources. To protect India from land-based threats, a system of “ring fences” was
constructed. The “inner ring” comprised of the Himalayan kingdoms and tribal areas of the northeast were
defended with military power; the “outer ring” comprised of the Persian Gulf, Iran, Afghanistan, and
Thailand were denied to external powers though diplomacy and the occasional use of force. While Nehru
placed his emphasis on diplomacy, most Indian nationalist leaders internalized this “linchpin” view.
The last Indian leader who had a grand strategy was Nehru. What are the two pillars of his grand
strategy? Autonomy in foreign policy making and self-reliance within. But because that grand strategy got
so personally associated with Nehru himself, and because he didn’t create an institution that could look at
policies, look at goals, and try to create strategies to satisfy those goals, thereafter India lost the idea of
what Indian grand strategy should be. This lack of institutional thinking is the big failure in the
independent India. The problem is not merely one of trying to create a more realistic worldview; it’s trying
to create a framework in which you can actually decide what your goals are going to be. After all, if you
accept the whole notion of strategic culture, then you are undermining realism, because what you’re saying
is that strategic culture is an intervening variable between interests and power on the one hand, and foreign
policy behavior on the other. Indian elite cannot be blamed for the fact of having articulated an idealistic
world view. The idealistic world view is merely a substitute for a lack of coherent thinking. It’s a substitute
for bureaucratic inertia and ad-hocism. Admiral Nayyar says : Let me respond to two or three seminal
points made by friends. Bob Einhorn had said,

"Does India have a strategy, should it develop a strategy, should it articulate
it?" Now, strategy is not to be seen purely in military or nuclear terms. To my way
of thinking, our strategy should address the survival of our nation of nearly a
billion people. India’s grand strategy has been to increase the efficacy of the glues
that bind this many people, of many religions and living in different time frames,
into a nation. We find that perhaps the most effective way to do it is through a
democratic process and political system.
Nehru’s nonalignment policies were rooted in Gandhian notions of nonviolent struggle against
British rule. These policies were facilitated by India’s geographic isolation from the key cold war arenas
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of Europe and East Asia. India also sought a leadership role in the Non-Aligned Movement. Yet postindependence government views of security were also based on a historical narrative of successive
invasions, mainly from the northwest, and a series of internal integrations and disintegrations. The
invasions succeeded due to India’s internal disunity and its backwardness in terms of military technology
and tactics. Security thinking since 1947 has been driven by four main considerations: 1) India’s
aspirations to be a major power and the need to be vigilant against external forces; 2) the need for power to
defend the nation; 3) the need for internal stability; and 4) the need for mediating institutions to check
regional power politics.
Strategic thought has its roots in national culture, and the two are closely allied. Indian society has
not drawn inspiration from its national culture to the fullest possible extent, and history has dictated a
deficient development of strategic thinking in India. Historically, a lack of territorial unity, which long
subjected India to outside rule; the fact that Indian nationhood is essentially civilizational, and
Indian civilization is non-proselytizing; as well as the maintenance of chivalric war practices was all
costly to Indian strategic efficacy.
In today’s rapidly changing world, nationalism and the state remain important for the direction and
cohesion of a society. Likewise, weakness in these institutions can be harmful to a people. Indian society
has a long history of patriotic allegiance to the Indian nation, but statecraft and strategic thinking have been
more episodic and only incidental. The failure to construct a strategic policy has arisen from a lack of
definition of national strategic interests by successive governments. Also, when the individual
perceives that the state is lacking in its commitment to him or her, a loss of allegiance follows. The
contemporary separatist movements in India may be attributed to this.
Shortfalls in economic development have also hindered development of coherent strategic thought
in India. The economy has a significant effect on military power and security. When a nation is
economically weak, it may also be militarily weak. This leads the nation to devote more and more of its
resources to the military, which then decreases its economic strength, in a cruel spiral. Economic strength
is a pre-requisite for security in international relations.
After British rule, the South Asian subsystem became Indocentric, marked by the attempts of
smaller states to balance against Indian hegemony. India has long sought preponderance rather than
balance as a means of keeping peace in the region. As an aspiring hegemony, India has also sought to limit
or offset the influence of external powers in the region. Pakistan became a significant challenger to Indian
domination only after its alliance with the US (and the subsequent infusion of American weapons) in the
mid-1950s, and even more so upon its later alignment with China (especially after the 1962 India-PRC
war). India’s defeat in the war with China emboldened Pakistan to act in Kashmir in 1965 and also to even
more closely align itself with Beijing. Smaller powers began drifting from India’s orbit, with Sri Lanka
independently organizing an international conference to resolve the Indian-Chinese border dispute. Thus,
from 1962-1971 India’s attempts at exercising regional leadership were either questioned or rejected by
regional states.
Only after the 1971 defeat and partition of Pakistan did India regain its position of undisputed
military supremacy. The victory against Pakistan restored Indian dominance, and the 1972 Simla
Agreement—by establishing a framework of bilateralism and regionalism—formalized New Delhi’s status.
Yet the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan again brought Pakistan into alliance with the US. The 1983
formation of the South Asian Association of Regional Cooperation (SAARC) was a modest attempt to
displace Indian hegemonic aspirations, but demonstrations of Indian military power beginning in the late1980s (Maldives and Sri Lanka) renewed regional tensions. The Kashmiri revolt of 1989-90 further
exacerbated regional anxieties, which have remained high ever since.
Jaswant Singh in his book National Security (1995) says:
Events have demonstrated that as a Nation we have not displayed, not at least in the first five
decades of our independent existence, any coherent policy about the security of our nation. As for
strategy, grand or small, clearly we have had none. In consequence the instruments of our state,
moulded as weapons of national purpose, and wielded in serve of national interests, have either not
been there or have not been able to act in concert. In consequence we have not succeeded in attaining
many of our national objectives.
Strategic thought has its roots in national culture, and the two are closely allied. Indian
society has not drawn inspiration from its national culture to the fullest possible extent, and history
has dictated a deficient development of strategic thinking in India. Historically, a lack of territorial
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unity, which long subjected India to outside rule; the fact that Indian nationhood is essentially
civilizational, and Indian civilization is non-proselytizing; as well as the maintenance of chivalric war
practices was all costly to Indian strategic efficacy.
In today’s rapidly changing world, nationalism and the state remain important for the
direction and cohesion of a society. Likewise, weakness in these institutions can be harmful to a
people. Indian society has a long history of patriotic allegiance to the Indian nation, but statecraft
and strategic thinking have been more episodic and only incidental. The failure to construct a
strategic policy has arisen from a lack of definition of national strategic interests by successive
governments. Also, when the individual perceives that the state is lacking in its commitment to him
or her, a loss of allegiance follows. The contemporary separatist movements in India may be
attributed to this.
Shortfalls in economic development have also hindered development of coherent strategic
thought in India. The economy has a significant effect on military power and security. When a
nation is economically weak, it may also be militarily weak. This leads the nation to devote more and
more of its resources to the military, which then decreases its economic strength, in a cruel spiral.
Economic strength is a pre-requisite for security in international relations.
The military strategists are studying India from its ability to think strategically in the
globalized world. One of the opinions is that Indians are not able to strategize and come up with a
strategic vision for the future which will help them to survive the forces of history. One such study by an
author George Tanham in 1992 looks like this : His report analyzes the historical, geographic, and cultural
factors influencing Indian strategic thinking: how India's past has shaped present-day conceptions of
military power and national security; how Indian elites view their strategic position vis-à-vis their
neighbors, the Indian Ocean, and great power alignments; whether Indian thinking follows a reasonably
consistent logic and direction; and what this might imply for India's long-term ability to shape its regional
security environment.
In 1992, Tanham published Indian Strategic Thought: An Interpretive
Essay, the study that gained him most prominence. In it Tanham sought to understand the cultural and
historical factors that have shaped Indian strategic thinking. Indian elites, he argued, "show little evidence
of having thought coherently and systematically about national strategy.''
Moreover, history is a poor guide for understanding Indian strategic thought because "Indian history
is often dimly perceived and poorly recorded,'' and until fairly recently "Indians knew little of their
national history and seemed uninterested in it.'' So, how does one explain Indian actions and views
about power and security? These questions are the most important for an India with no precedence of a
state with the current boundaries and no history which the rest of the world has memory of its elite and
leadership.
Tanham focused on four key elements. Geography lent Indian thinking an "insular perspective and a
tradition of localism and particularize.'' The discovery of history by Indian elites in the past 150 years
was the second element, which leads inexorably to the third: the primacy of culture in India's world
outlook and the "assumed superiority'' of this culture. According to this theory, without a linear history
Indians will not be able to create a vision and a destiny for its people. The assumed superiority of the
Indians is the most visible and jarring perceptions in the eyes of the western strategic community. Finally,
Tanham pointed to the experience of the British Raj, which nurtured in Indian thinkers a predisposition
toward a predominately defensive, land-dominated strategic orientation.
George Tanham raised a public debate on India's strategic culture and his small essay touched off a
roaring debate among Indian thinkers, later captured in a volume “Securing India: Strategic Thought and
Practice" edited by Kanti Bajpai and Amitabh Mattoo (Manohar, 1996) which contained Tanham's original
essay and responses from a wide range of Indian specialists. It has two essays by Tanham, and then
commentaries by Bajpai, Varun Sahni, WPS Sidhu, Rahul-Roy Chaudhury, and Amitabh Mattoo. It also
includes a useful bibliography of additional readings.
India retains a longstanding commitment to strategic independence and autonomy, although its
economic, industrial, and technological shortcomings continue to limit the success of such a strategic
design. Indians realize that the high technology being developed for India's longer-term defense has
implications for Indian strategy. Domestic and budgetary constraints will continue to limit Indian military
power for many years.
Since George Tanham wrote his erudite but critical piece, Indian culture has undoubtedly improved.
But the history of this culture when it comes to transporter deployment is hesitant, unsure and timid. India
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spurned Tunku Abdul Rehman's offer of a strategic partnership in 1962 with ASEAN when it was offered
to on being attacked by China - and India then spent six years in the nineties trying to get into the ARF
(Asean Regional Forum). India ignored the mounting conflict between the Sinhalese and Tamils for 12
years, before impetuously sending the IPKF into Sri Lanka. Then did nothing while the Indians were
abused, attacked and hounded out of Uganda, Zanzibar and Fiji. For eight years watched its tankers being
attacked in the Persian Gulf during the Iran-Iraq war. India missed the chance to join the multinational
minesweeping force that made Kuwait Harbor safe after Desert Storm. Indian Air Force and Navy sat idle
when Air India lifted half-a-million Indians out of the Middle East before Desert Storm.
Unless India shows an instinct to use military power it will be condemned to remain a middlelevel power and not a super power, a leading US strategic expert Ashley Tellis said in New Delhi in a
conference (2003). "India still lacks an instinct to use power" as its political and military thinking
continues to be conservative, said Ashley Tellis, senior associate, Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, and till last year, a senior policy adviser to former US ambassador to India, Robert Blackwill. India's
Chief of Air Staff, Air Chief Marshal S. Krishnaswamy tended to agree with Tellis' view when he said: "It
is not adequate to have an efficient military. The country should have the will to use it." Krishnaswamy
and Tellis were speaking on 'The Future of Fire Power' at the India Today Conclave. Tellis said India
should give up trying to develop "from assault rifles to combat aircraft" and added: "Don't waste more
where less is enough." He also said India should stop the search for the "chimera of a multipolar world"
and instead develop a long-term strategic relationship with the US, which would not face any challenge to
its unquestioned supremacy of the world for at least another 50 years. Tellis said the presence of nuclear
weapons in South Asia made "unlimited wars untenable". Advocating "limited wars", in which an
adversary is hit hard, but not so hard to provoke a nuclear retaliation, he said: "If you are not capable of
carrying out a limited, war you don't have to worry about a nuclear retaliation."
Western attacks on the Indic culture, religion and land have to be seen in terms of reducing the
political center of a new nation state. By making sure that non-Muslims political center and leadership does
not even rise up to be dominant in the sub-continent and be of any significance the major powers are able
to permanently undermine an aspiring power. Just as the Himalayan mountains have been created by the
movement of the Indian plate colliding with the Central Asian plate to the north, so also an equally gigantic
confrontation may be shaping up as the unstoppable Hindu civilization grinds inexorably against the
immovable Muslim civilization that stretches across all of Asia from central China to the Mediterranean
and beyond. Other plates may grind sideways but with perhaps even more dramatic results. Indian growth
and expansion is seen as checked by a Muslim military state of Pakistan and this grinding will result in a
future which the west can control.
India is one of the largest poor countries with a low per capita income. It has more than 70 percent
population in the rural areas with one of the lowest infrastructure. In 1980, India had about 687m people,
300m fewer than China. Living standards, as measured by purchasing power per head, were roughly the
same. Then, as China embraced modernity with a sometimes ugly but burning passion, it left India behind.
In the next 21 years, India outperformed its neighbor in almost nothing but population growth. By 2001,
India had 1,033m people against China's 1,272m. But China's national income per head, according to the
World Bank, was $890, nearly double India's $450. Adjusted for purchasing power, the Chinese were still
70% wealthier than Indians were. In the ten years from 1992, India's GDP per head grew at 4.3% a year,
China's twice as fast. Some 5% of Chinese now live below the national poverty line, compared with 29%
of Indians. Much that holds India's economy and businesses has got to do with corruption, fiscal
mismanagement, a lack of international ambition and a history of over-protection at home.
CIA document on future around Asia in the medium term looks at India as the most diverse country
in the world. This excessive diversity is viewed as a weakness since it is perceived as creating non-uniform
non-homogenous culture in the social and political sphere which has fissures. Difficulty in creating
consensus and creating a national policy and national interest debate is considered one of the biggest
weakness for the large country. India’s proximity to Islamic countries and centers of Islamic terrorism and
revolution makes it vulnerable to social and internal security problem due to a large Muslim population.
Forbes compared India to Austria-Prussian Empire, which at the turn of 20th century collapsed on
its own weight. There is a strong feeling among many US elites that the Indian state will also collapse just
like the Austria-Prussia Empire. There is among some rightwing( religious) in the US; contempt towards
India and Indians and indict traditions but they don’t talk about it much in the open. India is too big to
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succeed and too big to fail. It is kind if dilemma and the only way is a long-term change through social
change and conversion. This kind of perception is also with China, which is another candidate for change.
Even after 30 years of policy directed against India to weaken it India has managed to survive and
thrive. This has made some policymakers to reflect deeply and some to be actually angry. There is some
element of vengeance due to the linger feeling of the cold war which are still directed at India. Most of the
policymakers with such feeling will be in power well until 2010 in the US administration.
Some US based analysts have commented on the Hindu Muslim divide which threatens India and its
integrity. A brief analysis in produced below to reflect on the kind of social divide in the subcontinent.
Now they do not discuss anything regarding the Pan Islamism promoted by the US for its strategic goals in
the last 25 years from 1979.

The Hindu-Muslim Divide by Ronnie Lal:
A defining element of Indian politics since independence has been a commitment to secularism.
That commitment is now at risk from an aggressive brand of Hindu nationalism that equates Indian
national identity with Hindu religious identity. The country's radical nationalists view the secular political
system as a threat to Hindu identity, largely because of the power it offers India's 140 million Muslims.
Weakening, or even abolishing, the secular state has therefore become part of the radical-nationalist
agenda. This may force Indian Muslims—traditionally moderate and supportive of the secular state, even
on the sensitive matter of Kashmir—to shift their allegiance from the state to some sort of larger
international Islamic movement, as many Muslims have done in Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore. Such
a radicalization of religious identities is a matter of serious concern in a nation of a billion people that
possesses the world's seventh largest nuclear arsenal and has had troubled relations with its populous and
nuclear-armed Muslim neighbor, Pakistan.
Radical Hindu nationalism is already a dominant force in mainstream Indian politics. A Hindu
nationalist party, the BJP, has led the country's coalition government for five years, and extremist Hindu
organizations with explicitly anti-Muslim sentiments have heavily influenced the party's agenda. Strife
between Hindus and Muslims has been the predictable result. Last year a group of Muslims burned a train
full of nationalist Hindus in the state of Gujarat; the attack killed fifty-eight people and led to Hindu
reprisals that killed about 2,000 Muslims. An Indian tribunal investigating the massacres found that Hindu
nationalist groups had methodically targeted Muslim homes and shops. It even charged that one important
group, the VHP, had recruited and trained militants for the violence, and had provided them with computer
printouts of names and addresses. Local and national security forces failed to respond adequately to the
crisis as it unfolded: initially the state police did not intervene, and the central government only belatedly
sent troops to Gujarat to restore order. Although thousands of extremist Hindus were involved in the
violence, few were arrested. On the whole, the Gujarat episode has left Indian Muslims feeling neglected
by the government.
The radicalization of India's Hindus and Muslims poses obvious domestic-security challenges.
According to recent reports, Muslim militants based in Kashmir have been working with Pakistani groups
to target the VHP and other groups in retaliation for the massacre in Gujarat. Militant Hindu groups have
vowed to destroy Muslim mosques throughout India, and to build temples in their place.
Globally, India also has a theoretical location (position) inside binary oppositions between
West and East, First and Third World, Europe and Non-Europe, modernity and tradition, colonizers
and colonized, rich and poor, developed and under-developed, privileged and downtrodden
This above perception of India makes many powers and races to look at India as an artificial state and have
plans to change India. India does not fit into any standard world segmentation of nations and cultures.
Many conclude that India is yet to go through evolution to fit into the modern world of definition and
hence an incomplete nation which needs civilizing. What is puzzling about India is it has stood the test of
force of history and does not deeply get influenced by major revolutionary concept near the extremes.
Quote from a well known Indian author A Roy who is leftist describes how an outsider would view
India:

We need enemies. We have so little sense of ourselves as a nation therefore
constantly cast about for targets to define ourselves against. Prevalent political
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wisdom suggests that to prevent the State from crumbling, we need a national
cause, and other than our currency (and, of course, poverty, illiteracy and
elections), we have none. This is the heart of the matter. This is the road that has
led us to the bomb. This search for selfhood. If we are looking for a way out, we
need some honest answers to some uncomfortable questions.
Once again, it isn't as though these questions haven't been asked before. It's
just that we prefer to mumble the answers and hope that no one's heard. Is there
such a thing as an Indian identity? Do we really need one? Who is an authentic
Indian and who isn't? Is India Indian? Does it matter?
Whether or not there has ever been a single civilization that could
call itself 'Indian Civilization', whether or not India was, is, or ever will become a
cohesive cultural entity, depends on whether you dwell on the differences or the
similarities in the cultures of the people who have inhabited the subcontinent for
centuries. India, as a modern nation state, was marked out with precise
geographical boundaries, in their precise geographical way, by a British Act of
Parliament in 1899. Our country, as we know it, was forged on the anvil of the
British Empire for the entirely unsentimental reasons of commerce and
administration. But even as she was born, she began her struggle against her
creators. So is India Indian? It's a tough question. Let's just say that we're an
ancient people learning to live in a recent nation.
What is true is that India is an artificial State -- a State that was created by
a government, not a people. A State created from the top down, not the bottom up.
The majority of India's citizens will not (to this day) be able to identify her
boundaries on a map, or say which language is spoken where or which god is
worshipped in what region.
These following observations on India have been made by the western strategic community over
several decades.

Chaos in Governance:
One major problem in Indian political setup is Weakness in the government with weak leaders
(indoctrinated) subject to manipulation. Political legitimacy is weak and can be broken easily. The flow of
support from the local level and state level to the central leadership is weak and can be manipulated. The
critical institutions which are important for central political stability can be manipulated.
Political parties can be manipulated since most are without any nationalistic and ideological
foundation. Since there is tendency to listen to a foreigner and give him more weightage the political
parties can be manipulated with little effort. Governments can be made and unmade at the slightest reason.
The policies for economics, security, education and others can be changed at will and can be infiltrated
with ideas by outside powers. No one group outside of the planning commission is in control of the agenda
or the direction of the policy in India for the first 50 years.
Even in terms of strategic decisions Bharat Karnad says in his book Nuclear Weapons and National
Security, The Indian Army was more worried about the Indian political establishment making mistakes
during the tension with Pakistan in 1990, 1991 and 1992. The level of chaos and instability within the
Indian polity does not give much deterrence to a determined foe.
These observations have made India as an easy target of anti-India lobbies in major countries and
Pakistan. The major powers have laid the seeds of change inside India for the last 30 years and have been
working in a slow fashion to influence the changes. One example has been the schooling and teaching of
history. For an entire generation history was taught in such a way that the process of evolution – discussed
earlier in this document – was in the right direction favorable to the western powers and Islamic history.
Quote from Barnett –
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US Naval War College: INDIA First, there's always the danger of nuking it
out with Pakistan. Short of that, Kashmir pulls them into conflict with Pak, and
that involves U.S. now in way it never did before due to war on terror. India is
microcosm of globalization: the high tech, the massive poverty, the islands of
development, the tensions between cultures/civilizations/ and religions/etcetera.
It is too big to succeed, and too big to let fail. Wants to be big responsible military
player in region, wants to be strong friend of U.S., and also wants desperately to
catch up with China in development (the self-imposed pressure to succeed is
enormous). And then there's AIDS.
The tension between cultures and civilization is considered a prime target for the western powers to
exploit. It is also seen as the greatest weakness in the Indian state. This is being used to create chaos with
opposing faction, which can lead to anarchy.

Recently in a seminar in 2003 George Perkovich says –

“The Hindutva movement’s campaign to define India’s national identity in
one uniform way heightens tensions not only among Hindus and Muslims, but
along geographic and other lines as well. This campaign for cultural nationalism
contravenes the essence of India’s “democratic nationalism,” in Ashin Vanaik’s
words. Democratic nationalism seeks to “try and build a sense of Indianness
which recognizes and respects the fact that there are different ways of being and
feeling Indian, and that it is precisely these plural and diverse sources of a
potential nationalism that constitute its strength.” Thus, at the same time India is
generating the material economic and military resources to become a major global
power, the Indian political system struggles to clarify the nation’s essential
identity. The outcome of this struggle cannot be predicted. Yet, the character and
conduct of the struggle will profoundly affect India’s cohesion and stability. It also
will affect the way the rest of the world regards India.”
So what the analysts have noted is that India is struggling for its national identity at a time when
there is maximum stress on India externally. India has been manipulated by media and education for so
long that its national identity and civilizational identity based on Indian civilization is weak and not
in the consciousness of the majority. This will effect the way the world regards India. This is a kind of a
threat since the west with their control of media can demonize one group and change and de-legitimize any
movement which tries to create civilizational identity inside India in the eyes of the world and create
factiousness. Hence it is a kind of trap put in by the west over the long term so that maximum identity
problem bears on India with maximum stress and keeps India in check for decades to come. This is the
essence of civilizational threat to India.
The contested nature of the history is being monitored and the influence of the diaspora are being
analyzed. They are analyzing the future of the Indian past and history. The western analysts are supporting
the old establishment which is dominated by the leftists and have been nurtured for a long time.
Accusing the Centre of propagating and patronizing historians who were supportive of a
"different history which validates the ideology of religions nationalism", eminent historian Romila
Thapar took a dig at a section of the diaspora who was facing the "problem of self-projection" in its
homeland.

"Nationalism focuses on the link between power and culture and seeks to use
culture in its access to power. Culture becomes a euphemism for power. The
redefinition of Indian culture as essentially Hindu and of the Upper Caste has also
become the ideology of a section of the Hindu diaspora. It is a rich diaspora, and
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as a wealthy patron it intervenes in the politics of the homeland,” she said delivering
the Seventh D.T. Lakdawala Memorial Lecture on "The Future of the Indian Past".
According to Prof. Thapar, who is emeritus professor of history at Jawaharlal Nehru University, for such
"long-distance nationalism" the culture of the homeland becomes an abstract construction
. "There are fantasies about the past of the homeland, some of which are a

response to confrontations with the culture of the host country. Migrants are
minorities in the host country which is a problematic status to come to terms with
if they have been part of the majority in the home country. To the degree that the
rewriting of history is a political act, history becomes the ground of contestation."
Those in the diaspora were also seeking a bonding and an identity. This was
sought to be derived from religious nationalism, and therefore the Hindu past had
to be viewed - consistently and uniformly - as a golden age, and no critique was
allowed, she said and added: "There are virulent attacks on scholars who do not
support religious nationalism. But scholarship has to be contested through
scholarship and through political polemics. There is, therefore, a link between
religious nationalism in the home country and its manifestation in the diaspora."
Stating that there was no way to protest religious nationalism through religion and culture, Prof.
Thapar said:

"There now has to be an awareness of the need to monitor curriculum
procedures and the quality of textbooks, with a constant effort to keep the
discussion on these open and active. At the same time, the universe of discourse on
Indian history and the human sciences, among academics both in India and
outside, will have to be maintained through protecting the right to free expression."
"Historical writing across the intellectual and academic spectrum has to be
available to whosoever wants to read it. There can be no concession to the claim
that a history propagating religious nationalism is the only way to protect the
religion and culture of Indian society. Protection lies in preventing the closing of
the Indian mind," she added.
Questions such as the one quoted are asked to put the Indian elites under confusion- Will India gain
greater global respect as a decidedly Hindu nation in a 21st century world defined in civilizational terms?
Or, as the writer Raja Mohan has suggested, will India win global power and respect as an exemplar of the
Enlightenment project into Asia?
In each of the terms of reference – legitimacy, order, efficiency, moral-political values, factiousness,
and initiative – India has performed to mixed effect. This is no small achievement. No state in history has
been as populous, diverse, stratified, poor and democratic as India. The attempt to resolve all of its internal
conflicts through democratically representative government leads to muddling, almost by definition.
Francine Frankel has described the multi-faceted political transformations India is now undergoing: “the
electoral upsurge of historically disadvantaged groups, the political organization of lower castes and dalits
in competition with each other and in opposition to upper castes, fragmentation of national political parties,
violence between Hindus and Muslims… and the emergence of Hindutva…as the most important
ideological challenge to the constitutional vision of the liberal state.” The ideological challenge thrown is
considered by some analyst as insurmountable by India.
Factiousness is an important but often ambiguous variable of state health. As proponents of checks
and balances note, government that allows factiousness can protect the rights and interests of minorities by
preventing a large majority from coalescing and dominating a polity. One measure of liberal democracy’s
genius is its tendency to enable factions to cancel each other out. On the other hand, a state constantly
embroiled in factional disputes will find it difficult to make and execute major strategic decisions or to
satisfy the aspirations and values even of a majority. For India factiousness is considered the weakest point
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

203

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

in state cohesion. This has been exploited by western powers by manipulating Indian influential groups
within the country.
Statecraft can increase or decrease a country’s influence relative to its material capabilities. The
combination of leadership, strategic vision and tactics, moral example and persuasion, and diplomatic
acumen can earn a state great international influence. The western analysts perception about India is that The potency of India’s statecraft has ebbed and flowed in decades-long tides. The currently rising
tide follows decades of trough after the Nehru years. The overt demonstration of India’s nuclear
weapon capabilities seems to have heightened Indian leaders’ confidence in developing and prosecuting an
international diplomatic strategy. The analyst also note the coming changes in UN. Finally, India, as other
states, regards a permanent seat on the UN Security Council as a measure of major power. But India
would be unlikely to win a vote to award it such a seat, either from the current Security Council members
or the General Assembly. One measure of Indian diplomacy in the future will be how it either lowers the
value of a Security Council seat and therefore makes India’s power ranking independent of such a position,
or alternatively how India attains a seat. India is considered to have low influence for the size of its
population. Its poor image and low income does not help in increasing the influence. The racial order in
which Indians are put ( because of history in the last few hundred years ) due to all the issues discussed
here puts the Indians in an disadvantageous position in the world for influence. The elites of India are not
able to create a situation for improving the economic level and raise the influence of India. The location of
India in a poor region with troubled history and decrease in trade over the last several centuries has given
India low clout in the comity of nations.
India passionately seeks to decouple or de-hyphenate Pakistan from India. This has been noted by
the analysts and see that India has been in a trap with Pakistan/Kashmir issue for the last 10 years since
1989. The explanation given by Perkovich as follows‘Treating the two states like twins diminishes India. India is greater than

Pakistan in every regard except one: nuclear weapons. But, unfortunately for
India and the world, nuclear weapons are great equalizers. The world, including
of course the U.S. government, fears the humanitarian horror that nuclear
weapons could unleash in South Asia, but also the dangerous disordering effects
on the international system. So, when Pakistan, or terrorist groups affiliated with
it, instigates a crisis in Kashmir, and India responds by threatening military
retaliation, the world worries that the escalatory process could lead to nuclear
war. We know that this fearful reaction might play into Pakistan’s interest. But
the fact that India naturally threatens military escalation makes it impossible to
discount the possibility of warfare that could lead to nuclear use. Nuclear
weapons gave Pakistan this capacity to stay in the game, to continue to pop up and
grab India by the dhoti. Neither the U.S. nor India has the power to compel
Pakistan to do otherwise. Neither one of us can take over Pakistan; and neither
would benefit from the results of economically strangulating Pakistan. Thus,
neither India nor the U.S. can escape from the reality that we have to deal with
Pakistan’. This explanation is another way the west tries to couple India with regional
problems and ‘punish’ India for going nuclear.
Perkovich also says the prominence and power of the Pakistani Army, intelligence services and
jihadis will not diminish as long as the prominence and power of the Hindutva agenda are rising in India.
These two internal dynamics are related; they feed on each other. Pakistanis cite the RSS and VHP as
proof that Hindus are out to destroy Muslims and, of course, Pakistan. The RSS and VHP, of course, use
the prominence of Islamist parties and terrorist organizations in Pakistan as proof that Muslims are evil.
The pursuit of the Hindutva agenda will only tighten the handcuffs, the hyphen, that connects Pakistan to
India.
India is typically analyzed from within the framework established for Pakistan or a Islamic state or
the Islamic world. Since Pakistan is an Islamic state, and it is at war with India, therefore this must be
because India is a Hindu state. Since Pakistan is known to have been the recipient of nuclear weapons
proliferation from China and missile technology proliferation from China and North Korea, therefore India
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must be the recipient of proliferation from other states. Since Pakistan is known to have proliferated
nuclear technology to North Korea, therefore India must be a likely proliferator as well.

Basis of GroupThink in the India-Pakistan Context:
The western reports about India and Pakistan all suffer from all the aspects of the flaws of
groupthink. Essentially, the authors assume that there is an India-Pakistan dyad through which any data is
to be viewed. This assumption is probably based on the work of discredited experts such as Stephen
Cohen. This framework views all actions within the dyad, thus refusing to admit of policy drivers (what is
the cause of the violence in Kashmir, for instance) that are inconsistent with the assumption of the dyad. In
essence, the “experts” review all the data from within the established paradigm and force-fit the anomalous
data to the paradigm by resorting to illogical gymnastics, and dismissing data that is inconsistent with the
paradigm as “questionable”. By not questioning the paradigm and its underlying assumptions, no new ideas
are generated, and more importantly, key trends are missed because of faulty analyses.
Why India and Pakistan are Not a Dyad. Both nations have a history of conflict that has resulted in three
major wars (1971, 1965, and 1948), one minor one (1999), and proxy wars in Kashmir (1984-present) and
Punjab (1981-1993). It is therefore easy to assume that the other drives each nations foreign policy
objectives, and strategic imperatives. Further, since the two nations were hewn by the British along
religious lines, it is easy to assume that the conflict is between Muslim Pakistan and Hindu India. The
historic Hindu Muslim competitive field is extrapolated between India and Pakistan. Finally, since much of
the conflict has occurred over the territory of Jammu and Kashmir, it is easy to conclude that the future of
Jammu and Kashmir is the root cause of the tension. The reality is significantly different.
Religious Definitions are Flawed. India is a functioning democracy, where a variety of religions and races
live in harmony. The only other multi-cultural parallel to India is the United States. Although the United
States is a Christian majority state, it is well recognized that viewing US actions from a religious prism is
flawed. Viewing India as a Hindu State is as irrelevant. Pakistan, on the other hand is a religious state. Its
entire raison deter is based on being an Islamic state. Its very name, in Urdu, means “Land of the Pure”,
meaning wherein the pure are implicitly defined as being Muslim. Pakistani actions, and government
statements are routinely couched in Islamic terms. Creating an analysis that is based on Muslim Pakistan
versus Hindu India is doomed to failure, because it fails to understand the fundamental drivers between the
two states.
Jammu and Kashmir is not the Root Cause. The other basis involves positioning Jammu and Kashmir as
a nuclear flashpoint. Often, the discussion circles around the “self-determination” of the Kashmiris,
without ever questioning the meaning of “self-determination” in the appropriate context. The notion of
self-determination was one that gained currency during the colonial age when vast peoples were under
occupation and without basic individual rights. The notion of self-determination implied providing to the
people the right to democratically elect their leaders, make their own laws and taxation. In the Indian state
of Jammu and Kashmir, the citizenry are free to elect their leaders and routinely replace their leaders
through elections. The most recent elections had a voter turnout that was observed by the US Embassy, and
saw larger number of people casting their ballot than vote in the US general elections. All this occurred
despite facing the threat of terrorists. On the other hand, the part of Kashmir that is under Pakistani control
has never had a free election in its history. The actuality of the violence in Jammu and Kashmir is related to
the Islamic-supremacists that wish to ethnically cleanse Jammu and Kashmir of the Hindus, Sikhs, and
Buddhists that reside therein. The real conflict in Jammu and Kashmir is one those that wish for a free
democracy, and the Islamists that believe in religious cleansing and “purity” of the religious composition
of the state. Clearly, the root cause of the conflict between India and Pakistan then is about freedom, of
which Jammu and Kashmir is a symptom. As we step outside the paradigm created by groupthink, we are
better able to join the dots. The conflict in Jammu and Kashmir is related to the Islamist nature of Pakistan,
it is this Islamism that demands the ethnic cleansing of Jammu and Kashmir. The same Islamism shouts
anti-American slogans and engages in proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to America’s enemies.
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Health Care
Aids and other basic health are threatening a crowded India and this will increase as the population
increases in the next 30 years. This will affect the health of the average Indian inside India and when
Indians travels outside India, they will be subject of health scrutiny.
Psy Ops on AIDS scare has already projected India as the country with largest AID population by 2010
with 15-20 million people infected by the virus.
Economists in 2002 had an article on the chaos in the health care of India. It pointed out since India
has some trained skill set which move around the world the western countries have an obligation to fix the
health care of India.
Psychological profile and perception about Indians and various cultures inside India:
British did the first large scale analysis of the different sect and castes in India from 1881 and have down
their
demographic and psychographics character. There has been attempt to reduce the non-Muslim character
with highlighting the martial character of the Muslims. After independence the social anthropologists with
leftists leanings have taken further the social engineering to create political and social justice slogans. They
have worked with western academics to change the social scene.
Some of the conclusion such as weak Hindu society and with no social order have been internalized
inside academic discourse. Some have also concluded that the non Muslims do not have political
consciousness and a global world view. The Muslims and Christians and communists have a global world
view and are more conscious of the world than the non-Muslims. Robert Kaplan in one of his book says
that during a travel he was informed in India that there is a uniform Hindu identity has formed which was
not there before. The implication is that this identity and consciousness is an unknown quantity. Their
consciousness of a nation state and their psychological behaviour model is still under research at various
universities.
Current perception of India and its future:
To produce and sustain significant power a state must have a political system that citizens support.
A state with a disgruntled or dissident citizenry will divert precious resources to impose order and will not
be able to mobilize the full creativity and energy of its people. Politics also serve broader human needs
than efficiency. People participate in politics to pursue justice, liberty, glory, community and other virtues
and vices. To the degree that a government does not help its citizens to achieve these values and
aspirations, that state’s long-term power probably will wane. A society’s morale depends heavily on the
qualities of its governors – leaders. Political leaders who do not embody justice, communal toleration,
fraternity, and altruism will not foster government that pursues these attributes.
Factiousness is an important but often ambiguous variable of state health where India is watched closely.
As proponents of checks and balances note, government that allows factiousness can protect the rights and
interests of minorities by preventing a large majority from coalescing and dominating a polity. One
measure of liberal democracy’s genius is its tendency to enable factions to cancel each other out. On the
other hand, a state constantly embroiled in factional disputes will find it difficult to make and execute
major strategic decisions or to satisfy the aspirations and values even of a majority.
In each of the terms discussed above – legitimacy, order, efficiency, moral-political values,
factiousness, and initiative – India has performed to mixed effect. This is no small achievement. No state
in history has been as populous, diverse, stratified, poor and democratic as India. The attempt to
resolve all of its internal conflicts through democratically representative government leads to muddling,
almost by definition. Francine Frankel has described the multi-faceted political transformations India is
now undergoing: “the electoral upsurge of historically disadvantaged groups, the political organization of
lower castes and dalits in competition with each other and in opposition to upper castes, fragmentation of
national political parties, violence between Hindus and Muslims…, and the emergence of Hindutva…as
the most important ideological challenge to the constitutional vision of the liberal state.”
Each of these phenomena involves competition to acquire the power and patronage that come with
government office at the state and union levels. Meanwhile, imperatives of economic liberalization and
globalization require diminishing the role of government in overall national activity. Representative
democracy gives long-disadvantaged groups opportunities to mobilize and compete for control of
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government and, therefore, patronage. At the same time, the “rules” of private markets do not provide
such clear avenues for the disadvantaged to advance. So, will the shrinking of government intensify
political conflict? Will, or should, political actors concentrate primarily on how the pie is divided –
patronage -- or on making a bigger pie -reform?
Here the current central government of India reveals conflicting tendencies. On one hand, economic
reformers seek to bake a larger pie. On the other hand, the BJP, whipped onward by its highly mobilized
and more extreme sister-organizations the RSS (Rashtriya Swayamesevak Sangh) and VHP (Vishwa
Hindu Parishad) concentrates on the flavor of the pie and who is entitled to partake of it and under what
terms.
The carnage in Gujarat last year - 2002 dramatizes the stakes in this conflict over the very essence
of the Indian nation’s and state’s identity. Yet India’s manifold diversity precludes easy conclusions about
the likely outcome. The BJP aspires for sustained national leadership. This has required it to temper its
social agenda in order to attract diverse political partners into the coalition it needs to rule the Union
government. Among the current government’s 22 coalition partners are many that do not subscribe to
Hindutva. Geographically, the Hindutva movement draws its strength primarily in northern Indian states.
The Hindutva movement’s campaign to define India’s national identity in one uniform way heightens
tensions not only among Hindus and Muslims, but along geographic and other lines as well. This
campaign for cultural nationalism contravenes the essence of India’s “democratic nationalism,” in Ashin
Vanaik’s words. Democratic nationalism seeks to “try and build a sense of Indianness which recognizes
and respects the fact that there are different ways of being and feeling Indian, and that it is precisely these
plural and diverse sources of a potential nationalism that constitute its strength.”
They are watching the fissure between the cultural nationalism and democratic nationalism to see which
would prevail in the long run and create the fault line inside India. The strategic community is looking for a
sizable segment of the society to rebel and dissent against the cultural nationalism and become the tool for
them to manipulate in the long run.
The election result in 2004 changed the government from a center right to a center left with the communist
also participating in a common minimum program for governance. This changes the comparison with
Pakistan and there is no more the ‘Hindu’ nationalism to blame for the rising Islamic fundamentalism in
Pakistan. This changes the wind from the analysts and strategic community in the US and other think tanks.
Walter Russell Mead, contributing editor to Opinion and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign
Relations, is author most recently of "Power, Terror, Peace and War: America's Grand Strategy in a World
has commented on the India being embraced by US in future.
India and the United States share so many economic and strategic interests that New Delhi
could one day replace the European Union as Washington's most important global partner.
Geopolitics is part of the story. India has two strategic nightmares. To the east is the threat that China could
become the dominant power in Asia; to the west is the threat that radical terrorist movements in the Muslim
world could destabilize the region and export terror and conflict to India. Since Middle Eastern Islamic
radicalism and China most worry U.S. strategic planners, it is easy to see how India and the United States
could build an important security partnership. Economically; the two countries complement each other.
Although some critics in the U.S. attack outsourcing of software jobs, call centers and other functions to
India, the reality is that Indian employees make American companies more profitable, more flexible and
better able to provide American consumers with the products and services they need at the prices they
want. Both sides need to smooth kinks in their relationship, but closer economic ties would help India join
the ranks of the world's most dynamic economies while enhancing U.S. economic performance.
A vigorous and growing population of highly educated and successful Indian immigrants in the
United States, now estimated at 2 million, will, as in the cases of other immigrant groups in the past,
contribute to a better understanding between the two countries. According to some estimates, Indian
Americans are the most affluent ethnic group in the United States, with a higher household income than
either Jews or WASPs. As their numbers and wealth continue to grow, Indian immigrants will play a larger
role in finding ways to channel common interests into common policies.
Yet, despite overlapping interests, the United States and India have historically not been close. During the
Cold War, India was a leader of the nonaligned movement, and Indian leaders frequently spoke as if the
failings of the West and the Soviet Union were morally equivalent. The country's collision with British
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

207

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

imperialism makes Indians profoundly suspicious of Anglo American influence, alliances and economic
relations.
At both the popular and elite levels, Indians worry about foreign influence. Foreigners see
India as an emerging nuclear superpower that will soon overtake China as the world's most
populous country. Indians see their country as less developed than the West, poor, vulnerable to
stronger powers like the United States and China, threatened by terrorism from Pakistan and
always facing the danger that its many religious minorities and ethnic groups will unravel the
country's unity.
This sense of India's weakness is the basis of many tensions between the U.S. and India. Laws in
several Indian states are designed to stop what some Indians see as a rash of conversions to Christianity
among weak or poor people unduly influenced by zealous Western missionaries.
The Hindu nationalism of the outgoing Indian government is partly rooted in this sense of India's
vulnerability; so too is some of the protectionist and anti-free market sentiment that has historically
dominated the Congress Party and India's left. Fears that international competition and free trade will
devastate India's economy strengthen protectionism in India, even as Americans worry that cheaper Indian
workers will lead to new waves of outsourcing.
According to Walter Russell Mead, Indian politics seem to be working against both kinds of Indian
extremists. The diversity of India's political scene means that only broad coalitions can govern. The mostly
pragmatic policies of the Bharatiya Janata Party disappointed Hindu extremists. But the BJP needed the
support of 23 parties to stay in power, and many of these would have left the coalition if the party had
listened to its extremists. Similarly, the new Congress government cannot turn its back on globalization and
economic reform. Too many of India's large companies and too much of its vast urban middle class want
the opportunities that flow from participating in the world economy. Pushed toward the center, pulled
toward the fringe, both of India's major parties have deep ambivalence about India-U.S. relations. From the
American point of view, this can be frustrating; Washington would like nothing better than to cement a
strategic partnership with India as quickly as possible. But pushing India too fast and too hard would be a
mistake. As India prospers and succeeds in the world, it gains self-confidence, and the interests that
India and the United States share are too important for either country to ignore.
By giving India's complex democracy and culture time to move at its own pace and in its own way
toward a greater consensus about relations with America — and by taking India's sensitivities into account
in making U.S. policy — the United States will hasten the day when cooperation between the two countries
can be an effective force for world peace. This is another euphemism for India to provide troops for US
projects such as Iraq,
India is not seen as a unitary country with one political voice. It is seen as politically diverse with
multiple foreign policies which are not in sync. Indian population being diverse is also seen as not having
one single dominant political view of the world.
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Chapter 15

WITHER INDIA AND SOUTH ASIA
There have been serious discussions inside western think tanks about total collapse of India and its
surroundings due to economic stagnation and economic isolation and political and governance breakdown
in the long run. The trajectory of India and its statistics did not give much hope for any rejuvenation and
rebuild. There would be chaos and anarchy as the population rises. The first large scale spurt in population
growth was in 1965 onwards. The next was in 1985 and this contributed to a large young population in
south Asia which is less than 35 years old.
With less resource and a stunted economy the only end point was a collapse and split of India. This
view was prevalent in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Internally the think tanks would be still debating on
the future of India as a single state looking at the fractious political and religious divide with excessive
diversity. The threat faced by the nation within itself is considered insurmountable and greater than
external threats.
Quote from an article in 1965

Nehru's delusion of Indian spirituality as a guarantee of privileged
noninvolvement having been shattered -- whither India? She is at the moment a
land in which nothing succeeds and nothing fails. Is it that all the world is secretly
contemptuous of India's lack of power, physical or moral, and that everyone
respects only her land mass and population numbers? Nehru himself had the awful
doubt. He asked in The Discovery of India, "Have we had our day and are we ...
just carrying on after the manner of the aged, quiescent, devitalized, uncreative,
desiring peace and sleep above all else?" India has not yet given him the answer he
would have wished.
ECONOMIC PERCEPTION OF INDIA
India: Her Vast Wealth siphoned to Britain
Adam Smith pointed out that,

“England had founded a great empire for the sole purpose of raising up a
people of customers.... The maintenance of this monopoly has hitherto been the
principal, or more properly perhaps the sole end and purpose of the dominion
which Great Britain assumes over her colonies.”
Historian Barbara Tuchman concurs:

Trade was felt to be the bloodstream of British prosperity. To an island nation it
represented the wealth of the world, the factor that made the difference between
rich and poor nations. The economic philosophy of the time (later to be termed
mercantilism) held that the colonial role in trade was to serve as the source of
raw materials and the market for British manufacture, and never to usurp the
manufacturing function.
In 1897, British statesman Neville Chamberlain wrote a Colonial Office report:

“During the present century ... you will find that every war, great or small, in
which we have engaged, has had at bottom a colonial interest, that is to say,
either of a colony or else of a great dependency like India.”
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The impoverishment of India is a classic example of plunder-by-trade backed by military might. Before
being subdued, colonized, and enforced to become dependent upon British industry:
India was relatively advanced economically. Its methods of production and its industrial
and commercial organization could definitely be compared with those prevailing in Western
Europe. In fact, India had been manufacturing and exporting the finest muslins and luxurious
fabrics since the time when most western Europeans were backward primitive peoples.
Hand weaving was tedious and paid little, so at first the British purchased much of their cloth from
India. India had no need or desire for British products, so imports had to be paid for with gold. However,
Britain did not make the same mistake as Spain; Indian textiles were embargoed and British cloth was
produced with the evolving technology of weaving machinery. After India was conquered, its import and
export policies were controlled by Britain, which not only banned Indian textiles from British markets but
also taxed them to a disadvantage within India so that British cloth dominated the Indian market. India's
internal production of cloth was not only excluded from their own internal market so as to be undersold by
Britain's inferior cloth, Britain excluded those beautiful and much higher quality fabrics from England
while marketing them all over Europe. Controlling India and the seas “entitled” British merchants to buy
for a pittance and sell at a high price. Friedrich List points out that the purpose of this control of trade was
building Britain's “productive power”:

Was England a fool in so acting? Most assuredly according to the theories of
Adam Smith and J.B Say, the Theory of Values. For, according to them, England
should have bought what she required where she could buy them cheapest and
best; it was an act of folly to manufacture for herself goods at a greater cost than
she could buy them elsewhere, and at the same time give away that advantage to
the Continent. The case is quite contrary according to our theory, which we term
the Theory of the Powers of Production, and which English Ministry ... adopted
when enforcing their maxim of importing produce and exporting fabrics.... The
English ministers cared not for the acquisition of low-priced and perishable
articles of manufacture, but for that of a more costly but enduring manufacturing
power.... They have attained their objective to a brilliant degree. At this day 1841
England produces seventy million pounds' worth of cotton and silk goods, and
supplies all of Europe, the entire world, India itself included, with British
Manufactures. Her home production exceeds by fifty or a hundred times the
value of her former trade in Indian Manufactured goods. What would it have
profited her had she been buying for a century the cheap goods of Indian
manufacture? And what have they gained who purchased those goods so cheaply
of her? The English have gained power, incalculable power, while the others
have gained the reverse of power.
Through the forced sales of British products and the simultaneous embargoing of, or high tariffs on, the
cheaper yet higher quality Indian cloths, India's wealth started flowing toward Britain. “It was [only] by
destroying [the] Indian textile industry that [the British textile industry of] Lancaster ever came up at all.”
Other Indian industries were similarly devastated. In the words of historian Lewis Mumford:

In the name of progress, the limited but balanced economy of the Hindu village,
with its local potter, its local spinners and weavers, its local smith, was
overthrown for the sake of providing a market for the potteries of the Five Towns
and the textiles of Manchester and the superfluous hardware of Birmingham. The
result was impoverished villages in India, hideous and destitute towns in
England, and a great wastage in tonnage and man-power in plying the oceans
between.
One exceptionally rich sector of India was East Bengal (Bangladesh). When the British first arrived,
they found a thriving industry and a prosperous agriculture. It was, in the optimistic words of one
Englishman, ‘a wonderful land, whose richness and abundance neither war, pestilence, nor oppression
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could destroy.' But by 1947, when the sun finally set on the British Empire in India, Eastern Bengal had
been reduced to an agricultural hinterland. In the words of an English merchant, ‘Various and innumerable
are the methods of oppressing the poor weavers ... such as by fines, imprisonment, floggings, forcing
bonds from them, etc.' By means of every conceivable form of
Later, still under British control and ignoring the fact that the East Bengalis were being
impoverished through dispossession of the land which produced their food and cotton, Bengal produced
raw materials (indigo and jute) for world commerce, and poppies for the large, externally-imposed,
Chinese opium market. As Adam Smith commented, money was lent to farmers “at forty, fifty, and sixty
percent” and this, and other profits of roguery, the company's merchants acquired the weaver's cloth for a
fraction of its value. trade, would confiscate all wealth except that paid in wages. Of course, Bengali labor
was paid almost nothing so Bengal's wealth was rapidly transferred to Britain. Foreign control enforcing
dependency upon British industry and siphoning wealth away through unequal trades in everyday
commerce devastated the balanced and prosperous Bengali economy and created the extreme poverty of
Bangladesh today. “Once it was the center of the finest textile manufactures in the world ... [with] a third
of its people ... employed in non-agricultural occupations.... Today 90 percent of its workers are in
agriculture or unemployed.” The destruction of the once thriving economy of East Bengal (Bangladesh)
was so thorough that even the long-staple, finely textured local cotton became extinct.
Anyone who saw the movie Gandhi will remember that Indian citizens were even denied the right
to collect salt from the ocean and were required by law to buy their salt and other everyday staples from
British monopolies. Such enforced dependencies were little more than a tax upon defeated societies under
the guise of production and distribution. Much work was being done, but it could have been done just as
well or better by those being dispossessed of their land, denied the right to produce for themselves, and
overcharged for monopolized products.
Japan, because it had no valuable natural resources, was the only country not culturally, racially,
and religiously tied to Europe that escaped domination during this period. Until Taiwan and South Korea
(and now China and Southeast Asia) were industrialized, all under the same protectionist barrier to contain
fast expanding socialism, Japan was the only non-white society to industrialize and join the club of wealthy
nations.
In The Discovery of India , Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru wrote, “If you trace British influence
and control in each region of India, and then compare that with poverty in the region, they correlate. The
longer the British have been in a region, the poorer it is.” What applies to British colonialism applies to all
colonialism and India and China were actually the least damaged of all colonial regions.
Modern world
There is no question that the US or rest of the world looks upon India as an economically fertile and
productive piece of geography. This has generally been known among those who have coveted Indian
economic productivity for themselves for over a thousand years. But those same people have also learnt
that the most facile means of acquiring Indian wealth (real or intellectual) is when India is fragmented into
a group of squabbling states. A large, integrated Indian nation state is not a threat to any of those who
desire its production, because historically, whenever such a unified Indian state has arisen, it has not
threatened any of those outside powers.
But there has been, always, a down side - that is that the cost of Indian goods and services has
skyrocketed. To the extent that even the coherent semi state under East India Company hegemony ran
massive embarrassing trade surpluses with Britain & the world. That was an unacceptable situation, and
was ruthlessly reversed. To do that in the future, India has to be manageable. It can only be so as a
collection of weak states. The US does not have anything against the Indian people other than they should
not insist on charging fairly for their produce of good and services, because that will cramp the style of
those used to having that produce at throw away prices. The key policies adopted by major powers after
India independence is economic isolation and trade isolation.
Since long before Alexander, the Middle Eastern trading posts of Samarkand, Basra and Baghdad
were the main trading outposts for Indian silk, precious metals, spices etc. From these outposts, nomadic
Arab traders transported them to Constantinople. From Constantinople the goods moved eastwards and
flowed into major European capitals and into the Greek and Roman empires. The Roman administration,
which survived primarily on income and property tax systems, subsequently profited heavily from the
taxes imposed on this trade.
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In 1500, India was wealthy, by contemporary standards, and an active participant in the world
economy, with trade caravans heading westward to Arabia and eastward to China, and Indian products
featuring strongly in European markets. The Indian state revenue under Moghul rule Aurangzeb was
around $450 million annually ( 1600-1700) and it was ten times the richest European head Louis XIV.
India had a Indian ocean economy stretching from middle east to Vietnam. It had a political economy
which was the largest between Europe and China with the silk road connecting the Eurasian landmass.
Around 1800 India had 15-20 lakh weavers with mining being major industrial activity. Due to British
policies by 1820 Indian industry was on its knees. There are accounts of the Indian process of making steel
which was called ‘wootz’. The British experts who examined samples of ‘wootz’ sent to them by one Dr.
Helenus Scott have commented that it is decidedly superior compared in any other steel they have seen.
Because of the British desire to invest newly acquired British capital, a new structure of industrialization
began to be established in various parts of India, especially round Calcutta and Bombay, by about 1880.
The larger proportion of the historical and traditional professionals of Indian Industry however, even today,
work outside the modern industrial complex, and mostly work individually and on their own. In the idiom
of today they would form a fairly large proportion of the ‘Backward’ and ‘Other Backward’ castes.
According to current findings the India-China region produced around 73 per cent of the industrial
manufactures of the world around 1750. Cloth was manufactured in practically all the 400 districts. Many
districts of south India had 10,000 to 20,000 looms in each district even around 1810. Also India had some
10,000 furnaces for the manufacture of iron and steel. Indian steel was considered of very high quality and
in the early decades of the nineteenth century, it was being used by the British for the making of surgical
instruments.
India’s political economy was broken with Islamic and European invasion which put India in end of
the ladder. The most devastating was the colonial rule whose effects created 1876-79, 1889-91 and 18961902 famines in India. Responding to famines in pre-British India, its Moghul rulers embargoed food
exports, regulated prices, distributed food for free, and relaxed tax collection. But the British state's
occupation of India and its Opium and Arrow wars against China destroyed all these systems. Britain's
rulers took advantage of the disasters to fasten their grip even more tightly on both their formal and
informal empires. They used the Indian Famine Fund to pay for their imperial wars. During the famines,
they allowed merchants to export grain reserves, ended free food distribution, and maintained, or even
increased, tax collection.
Viceroy Curzon said, "any Government which by indiscriminate alms-giving weakened the fiber
and demoralized the self-reliance of the population, would be guilty of a public crime." The 1901 Famine
Commission Report ludicrously said, "the relief distributed was excessive." The Irish called it 'famine
political economy'. But there was no such parsimony in raising a War Fund for the attack on the Boers, nor
in the millions spent on Queen Victoria's Diamond Jubilee ceremonies.
According to historians, Britain was helped by the captive market of its empire to maintain its
economic power after Germany's industry became more efficient in the 1860s. (Of course, the shutting out
of Germany from the international markets was partly responsible for the World Wars later.) The rivalry
between the Anglo-American world and the rest of the Europeans led to series of events starting from 1880
to create conditions for revolution, collapse of countries and redrawing of boundaries in the Europe and
Eurasian region. India was a helpless victim in the middle of this rivalry through the two world wars. The
collapse of the rivals such as Germany, Japan and weakening of France, Russia led to ascendancy of US in
the international scene. The threat of the governments of half of Europe being no longer allied with the
West and the loss of China after that war led to Germany and Japan, as well as Taiwan and South Korea—
right on the border of China—being included as allies. The strategy of allowing those once-threatening
imperial-centers-of-capital access to finance capital, technology, resources, and markets rapidly rebuilt
Germany and Japan and much of Southeast Asia.
Britain in the 19th and the US in the 20th century got to decide most of the technology standards and this
helped their companies.
From 1757 to 1947, India's per capita income failed to improve. In the last half of the 19th century,
India's income fell by 50%; life expectancy fell by 20% between 1872 and 1921; the population hardly
grew. There were 17 serious famines in the 2000 years before British rule, but 31 in the 120 years of
British rule. Empire, not Asia's 'immemorial' traditions, or overpopulation, kept India poor. Now the major
powers are putting all the road block to make sure that India will never reach that dominance and become
the biggest political economy in the center of the Eurasian landmass. If India become a dominant pole of
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political economy then all the literal states will start gravitating towards India and become willing clients in
the long run. This would be major disaster for major powers.
In 1913, India was still a big participant in the world economy, albeit primarily in the free trade yet
ordered market of the British Empire -- exports in that year totaled the equivalent of $830 million. In 1948,
India's share of admittedly shrunken world merchandise exports was a still substantial 2.2 percent. In 1985,
that share had shrunk to 0.5 percent, and while it has since recovered, it languishes at 0.7-1 percent in
2003.
Nehru was a devout Fabian, and his socialist credentials were impeccable. On his first visit to the
Soviet Union in 1927, he was so impressed with what he saw that “he became India’s foremost advocate of
Five Year Plans as the key to ‘resolving’ her premier problem of poverty.” He instituted India’s first central
planning system, the system that was in place in India starting from the mid-1950s.
How bad has the performance of India’s economy been since independence? It is often facetiously said that
India’s economy has expanded at the “Hindu rate of growth,” or about 1.5 percent annually. This is at the
same time that development economists agree that India’s central planners were the world’s best from a
technical perspective. The Congress party had come to power after leading one of the longest and most
mass-based non-Communist third world independence movements. This was bound to give weight to a
worker peasant ideological discourse, to promises that independence would mean a new India and the
creation of something like a socialist society. Not only had socialism exercised its magical influence over
the minds of young freedom fighters, but even the anti-British bourgeoisie and its committed intellectuals
were impressed with the achievements shown through planning and public control in a backward society
like Russia. From the big industrialists with their "Bombay plan" to the Congress to Ambedkar with his
"state socialism," a broad consensus developed around what was in fact a modified version of a statesocialist model of development: a focus on heavy industrialization, planning, and a public sector
"commanding the heights" of a mixed economy substantially integrated into the world capitalist economy.
Even Communists agreed on the basic aspects of what came to be known as the " Nehru model," calling
only for more nationalization, more thorough land reform, a more equal distribution of welfare.
The economy was not in good shape when Indira took office in 1966, and her advisers advocated
liberalization to boost production in the private sector. Against this advice, Indira in 1969 chose to turn left
on the economy, pumping up public sector spending, strengthening the central planning apparatus of the
state, and nationalizing India’s banking and financial industry. To implement her “reforms,” Indira had to
fire her own minister of finance, which caused bitter infighting within the Congress Party. To avoid ouster
by her own party leadership, Indira turned to the left politically as well, forging a new left-wing alliance
with several smaller socialist and communist parties. The infighting was taken advantage by the west and
probably Morarji Desai and Jaya Prakash Narayan came under the influence of the US during this period.
The economy continued to plague Indira throughout the 1970s. In the early 1980s, the prime
minister was preoccupied with the rise of Sikh terrorism in northwest India. After one particularly bloody
campaign against the militants, on October 31, 1984, Indira was assassinated by her own Sikh bodyguards.
The dynamics of the instability inside India ( created as part of operation cyclone) made sure that Indian
economy was debilitated.
When Rajiv assumed leadership in 1984 after his mother’s death, things could hardly have looked
gloomier for India — in economic development. The Indian economy at the time was characterized by a
heavily regulated, inefficient private sector, a bloated public sector, labor market rigidities affecting both
the public and private sectors, and government revenues stalled at a high level of government spending.
Rajiv attempted some liberalization measures, aimed mainly at increasing efficiency in the private sector.
These were steps in the right direction but had only a limited effect on productivity and growth and did
nothing to curb government spending.
Containment policies by the major powers made sure that by the end of the 20th century India was at
the bottom of the major economies with the lowest per capita income. In 1978, at the inception of its
reforms, China's per capita GDP (in constant 1995 U.S.$) was $148, whereas that of India and Pakistan in
the same year was $236 and $260, respectively. Seven years after it began its reforms, in 1986, China
caught up with India in per capita GDP terms ($278 vs. $273) and a decade after reforms in 1988 was
comfortably ahead of India with a per capita GDP of $342 compared with India's $312. In the first postreform decade, the Chinese economy grew at 10.1 per cent while the Indian economy grew at 5.7 per cent
in the corresponding post-reform decade (1990s). With the growth slowdown, Pakistan did much worse in
the same period. In the same period the Chinese per capita GDP surged from $426 to $878 in 2001. Quite
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clearly far from beginning to catch up, India and especially Pakistan fell well behind. Qualitatively,
Chinese growth has been vastly superior than that of India and Pakistan. Its ranking in HDI was much
higher than of its two South Asian neighbors. By the end of the last century, China had reduced its infant
mortality to 32 per 1000, less than half of India's and a third of Pakistan's rate (though still lagging behind
Taiwan's 6 and South Korea's 9 per 1000); raised life expectancy to 67 years, (compared with 59.2 years
for India and 62 years for Pakistan) and raising adult literacy to 80 per cent (as against India's 48.41 per
cent and Pakistan's 40 percent). In terms of poverty alleviation China's record is even more impressive,
with the headcount ratio around 10 percent and India and Pakistan's ranging from a quarter to a third of the
population. Chronic and extreme poverty is much more prevalent in India than in Pakistan.
A recent FAO report shows that after a marginal decline in the number of the hungry in India
between 1990-92 and 1995-97, the total number of the famished has increased by 19 million between
1995-97 and 1999-2002. While in India, agriculture still accounts for a quarter of GDP, the share of
industry has remained stagnant at around 15-20 per cent, while the service sector has the dominant share.
In China the share of agriculture has fallen to 16 per cent and industry's share has grown further to 51 per
cent while services share has steadied at 33 per cent. The upshot of this is that China has continued to
industrialize and diversify its economy further, while India seem to have leapfrogged into the postindustrial phase, without having fully industrialized. The jettisoning of Mao's communism in China and
Nehru's socialism (and its alter ego the Mahalanobis model) are credited with the faster pace of growth in
recent years. In fact, however, without the incubating effect of these periods, neither of these economies
would have been in a position to perform as well as they are doing now. This is much more valid in the
case of China, as Amartya Sen, the Nobel laureate points out: "China's relative advantage over India is a
product of its pre-reform (pre 1979) groundwork rather than its post-reform redirection."
With foreign reserves of more than $US400 billion, China has the weight of money to pull in the
technology it needs to move up the scale in civilian products and military equipment. Foreign investment
inflow is running at $US53 billion a year, as against India's $US5 billion. Its torrent of exports and its
ravenous appetite for inputs and raw materials are pulling Asian countries, including India, into a Chinacentered regional market that may become less dependent on exports to North America and Europe.
Though India had almost-as-impressive growth of 8.5 per cent last year(2003), two or three points of this
were due to a rapid bounce back in its farm sector from a monsoon failure the year before. Its average
growth rate has been about 6 per cent, meaning its 1.1 billion people - with half China's per capita income are falling behind their Chinese counterparts. Its famous IT centers in Bangalore and Hyderabad are still
what a Monash University expert of the Indian economy, Marika Vicziany, calls "islands of excellence
surrounded by a sea of poverty". Indian visitors to China are almost driven to despair comparing the bright
lights, ubiquitous mobile phones, freeways, vast container ports, and glittering airport terminals with what
they experience at home: daily water and power cuts, crumbling roads, patchy phone services and clogged
ports and rundown airports. China could create a China centric market in Asia which would make it the
natural leader of the Asian landmass and make other countries subordinate to itself in foreign policy and
security. This has been the long term aim of US which got support from China and Pakistan since their
strategic goals match. But open literature in trade, oil, security and geo-politics never mentions any of the
common strategic goals of China, US and Pakistan.
In 1980, when Deng had just started Chinese reforms, Indian GDP was 33% larger than Chinese
GDP, by 1990, the two countries GDP was the same, and now 13 years later in 2003, Chinese GDP is
probably between 75%-100% more than India. Chinas domestic production is $1,100 billion and per capita
domestic production is $887 billion whereas the comparative figures for India are $426 billion and $424
billion respectively. Within a span of twenty years i.e., 1979-99, China's export has reached 18 per cent of
its Gross Domestic Product, including it within the top ten exporters in the world. The share of industrial
production has been 50 per cent in China whereas in India it is about 23 per cent. Foreign investment in
China is about $40 billion but in India it is only about $3 billion. Its income from exports is six times more
and the foreign currency reserve is about three times more than that of India.
CHINA'S EXPORT
1982: $22.32bn
1992: $84.92bn
1998: $207.24bn
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2001: $266.15bn
2002: $325.56bn
(Source: World Bank)

You have the world's only superpower allied with the world's second largest
economy in Japan, immensely formidable states in S Korea and Taiwan on one
side and a communist-run state(China) whose very economic health depends on
access to the world's only superpower's markets. This has been the ultimate game
plan of the lone superpower to maintain its strategic domination over future
powers.
China in 2004 became a leading power, without which the world’s big economic issues can no longer be
effectively addressed. China has become far more important to the global economy than most other G-8
members such as Italy, Canada and even France. Over the past twenty years, it has been growing faster – 910 percent per year – than any major economy. It is now the fourth largest trading nation, and in this
decade alone it will surpass Germany to become the world's third largest economy (behind the US and
Japan.) It produces 20 times more steel than the European Union; it is the second largest importer of
petroleum; it is mounting the largest building program of new nuclear power plants in the world; it has the
world's third largest car market; it consumes about 40% of all the world’s cement.
China has become a major player in international finance. It receives more direct foreign investment
than any nation but the US. It possesses more foreign exchange reserves than any country besides Japan.
Beijing has become a critical creditor to Uncle Sam, holding hundreds of billions of dollars of U.S.
government securities. How it uses this leverage ought to be of major concern to Washington and Wall
Street, and to anyone – such as home owners, car purchasers, or average investors – who is affected by
interest rates or the value of the dollar.
Next to the US, China has more impact on global supply and demand than any other country.
Indeed, China is becoming as central to global manufacturing as Saudi Arabia is to oil. Want to know why
prices of everything from steel to copper are up? Look at soaring demand from Chinese companies and
consumers. Want to know why manufacturers from GE to Hitachi are having difficulty raising prices?
Look at how efficient and low-paid Chinese workers are keeping production costs down.
China is crucial to economic growth throughout all of booming Asia and the propelling force
behind the long-awaited Pacific century that is finally emerging. Last year it accounted for a third of the
growth of South Korean and Japanese exports to all destinations around the world and two-thirds of the
growth of Taiwan's exports. It is now weaving a China-centric web of trade arrangements throughout the
region, leading to a potential Asian economic bloc that could de facto exclude the US and the EU.
It's not just Asia where China is responsible for an extraordinary burst of economic dynamism.
Latin America is another case, where commodity prices in countries such as Brazil and Argentina are
soaring on the back of Chinese demand. A recent trade delegation from Brazil reinforced the importance of
China to the hemisphere. Led by the Brazilian president, it included more than 300 Brazilian business
leaders.
Hard as it is for Americans to fathom, the Chinese economic model could also become an attractive
alternative to the free market fundamentalism that the U.S. is so fond of trying to push onto other countries.
It hasn't gone unnoticed in Asia that the more highly controlled Chinese economic system survived the
late-1990s financial crisis in the region while U.S. disciples such as Thailand and South Korea imploded.
Nor has it gone unnoticed that the democracies in countries like the Philippines and Indonesia have not
produced sound economic policies, or that democracies such as India have extreme difficulty staying on a
steady economic course. When countries as diverse as Iran and Uzbekistan wrestle with how to move up
the economic ladder, they may well find the authoritarian, slow-as-she-goes approach to modernization that
Beijing pursues as more relevant than the deregulatory policies of Uncle Sam.
China’s ties to other emerging markets such as Brazil and India may also alter the course of global politics.
A political bloc of big developing countries could have enormous influence in the World Trade
Organization, for example. There is a good chance that such a group will emerge, and under Chinese
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leadership.
There is also the looming problem of surplus Chinese labor – hundreds of millions of young,
energetic workers who will be entering the world market in the years ahead. This phenomenon will change
the face of global production and trade, and create massive dislocations in the West. Millions of American
workers will have to make wrenching adjustments, but given our flexible markets I believe it will happen –
painfully but ultimately successfully. Europe, with its over regulated systems and inflexible ageing
populations, will have a much harder time, and may turn deeply protectionist. No one can know how these
labor problems will play out, but what is certain is that close collaboration between the US, the EU, and
Beijing on global trade policies would be highly beneficial.
China also has great vulnerabilities, as its current overheated state shows. Were its growth to slow
precipitously – as it very well might -- the rest of the world would have to work with Beijing to contain the
global fallout. Indeed, a big global economic problem may be brewing right now as both the US and China
prepare to raise interest rates, potentially cooling growth not just in their own economies but around the
world.
Given all this, it is ludicrous for China to be on the periphery of the insider’s club. There is no
major global economic issue that will not involve the Middle Kingdom or require its cooperation.
But getting China into the G-8 won't be easy. Several European countries may object to a new
member that is stronger and more influential. Japan may resent bringing in an Asian rival. China itself may
not want the responsibility, preferring to be seen as a poor developing country that needs help from others
as opposed to assuming the responsibilities of its own power. But these hurdles should not stop
Washington from trying.
In the 1980s, there was an expectation among global leaders that economic power would be shared
among the US, the EU and Japan. This trilateral framework never materialized because Europe and Japan
proved far too weak. In the 1990s, a new management model emerged: a super strong US would alone be
the maestro and backbone of the whole system. But America can't forever hold the global economy on its
shoulders, as our soaring deficits and sinking currency show.
Sometime in the next decade, the US and China will emerge as the two managing partners in the
global economy.

Economic liberalization
Inasmuch as India’s future strategic importance will be directly related to its ability to sustain
economic growth, this is a matter of paramount concern both to India and the United States. The
effectiveness of India’s economic reforms will be tested in global markets. If you conduct a conversation
with the political or bureaucratic class, the one contradiction that strikes you is the constant chanting of the
reform mantra even while there is at the same time no display of any instinct for reform or what it takes to
change the political economy of a system as complex as India. Nobody even tells you that while it is going
to be tough to do this, actually much tougher than in China, the reward at the end of the day could be
phenomenal. Most Indian leaders across the political spectrum will be even shy of acknowledging that
more people have been pulled above the poverty line in the last 15 years of halting reforms than in the 40
years of independence, including the years of Mrs. Gandhi’s socialism and Nehruvian economics before
that.
This lack of conviction leads to the on-off track which does not inspire the global investors and
business groups. Our leaders are unwilling to even once say that a free market, WTO and globalization are
great opportunities for India and that India should embrace it. Or, in fact, that India given its inherent
unique strength in the developing world is particularly well-placed to take advantage of this global opening
up. What you hear on the other hand are statements like globalization is inevitable; that the WTO is
standing on our toes; that there is no avoiding competition now, so let us prepare to deal with this. The tone
is that of resignation as if globalization and all the new forces of the free market are an impending calamity
and we have to prepare to survive. A little bit like somebody saying now that a jail sentence is inevitable,
let us improve conditions in our prisons. This is no way to sell new economic ideas that are sweeping the
world to a people who have been brainwashed with slogans of socialism and Indian hypocrisy for 50
years, slogans that have glorified poverty and condemned wealth creation as exploitation. This is no
way to govern the political economy of nearly one-fifth of humanity which holds within it almost half of
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the world’s most abjectly poor and destitute, 70 per cent of the world’s blind, nearly a third of those
illiterate and, 90 per cent of the world’s rabies cases.

It is about delivering on the promise that India has. Over a billion people, one of
the largest youth population ( 55% of the population in 2003), one of the fastest
growing economies in the world, a pool of trained technical and creative people,
and an entertainment-crazy country should add up to one hell of a big market. It
still doesn't.
Economic and Political Time Line in the last 40 years
Significant timeline in recent history in the sub-continent are listed as follows
1948 – First indo-Pakistan war for Kashmir
1962 – Indo China war, after this, Pakistan comes closer to China and cedes part of Kashmir to China
1964 - China test atomic weapon to become nuclear country.
1965 - Indo-Pakistan war, China and Pakistan come together.
1971 – Creation of Bangladesh and split of Pakistan India becomes the dominant political and economic
entity
in the sub-continent.
1974 - Pokharan (POK) I , Revolt in Baloch which needs 100k Pakistan troops to quell, demand for
Baluchistan
1975 - Emergency declared after general chaos and strife in the country
1977 - New non-congress government – Janata Dal – visit of second US President Jimmy carter to India
1979 - Fall of Janata Dal government before completing its term.
1980 - Occupation of Afghanistan by USSR.
1981 - IG and preparation of the test site for new tests
1982 - Cooperation with US by India; Study of Islam in US universities to create a monolith religion
1983 – Creation of CENTCOM (long term US geo-political plan for ME and south Asia formed), Punjab
extremist problem in India, jihad culture in Pakistan and Afghanistan due to afghan war.
1984 - Siachen conflict, Indira Gandhi murder
1986 – History Education change, Brasstacks military exercise, transfer of nuke to Pakistan from china
1986 - On November 1, 1986, The Washington Post ran a banner headline saying Pakistan had hot tested
its
device. This story was filed by Bob Woodward of Watergate fame, whose connection with the then
CIA chief William Casey was revealed by Woodward himself in his book The Veil. This was part
of
the campaign to put pressure on India to withdraw from the border in the Operation Brasstacks
exercise..
1987 – April - Bofors scandal broke out putting enormous pressure on the government to cancel Op
Brasstacks (suspicion of outside instigation ), threat of bomb from Pak with AQK interview with
Kuldip Nayar in Jan 1987 and published in March 1987.
1988 – August - Death of Gen Zia, On August 17, 1988, President Zia, ten Pakistani generals, and Arnold
L.
Raphel, the United States Ambassador to Pakistan, were killed in the crash of Zia’s Air Force C-130
a
few miles north of the garrison town of Bahawalpur. Nov election of BB government with the help
of the
master US. Gen ASLAM Beg as the new COAS.
1988 – First test-fired on February 25, 1988
1989 – May India test-fired its first intermediate-range ballistic missile Agni
1989 - fall of the government, Kashmir problem, and breakup of USSR, withdrawal of FSU from
Afghanistan
1990 – May – Robert Bates mission to India/Pakistan to stop a war. The C.I.A. eventually concluded, in a
highly classified personality profile, that General Beg was more closely attuned to the Islamic world
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than to the West. He was viewed, one American said, as “a fifty-year-old Muslim aristocrat who
suddenly became very religious . . . and thought Iran was a savior.”
1991 – Rajiv Gandhi ( ex Prime Minister ) murder and a new government. Change in economic policy in
India.
1994 - Change in Kashmir jihad
1996 - Taliban rise to power in Afghanistan giving Strategic depth to Pakistan.
1998 - Pokharan (POK) II Weapons test.
1999 - Kargil war
2001 – 9/11 - focus on jihad and terrorism worldwide. New focus on South Asia.
From economic point of view events in 1970s and 1980s pushed Indian economy to the lowest level
in trade with a large debt by 1991. The cold war ensured that India was isolated trade wise among the
larger economies and was not in any trade block by 1994. When Rajiv assumed leadership in 1984 after his
mother’s death, things could hardly have looked gloomier for India — either in foreign policy or economic
development. Recognizing this, Rajiv’s administration attempted initiatives on both fronts.
The Indian economy at the time was characterized by a heavily regulated, inefficient private sector,
a bloated public sector, labor market rigidities affecting both the public and private sectors, and
government revenues stalled at a high level of government spending. Rajiv attempted some liberalization
measures, aimed mainly at increasing efficiency in the private sector. These were steps in the right
direction but had only a limited effect on productivity and growth and did nothing to curb government
spending.
In foreign policy, the mid-1980s were no better for India, which found itself diplomatically
isolated. Russia had become bogged down in Afghanistan and could no longer be counted on for economic
and military aid. In addition, starting in 1985 under Gorbachev, the Soviets eased tensions with the
Chinese. Inasmuch as the Soviets had supported India principally to irritate China, Soviet interest in India
was fading fast. The Soviet involvement in Afghanistan had caused renewed U.S. interest in Pakistan,
India’s long-standing rival. U.S. relations with China continued to improve. Rajiv attempted to rejuvenate
Delhi’s relationship with the U.S., making his first official trip to the U.S. in 1985 and another in 1987.
Rajiv also traveled to China and Pakistan in efforts to break through India’s isolation.
From 1986 to 1991 was the most dangerous period in Indian history in terms of security and the
external threat. The 1982 thaw between India and US was due to Mrs. Gandhi’s not toeing the Soviet line
entirely on the Afghanistan question. It also gave her an opportunity to mend fences that had been broken
with the West in 1975-78.
Of course the lag between inter-related processes in international affairs being what it is, 31 October
1984 when PM was killed still happened. It is not for nothing that Rajiv Gandhi was feted in the Rose
Garden by Ronald Reagan and given various ToT offers even though he (and Soniaji) had had Bhel Puri
with Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Ortega in Delhi some months earlier.
In 1987 Brass Tacks could have solved the problem entirely in India's favor but in the end merely
served to convince Gen. Zia about the need for a face saving compromise.
It is also important to note that 1991 the BoP crisis was viewed by outsiders as an opportunity to enhance
their leverage. (when outsiders may have perceived lack of leverage). Years 87=88 may be the most
powerful period of the Indian government w.r.t to external powers. Of course it is a testament to the Indian
genius that the Indian response to the BoP crisis, rather than giving outsiders additional leverage, ended up
adding to Indian strength.
1979 – Iranian revolution – Shah deposed. Khomeni creates a new 20th century Islamic revolution after
several
centuries.
1980 – Soviet troops invade Afghanistan to take control. This is a trap laid by the US.
1981 – Guerilla warfare by mujahideens starts in Afghanistan from the Pakistan border.
1982 - Punjab problem at its peak instigated by the west.
1983 - Pakistanis become aware of possible Indian plans to carry out cross border strikes against terrorist
training camps in the heart of Pakistani Punjab. In response to this Pakistan makes a nuclear threat
citing that they can "hit Bombay and Delhi in five minutes".
1984 - Siachen conflict , Western ridge of Saltoro range in Indian control. PM Indira Gandhi killed.
1984-1986 – the mujahideens were mercilessly killed and beaten back. Soviet troops had come close to
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Pakistan border. They actually shot across the border after the feeling mujahideens. Increased
pressure
on Pakistan and its sponsor.
1985 - In July, a US television station reports that Pakistan has tested US-made krypton electric triggers in
conventional explosions. Krypton triggers can be used in the detonation of nuclear devices.
1986 – Sept US introduced the new stringer missiles in Sept, which increased the casualty of the soviet
troops.
US intelligence agencies allege that Pakistan is producing highly enriched uranium, which may be
used
in nuclear weapons. In June, Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan, head of the Pakistan's nuclear program,
announces that Pakistan has a program to manufacture an indigenous nuclear reactor.
1986 - Sept – Brasstacks mobilization by RG and Gen Sundarji for pincer movement of Pakistan from the
eastern side. On 15 September, Pakistan and China sign an agreement on the peaceful use of nuclear
energy. This agreement includes the design, construction, and operation of nuclear power reactors.
In
September, Pakistan conducts "cold tests" of a nuclear implosion device at Chagai.
1987 - May – Start of the demobilization of the army( Brasstacks) from the border after hectic talks behind
the scenes. China tries to reduce Indian pressure from the east and transfers the first bomb.
1987 – First threat of the Bomb to India from AQK Khan – Jan 1987 with Kuldip Nayar and published in
March 1987. ( Sept?)
1987 – Sept 1986- March 1987 - The first few bombs and the core were transferred during this period.
1988 – Jan – India leases the INS Chakra from SU for four years.
1988 - Feb signing of the Soviet withdrawal within one year from Afghanistan
1988 – Feb Prithvi missile First test-fired on February 25, 1988
1988 - May – Death of Gen Zia Ul Haq in a plane crash. DG ISI also killed. Cause unknown. Hamid Gul
as
new ISI DG
1988 – Oct – New Benazir government formed with the help of US , ISI Chief Hamid Gul removed from
ISI
1989 – Feb – Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan
1989 – April First ak47 to kill a Kashmiri Muslim in Kashmir
1989 – May India test-fired its first intermediate-range ballistic missile Agni
1989 – Nov Defeat of RG in election and election of PM VP Singh
1990 – Two nuclear Threat from Pakistan to India , Change of Indian government.
1991 – Death of RG, New economic policy under PVNR.
1992 – March China signs the NPT treaty. Later in the year signs the Nuclear suppliers group. agreement
1993 – Bomb blasts in Bombay stock exchange and other areas. Pakistan hand suspected.
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Chapter 16

PAKISTANS HAND IN OVERT AND COVERT ACTION AGAINST
INDIA
Pakistan owes its creation more to the strategic foresight of the British than to the desires of her
citizens, especially her first citizen. Jinnah was a mere tool to an end. While several Indian thinkers have
thought about the human and religious aspect of Pakistan, not one has shed light on the creation of Pakistan
as a tool for leverage in Asia by western powers. Carved out of India, Pakistan came into existence with
five provinces - Baluchistan, NWFP, Punjab, Sindh and East Bengal. Baluchistan and NWFP were tribal in
composition [ and loosely administered even in the British era ] while Punjab, Sindh and East Bengal were
peasantry predominant. Excepting East Bengal, because of the feudal structure of areas that became
Pakistan, there was a deficiency in the constitutional and institutional ethos or awareness. Axiomatically
environment of citizenry interactivity was a way of life. There were the rich and the poor and hardly any
middle class. This was more so with the Moslem population of the States that became Pakistan. There was
barely any industry or commerce worth mention except to some extent in Karachi.
When he founded Pakistan in 1947, Mohammad Ali Jinnah—an impeccably dressed Westernized
Muslim with Victorian manners and a secular outlook— promised the subcontinent’s Muslims that
they would finally be able to fulfill
their cultural and civilizational destiny. Although the new
nation
arose from a bloodbath of ethnic cleansing and
sectarian violence, and its fundamental
premise was that Hindus and Muslims could never live together, its early years nevertheless held some
promise of a liberal, relatively secular polity. But with time, Jinnah’s Pakistan has grown weaker,
more authoritarian, and increasingly theocratic.
The seeds of Partition were laid in 1906 when Hindus started the Bengal reunification agitation. The
British responded by raising Muslims in army from 20% in 1900 to 36% by 1930. The British also gave
special weightages to Muslims. On the other hand, Punjab, the epicenter of Pakistani politics, was the
cradle for the military. The first Punjab regiment with Mussalmans was created in 1903. The creation of
special class of Punjab Mussalmans in the regiment as a separate class and creation of canals to increase
wealth in the east Punjab during the first 20 years of the 20th century was a long term strategy to create a
martial and ruling class in the sub-continent. This long term strategy was started when the British decided
to move from the Indian sub-continent and make it a dominion of the British Commonwealth. In the end of
the 20th century we have Punjab dominating the political, military and economic power of Pakistan. This
uniform ethnic majority in Pakistan was created and supported by the Anglo Saxons as the final dominant
ruling class in the sub-continent to bring order in an eventual balkanized India. Undivided Pakistan was
considered as the formidable rival of India which would finally outlast India in the sub-continent.
If we look back to the post-Mogul history of India we find that all the political Islamists since the
downfall of Mogul Empire claimed themselves as custodian of Muslim society. The quest for cultural and
civilization destiny was ignited within the Muslim elite. Ever since the demise of Islamic political order in
the Indian sub-continent, its Muslim population remained communally surcharged. From Shah WaliUllah
(1703-1762) onwards a number of Muslim thinkers like Muhammad Qasim Nanautawi (1833-77) Mawlana
Rashid Ahmad Gangohi (1828-1905) and Sir Sayeed Ahmad Khan (1817-1898) took up the leadership of
Muslims to revive the Islamic glory. The first two who had acted as commander and Qadi (Judge) of the
fighting force in Shamali rebellion in 1857 against the British -launched Deoband movement to push back
the Muslims into medieval era for Shariatisation of India. The third one had launched the Aligarh
movement for modern education among the Muslims and for their political domination over Hindus in
British India. Sir Mohammad Iqbal (1877-1938) popularly revered as Allama (Great Scholar) Iqbal on the
other hand enunciated two-nation theory and separated Muslim nationalism from Indian nationalism with
the same objective and became the political ideologue for Pakistan movement. Since the consolidation of
British power in India, the descendant of Mogul nobility remained in the forefront of the Muslim
leadership in political social and even religious matters. They could successfully produce a middle class
among converted Muslims through modern education among them along with Islamic knowledge. It was
their tactical move to use them as fighters for their self-seeking political interest. Sir Sayeed Ahmad Khan
was the first Mogul scion, who launched Aligarh movement for modern education among his community
members. "The main preoccupation of these modernists was the uplift of Muslims as a group by defending
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their position as former rulers" (The Muslim Almanac - Edited by Azim A. Nanji, 1996, page 66). During
British colonial rule the Muslims of Indian sub-continent were profoundly influenced by the religio political thought of Shah WaliUllah and Sir Sayeed Ahmad Khan.
These two leaders had attempted to update the political psyche of the Muslims as former rulers of
the country and their social hegemony over the Hindus. To carry forward the legacy of these leaders Iqbal
created an ideological platform for Muslim national movement and created conceptual base for creation of
Pakistan. With a view to fulfill their dream the educated Muslim middle class under the influence of Iqbal's
political thought joined the political movement for uplift of Muslims as an exclusive social and religious
group.
Iqbal's concept of parochial nationalism was initially floated by Shah WaliUllah (1703-1762) and
subsequently pronounced by Sir Sayeed Ahmad Khan as two-nation theory in 1880s for communal
division of Indian subcontinent. Amidst much controversy, Khan said in 1883 that Hindus and Muslims
constituted two separate nations (Studies in Islamic Culture by Prof. Aziz Ahmad, 2000, Page 265). But
this delusive theory was formally enunciated by Iqbal in Allahabad session of All India Muslim League
presided over by him in 1930 but adopted and implemented by Jinnah ( 1876 -1948) for creation of
Pakistan. Iqbal persuaded Jinnah to bargain for a separate homeland exclusively for the Muslims. "In a
letter to Jinnah on June 21, 1937 Iqbal stated unequivocally: a separate federation of Muslim provinces….
is the only course by which we can secure a peaceful India and save Muslims from the domination of nonMuslims" (Studies in Oriental Culture – Edited by Hafeez Malk, Columbia University, 1971, Page XI).
Iqbal stayed in Europe (1905-1908) for higher studies and did his Ph.D. from the University of
Munich in 1907. He joined the British Committee of All India Muslim League in 1908 (The Oxford
Encyclopedia of the Modern Islamic World, 1995, Vol. 2, page 222) before his return to India the same
year. By the time he returned from Europe the colonial authorities were preparing for splitting the national
force of Hindu-Muslim unity with a grant of separate electorates for the Muslims. But Iqbal never looked
back to his initial nationalist outlook to meet the challenge of this divisive game of the British. He was
found guided more by his communally biased political thought, which was contrary to his natural poetic
intellect. He closely monitored the Muslim psyche and became to a Muslim activist due to his mystic
Islamic background and gradually became an ardent advocate of Muslim nationalism at the cost of Indian
nationalism. Iqbal's vision for political supremacy of Muslims not only strengthened the centuries-old
movement for communal separatism launched by political Islamists in India, it actually gave political
ideology to Pakistan movement. The two-nation theory could ignite the imagination of Indian Muslims
only when Iqbal enunciated it in his presidential address of Muslim League session. A Pakistani writer
questioned him - "Did he (Iqbal) not adopt the very nationalism (akin to tribalism), which the Prophet of
Islam had come to destroy?"( Iqbal and Foundation of Pakistan: Manzoor H.Khatana, 1992, Lahore, page
iii)?
The British staring with the Blunt project ( The future of Islam) from 1881 onwards consistently
were able to guide the Muslims in Arab and sub continent region and define their political vision and
worldview. They set the condition for Indian Muslims to take over when the Ottoman Empire collapsed
after the First World War. The British after the war encouraged the formation of Muslim Brother hood in
Egypt and Islamic nationalism in colonial India with the help of Iqbal. After the census Punjabis were
identified as the most homogenous group of Muslims in the world who could take the leadership of the
Muslim world after the collapse of the Caliphate.
By the time of the First World War in 1919, Punjab alone accounted for 66 per cent cavalry,
87 percent artillery and 45 per cent infantry of British Indian army. It was obvious that Punjab
became historically military sensitive and its administration was essentially committed to the welfare
of the soldiery. The military cast its shadow in all facets of the social milieu of Punjab. The extent of
the military's influence can be well judged by the fact that in the first two decades of the 20th
century, the Punjab government granted half a million acres as rewards to the soldiers. By the time
independence was declared in 1947, Punjab and to some extent the Rawalpindi district (Chaklala
District) swamped in domination in the Army. There lay the foundations of the militarism that grips
Punjab and in consequence, Pakistan.
A major focus in Pakistan's foreign policy is the continuing quest for security against India, its
large, more powerful, and generally hostile neighbor. Pakistan was created despite the opposition of the
most powerful political party in repartition India, the Hindu-dominated Indian National Congress, and the
suspicion remains among Pakistanis that India has never reconciled itself to the existence of an
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independent Pakistan. Several events further soured the relationship. One of these was the massive transfer
of population between the two countries at partition, with its attendant bloodshed as Muslims left India and
Hindus and Sikhs left Pakistan. There was also bitterness over the distribution of financial assets left by the
British, with India initially blocking payments to Pakistan from the joint sterling account. An even more
complex issue was the sovereignty of Kashmir, a concern arising from the accession of the princely states
to India or Pakistan at partition. Although almost all of these states made the choice quickly, based on
geographic location and the religious majority of their population, several delayed. One of these was
Hyderabad, with a predominantly Hindu population and a Muslim ruler who did not want to accede to
India. Hyderabad was a landlocked state in the south of India, and Indian military intervention was used to
incorporate it into India.
The princely state of Jammu and Kashmir (usually referred to as Kashmir), however, had a Hindu
ruler and boundaries with both Pakistan and India. Although Muslims constituted a majority of the state's
population, the Hindu-Sikh community made up the majority in the province of Jammu, and Buddhists
predominated around Ladakh. After a popular uprising against the Hindu ruler in late 1947, supported by
Pakistani tribesmen and some military units, the ruler panicked and acceded to India. The subsequent IndoPakistani War of 1947-48 over control of Kashmir concluded with a cease-fire brokered by the United
Nations (UN), which took effect on January 1, 1949. Kashmir was divided by a UN line between the areas
held by the two countries, and a 1949 UN Security Council resolution provided for a plebiscite to be held
under UN auspices to decide the issue of accession.
The Pakistan Army's participation in rescue of migrants from India and in the rehabilitation of
refugees followed by the Kashmir operations created its image as a savior and its officers, being quickly
promoted to fill the void created by the segregation started considering themselves as guardians of the
nation. The hatred towards India started with the experience of handling the refugees of the partition and
the killings of the refugees. The first two C-in-Cs of the Pakistan Army were British: Generals Frank
Messervy and Douglas Gracey. Right after partition, General Frank Messervy told Major General (then
Brigadier) Sher Ali, a senior Pakistani officer, that it is of the utmost importance that correct selection and
promotion of officers be done at that time so that the right man would be selected for the top slot when the
British left -- therefore people free from political ambitions should head the Army. But when the time
came, Ayub Khan, who had risen from the rank of Lt Col to General in 4 years, was appointed C-in-C.
Sher Ali maintains that the history of Pakistan would have been different had the other person in
consideration -Lt General Iftikhar Khan- become C-in-C because he would never have allowed the Army
to be used for political purposes and he would never have used his position as C-in-C as a doorway to
political power. Hence this initial choice of the commander-in-chief and the precedents he set can be
judged as one of the reasons why the military went on to play such a major role in politics in Pakistan. But
who influenced the decision. The likely answer is the western powers which wanted a strong Pakistan for
its anti-communist alliance and that as a rival after India was able to consolidate as a single country larger
than what the British expected.
The question of why the warrior class was never tamed by civilian rule points lack to the founding
of the Pakistani state. As the respected Pakistani scholar
Eqbal Ahmad has emphasized, the civilian system of power was never regarded by Pakistan’s
citizens as just, appropriate, or authoritative. And despite Jinnah’s declarations, the idea of Pakistan was
unclear from the start. Lacking any clear basis for legitimacy or direction, the state quickly aligned
with the powerful landed class: the army leadership and the economic elite joined forces to claim
authority in a
nation without dentition or
cohesion.
In
subsequent years, the government
maintained the feudal structure of society and entered into a manifestly exploitative relationship
with Pakistan’s poor eastern wing (which became Bangladesh in 1971 after a short but bloody war). Even
now, bonded labor is common, and many
peasants live in conditions close to slavery.
Politicians, with the exception of the mercurial demagogue Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, have made no attempt
at reform, ignoring the hearts and minds of the masses in favor of cultivating elite favor and pursuing
quick financial gain.
The military history of Pakistan and India consists of five conventional wars, one aborted
war, and three covert wars. The first war was confined to the disputed territory of Kashmir. It began
within two months of independence in 1947, on October 22, and lasted till December 1948. 'Pakistan
engineering a coup de main... in which Pathan "volunteers" led by ex-INA men invaded Kashmir at the
"invitation" of some Muslim rebels. These operations later expanded into conventional infantry action
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between the armies of Pakistan and India. When this war ended, one third of Kashmir was under Pakistani
control, and the rest under Indian control. This division of land essentially continues till today. Ever since
India, under Prime Minister Jawaharlal `Nehru’s direction took the Jammu & Kashmir ``dispute’’ to the
Security Council in early 1948 the United States has consistently supported Pakistan under the tutelage of
Britain. It is immaterial whether the step was taken by Nehru on his own or under the urging of the Viceroy
turned Governor General Lord Mountbatten, but the fact remains that Nehru walked into a trap well set up
for him. Never mind if the Security Council asked India to hold a referendum in Jammu & Kashmir once
the state was cleared of the invader, Pakistan.
Pakistan never vacated its aggression and to this day it is holding on to what is erroneously called
Azad Kashmir. But this war was considered a success for a Islamic state after several century against a
infidel country and helped in the direction of the force of history. The first war fought on Kashmir that
gave to Pakistan a large chunk of territory but not all of it led to a transformation. Firstly, it made the state
insecure until the matter was decided in its favor. Second, it strengthened the military in the country’s
power politics. Since then the armed forces have continued to play a primary role in determining the
national interest.
The second war in 1965 was planned to create Inflated Perceptions about Pakistani military
effectiveness. The 1965 war was significant because it changed the perception of the Indian state which has
no precedence as a non-Muslim state for over 1000 years. The Pakistani nation had been fed on
propaganda about martial superiority of their army! Brigadier A.R Siddiqi who served in the army’s
propaganda/media management wing known as the ISPR (Inter Services Public Relations Directorate)
states that "the 1965 war had exalted the military image to mythical heights”. The common man drew false
conclusions and to compound things further, the 1965 war was viewed differently in West and East
Pakistan. The West Pakistani populace and particularly the majority West Pakistani ethnic groups i.e. the
Punjabis saw the war as a triumph of a preponderantly Punjabi Muslim army over a numerically larger
Hindu army! The war in 1965 was planned to create Inflated Perceptions about Pakistani military
effectiveness. The essence of the whole business was the fact that the Pakistani GHQ placed entire reliance
on the “Superior Valour and Martial Qualities of the Pakistani (Punjabi and Pathan Muslim soldier) vis-àvis the Hindu Indian soldier, as proved in 1965 war” and felt that somehow, in the next war to miracles
would occur and the Pakistan Army would do well!
It raises an oft repeated but a pertinent question about the conduct of the top Pakistan Army brass in 1965
when Pakistani troops were just three miles from Akhnur and its capture was imminent, the military
commander was changed and so much time was deliberately wasted that a successful war was turned into a
defeat. Following excerpt of the book Pakistan's Drift Into Extremism: Allah, The Army, And America's
War On Terror, written by Hassan Abbas; throws more light on how, on this day, the Pakistan Army wrote
an inglorious epitaph to a glorious plan which it failed to execute: “When the Pakistan Army inflicted a
short, sharp reverse on the Indians in the Rann of Kutch in mid-1965, Ayub’s spirits got a boost. More
important, the international arbitration that followed the Kutch dispute (resulting in favor of Pakistan) put
Pakistan under the assumption that if the Kashmir problem was to be solved, the Rann of Kutch route
would have to be replicated - a limited clash in Kashmir leading to a threat of all-out war, and then an
intervention and arbitration by the great powers. Hence at this point there was considerable confidence
among the Pakistanis about the strength of their own arms, which was bolstered by their newfound
friendship with China. Utter frustration over Indian intransigence on Kashmir coupled with sympathy for
the gathering hopelessness of the Kashmiris and concern over the rapid rearmament of the Indian armed
forces on account of Western military aid, were factors that played a crucial role in Pakistan’s drift toward
considering a military solution of the Kashmir issue.
After 1965 war Pakistanis, led to believe that one Pakistani Muslim soldier was worth ten Hindu
Indian soldiers, the inability to take all of Kashmir was a rude awakening. Notes British Brigadier Bidwell,
"the repulse of the Pakistanis by the Indians in 1965 was the first reversal of

Muslims (the unbroken trend of Muslim victories in the subcontinent going back
eight centuries) and a truly historic occasion".
Both the western civilization and the Islamic civilization do NOT have civilizational memory of
dealing with such a state before. This war was supported by most of the Islamic states without much
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exception including Indonesia, Egypt and other member states of NAM in favor of Pakistan. This was
considered a test of new expansion of an Islamic state against a non-Islamic state in the east which had
stopped towards the end of 18th century. The war was supported tacitly by the US after Nehru died in 1964
to make sure that the Indian state as created by the Indian nationalism of independence will never hold
together. The war was also planned to make sure that India and Pakistan was emotionally separated.
During the period from 1947 to 1965 there was population migration and family connection which was
kept intact; Indian and Pakistani currency was exchanged freely and no visa required for movement.
To begin with, the Rann of Katch incident in April 1965 had ended badly for the Indians. The
Pakistan army had performed well and this had created undue confidence. It may be that with this in mind
a small coterie in Pakistan egged Ayub to implement what came to be called ‘Operation Gibraltar’. The
plan was to send guerrillas into Indian held Kashmir so as to start a revolution against Indian occupation.
Indeed, if General Musa, then the Commander-in-Chief of the Pakistani Army, is to be believed the plan
had been made in December 1964 after the death of PM Nehru. Therby India attack was unannounced but,
according to Altaf Gauhar, Mian Arshad Hussain, the High Commissioner of Pakistan in New Delhi, had
sent a cipher message warning that such an attack was expected by India. This was received in Islamabad
on September 4 but Ayub Khan never learned of it (Altaf Gauhar in Ayub Khan p. 336). The message was
probably squashed by Aziz Ahmed and Bhutto which shows that they were acting with collusion of US.
One thing is clear: that Ayub was told in categorical terms that India would not cross the international
border by Bhutto and Aziz Ahmed. These two, remarked many a diplomat, were the real hawks. They also
lived in a make-believe world in which nothing could happen to Pakistan no matter what it did. (Probably
goaded by their masters US/UK that they will get full support)
False jingoism was created run away with their good sense. As it is, the people created such
hysteria, such a war fever, in 1971 that no government which had chosen a less aggressive policy could
have survived. Even now the Paki people believe in such fairy tales about the superiority of Muslim
warriors, the help of angels, the excellence of Pakistan’s arms etc that they are likely to push the
government to a nuclear war in a crisis. This will be one of the consequences of making them believe in
myths of invincibility. The real reason was to create a superiority complex among the Punjabi population in
Pakistan over the non Punjabis and Indians in the long run so that they become the rulers of the subcontinent with ashrafs as the ruling class.
This war in 1965; is the beginning of creating a vertical split emotionally between the Muslims of
the sub-continent and non-Muslims of the sub-continent. After the defeat in 1965 the Organization of
Islamic Conferences was created in 1969 under Pakistani sponsorship to create a large international Islamic
political body which can rival and dominate India. This body over time was supposed to get sufficient
weight that it can then oppose India in the international forums as and when India gained major
international profile. The second meeting of OIC was held in Lahore in Feb 1974 to intimidate India. India
was never allowed membership into this body even though it had a large Muslim population.
The third war took place in Dec 1971. Due to a variety of political and economic reasons East
Pakistan wanted to secede from Pakistan. This precipitated a civil war with the Pakistan Army, which
ultimately turned into a full-scale war with India in the East. In the later stages, hostilities spread to the
entire West Pakistan border as well. This war resulted in a quick and decisive victory for India, as East
Pakistan seceded and became the new nation of Bangladesh. Pakistan ceased to be the world's largest
Muslim country. The operations of 1971 finally dispelled any vain dreams that the 'sword-arm' of
old India could, despite its numerical inferiority, sweep aside the armies of the effete Hindus, and
win another battle of Panipat outside the walls of Delhi. The total shock to the Muslims of the subcontinent due to the non-unity as a single political unity was profound. This reduced the long term plan for
bringing all the Muslims of the sub-continent under one political center but worried the western
policymakers such as Henry Kissinger. Military historian John Keegan noted that

"Pakistan plummeted abruptly from a formidable rival to India and the fifth
most populous state in the world, to a rump-state with only a tenth of India's
population and approximately proportional military and diplomatic leverage".
The new country Bangladesh was put under severe pressure by China, US and Pakistan until its
founder Mujabir Rehman was assassinated by the army with the tacit support. The main worry for policy
makers was that Bangladesh would be incorporated inside India soon after independence. Only after the
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Pakistan Muslim political history was created in the 1980s that Bangladesh returned to democracy in 1990.
The country was admitted into OIC in 1975 after a military power took over the government and made it an
official Islamic state ( with support from Saudi Arabia and US ).
India's Bangladesh war was a master stroke that improved the situation, but did not resolve it by any
means. It did not end the ideological source of Pakistani aggression, or keep Bangladesh friendly, because
in the end Islamist petrodollars created a religious, ideological motivation and a bond that Pakistani
nationalism could not provide. Bhutto spent the 1970s isolated from the West (Ayub fired him as foreign
minister in 1966 in part because he got on so badly with the Americans), but his 1973 grand tour of the
Islamic world brought in billions from Libya, Iran, Saudi Arabia and the UAE. That rehabilitation (which
Bhutto paid of with his new Islamist friendly constitution) to the Islamic community was
psychologically essential to Pakistan's recovery, which in turn deflated Bangladeshi nationalism.
A close study of this campaign will edify military students for a long time to come. Bengal, now
Bangladesh (literally Land of Bengal), is an eminently defensible country cut up by rivers five miles wide
and obstructed by marshes. The Indian plan was a masterly combination of airborne, guerrilla and
conventional forces, based on complete mobility and the bypassing of all centers of resistance. The
advance was not held up for bridging operations; troops and guns were ferried over the rivers by
helicopter, and 'supply and transport' was by air, boat, canoe or country cart as suitable. An astonishing
momentum was maintained from start to finish - it was a Blitzkrieg without tanks.
The military stalemate between India and Pakistan over the first half century of their existence has
been a negative sum game. Endemic warfare between these 'feuding brothers' has produced 50,000 deaths
in 1948 and 1965, a million deaths in 1971, and more than 30,000 deaths in Kashmir since 1989. At the
same time, war has failed to resolve their underlying differences.
The covert war with India started in 1980s after the afghan war. All Pakistan radical Islamist
groups, Islamic parties and movements trace their origins to the U.S.-backed Afghan jihad, which over
the course of a decade profoundly affected Pakistani society, culture, and politics and unleashed
developments that would have dire consequences down the road.
Cohen writes.

“During the first Afghan war, the [Inter-Services Intelligence agency’s strategy
was to support hard-line Islamic groups, and with American concurrence, the ISI
characterized the war against the Soviet intruders as a religious struggle against
atheistic communism,” ,“Again with American encouragement, young Muslims
were recruited to the ‘cause’ from the Arab and Islamic world, inad-vertently
creating a cohort that was to eventually form al Qaeda.”
Cohen uses the words “concurrence” and “encouragement,” but these are unsatisfactory
descriptions: it is clear who the senior partner in this arrangement was. As the junior partner, Pakistan
received a support package from Washington that included help with organization and logis-tics, military
technology, and ideological support for sustaining and encouraging the Afghan resistance. Of these, the
last was by far the most important, serving as it did to attract men and materiel from the Arab world and
beyond to the jihad in Afghanistan. Cia funds went to buy advertisements inviting hardened and
ideologically dedicated men to fight in Afghanistan, and a $50 million U.S. Agency for International
Development (USAID) grant, administered by the University of Nebraska, Omaha, paid for textbooks that
exhorted Afghan children “to pluck out the eyes of their enemies and cut off their legs.” These were
approved by the Taliban for use in madrassahs (Islamic schools) and are still widely available in both
Afghanistan and Pakistan.
Radical Islam went into overdrive as its superpower ally, the United States, funneled support to the
mujahideens. Ronald Reagan feted jihadist leaders on the White House lawn, and the U.S. press lionized
them. When Soviet troops withdrew from Afghanistan in the face of the U.S.--Pakistani--Saudi--Egyptian
alliance in 1988, a chapter of history seemed complete. But the costs of this victory revealed themselves
over the course of the next decade. By the mid-1990s, it was clear that the victorious alliance had
unleashed a dynamic beyond its control.
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US and Western relations with South Asia:
Over the course of the Cold War, U. S. interest in South Asia was inconsistent and almost wholly
subordinated to efforts at containing Soviet and Chinese communist expansion. A perceived absence of
compelling geostrategic or economic stakes limited the extent of U. S. involvement in South Asian affairs.
During the 1950s, Pakistan became embedded in U. S.-led treaty organizations that sought to encircle and
contain communist expansion. Two key results were the institutionalization of close U. S.-Pakistan ties and
the provision to Islamabad of large assistance packages. While this U. S.-Pakistan security relationship
developed, Indian leaders concentrated on nation-building and followed a policy of what became known as
nonalignment. By the mid-1950s, Washington’s differences with New Delhi gave rise to what a top U. S.
diplomat characterized as “correct but rather chilly” exchanges that would last for several decades.
After a brief 1962 border war with China exposed serious weaknesses in the Indian Army, the
United States initiated military assistance programs for New Delhi that totaled about $150 million by 1966.
However, the second India-Pakistan war over Kashmir in 1965 spurred the United States to end military
assistance to both countries. Given Pakistan’s 10 years of close cooperation with the United States, some in
Islamabad felt betrayed by this move. However, when East Pakistan (now Bangladesh) fell into turmoil in
1971, leading to the forced partition of Pakistan after its defeat in a third war with India, President Nixon
elected to “tilt” U. S. support toward Pakistan and, in so doing, brought U. S.-India relations to a nadir.
India’s “peaceful nuclear explosion” of 1974 made South Asian weapons proliferation a top-tier U. S.
concern for the remainder of the Cold War. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan of 1979 transformed U. S.Pakistan relations virtually overnight, and during the 1980s Pakistan became regarded as a front-line U. S.
ally in the struggle against Soviet expansion. The impression of low involvement with India after 1975 is
actually a deception since US had developed close links with the leftist intellectuals and NGOs inside India
throughout 1980s and 1990s such that they could leverage the influence for internal upheaval.
Real motive behind the US/UK relationship with South Asia:
One has to know the special role for Pakistan in containing a resurgent India and Indian civilization.
Hark back to the 1857 war of independence. The British Crown took over from East India Company in
order to legitimize its rule by declaring Victoria the Empress of India – that is successor to the Mughal
Empire. They also created universities to which many Hindus flocked and took advantage of the
opportunities provided to them. The Muslims by and large did not take advantage of these opportunities
and were left behind. The educated Hindus were so imbibed in Western ideas that they started dreaming of
self- rule/Home Rule and heaven forbid eventual Dominion status failing which Independence.
The first step was Partition of Bengal, which was the hotbed of such intellectual activity to bring
about a schism. Mahatma Gandhi saw what the future was and joined the Khilafat movement to quell
separatist fires but was unsuccessful. Everyone knows the British antics during Independence and their
growing enchantment with Muslim state in the sub-continent (read Jewel in the Crown). The US was quite
sympathetic to the idea of Indian independence due to their own interests- no US blood was to be spilt to
allow Europe to retain its colonies and also its possible penetration of the Indian freedom movement in the
1940s.
However as the Cold War progressed and the London School Of Economics educated Indian elite
(Harold Laski was their guiding light) grew farther apart from the West, the US felt drawn to Pakistan for
two reasons- one they wanted a frontier state to the Soviet Union and the other was the perception that
support to a Muslim state in the sub-continent would moderate the ummah’s rage in the Middle East. One
can read this trend in the strategic literature of the fifties. Besides they felt India was already in the bag and
would go no where as the elites while professing Laski economics were quite fully engaged in sending
their children to the West. (Old episodes of Donna Reed show have upper class Indian exchange students
visiting the protagonists!) .
By 1960/61 or so, India was forced to buy weapons from former Soviet Union. In weapons market,
which was dominated by western countries, India was being treated worse than third world country. Indian
armed services were pleasantly surprised by the good quality of SU weapons when they came to India/in
their hands. However, in the beginning, even Soviets did not treat Indians that well. Things changed
sometime around late 60s as far as getting better treatment. After US achieved deterrence against USSR
with the help of China, the Soviets started giving more attention to India.
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After the 1971 war and the subsequent Pokharan (POK) I test, containing India was subcontracted
to Pakistan and every effort was made to help it support itself and be stable. Cold War exigencies helped in
the transfer of nuclear weapons to Pakistan from China, which slowly was becoming Islamised. A major
fear after 1971 was that Punjab, Sindh and Pakistan Occupied Kashmir (POK)would merge with India,
NWFP with Afghanistan and Baluchistan would merge with the Shah’s Iran. Islamisation was undertaken
to prevent this and lot was invested in make sure the population was homogenized culturally. Robert
Kaplan says that Pakistan has inherited the most difficult area of the subcontinent with centuries of
lawlessness in the west of Indus. What he means is that the Pakistan nationalism would have survived with
a better population segment in the sub-continent than the present geographic region and people. Another
fear of Pakistan was that it would be culturally assimilated in India just as the 500 other states had been.
Once again a new culture was propagated and new history was created.
Hence a major indoctrination was done on the population of Pakistan. Dr Farrukh Saleem an
Islamabad-based freelance columnist says:

Then there is another burden of history. For the past 40 years our uniformed
decision makers have been fed nothing but anti-India rations. For the past quartercentury our civil society is being indoctrinated to equate Pakistan with Islam, India
with Hindus both in tandem with "Hindus being eternal enemies of Islam". Our
elementary and secondary school curriculum continues to be full of ‘hate
literature’ (my 9-year-old son has a problem comprehending that an Indian can
also be a Muslim). Pakistani students are still being taught that "Hindus worship in
temples which are narrow and dark places, where they worship idols. Only one
person can enter the temple at a time. In mosques, on the other hand, all Muslims
can say their prayers together" and that "the religion of the Hindus did not teach
them good things. Hindus, who have been opportunist, cooperated with the
English." The post-1979 curriculum is also inundated with the concepts of ‘Jihad’
and ‘Shahadat’ (notions that are hard to find in the pre-1979 curricula).
So the Pakistan of present times is not that created at Partition. The fact remains that evidence is
coming through that the arms race between India and Pakistan has been perpetuated by the United States
[consider the payment for Nuclear reactor from US in 1960 worth 350,000 dollars], between 1972 and
1978 secretly 6 billion dollars were handed over to the country, Saudi Arabia was asked to send billions
more. Islamabad received nearly $12 billion in U. S. aid from 1947-1997, about one-quarter in the form of
military assistance. New Delhi received more than $13 billion in U.S. aid during this period, but only 1%
was military assistance (U. S. Agency for International Development ). In 1981 3.2 billion dollar program
again came Pakistan’s way, Reagan and Clinton administration played the same game. After 1990 Pakistan
increased its external borrowing from $10B to $40B.
The Brits hoped that India would revert to an agglomeration of quarreling states after
Independence. Winston Churchill, on hearing of partition and the creation of Pakistan said "so we have had
the last laugh after all". However what they did not reckon was that the Indian freedom movement was a
genuine freedom struggle and threw leaders who were intellectually equal to the best in the world. The
efforts of two of them Sardar Patel and V.P. Menon who single handedly brought about the end of
history in the sub-continent and brought about a relatively bloodless revolution by merging the
states into the Indian union.
In order to forestall anxiety in the neighborhood and subsequent possibility of harboring outside
powers they adopted the soft image, which makes India give more concessions than it receive. Some
neighbors have not understood the power that the Indian state has developed in the interregnum and have
harbored bad elements. The Indian elite does not want to remove this soft image that was painstakingly
cultivated over many years but does occasionally show it. The curious aspect is that the soft image is
maintained with respect to Pakistan and Bangladesh but is occasionally dropped with respect to others.
There must be some reasons for this and have to be explored.
Apart from terrorism and ISI cells inside India, Pakistan seem to have a close connection to certain
intellectuals inside India. Most of them are the leftists, communists and Islamists inside India who have
interaction with the elite of Pak. During the last 56 years there is no consensus within the Indian political
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establishment regarding the strategy to contain Pakistan internally . R&AW had to roll-up painstakingly
recruited networks in Pakistan because of Morarji Desai’s stubborn stupidity in 1977, and Inder Gujral also
halted covert operations in 1997. Both these act are due to the pressure from the US when they had the
most influence with the India political center and Indian policymakers.
It is possible for US to share data of social engineering inside India mainly in UP and Bihar with
Pakistan which gives confidence to Pakistani army and the elite to make them believe that India is in the
process of breaking up. This could create dangerous situation in the hands of Pakistan. Pakistan
intelligence and religious parties have hatched plans of mughalistan along the gangetic belt to connect
Bangladesh with Pakistan and to support the dalitstan political movement and other subversive
organization (www.dalistan.org). The aim is to support political center of minorities and disenfranchised
groups inside India and strengthen it so that they fragment the political union of India.
HUMAYUN GAUHAR a Pakistani columnist says:

Actually, the near impossibility of a Kashmir solution is that it would
accelerate the subcontinent’s fragmentation process, which started in 1947 with
the creation of Pakistan and was reemphasized in 1971 with the creation of
Bangladesh. India’s leadership knows this. Khushwant Singh said as much on a
Pakistani TV channel a few days ago. Kashmir is not the only freedom movement
in India. There are many more insurgencies. Any compromise on Kashmir by
India, and there would have to be if there is a solution, would trigger off a chain
reaction. Others would demand similar treatment. India would be in danger of
being overwhelmed by its own contradictions. Can it let that happen? Frankly, I
don’t see any solution that could sidestep India’s fragmentation problem. Come to
think of it, therein might lie the eventual salvation of the subcontinent’s seething
mass of subhuman humanity. Frankly, too, I believe that enmity with Pakistan has
decelerated India’s centrifugal force and slowed down further fragmentation. How
can it lose that artificial cement? It wants not peace but ‘normalcy’ with Pakistan
in areas other than Kashmir, what it calls ‘confidence building measures’. It
wants Kashmir placed on the back burner and forgotten. If my thesis is correct then
peace breaking out becomes our most potent weapon. Learn from our great friend
China. ‘Patience, patience and patience’ is what Confucius taught them.
Understand that a solution not coming in a human lifetime is not failure, for a
country’s timeframe is different. Leadership’s job is to set the process in motion.
We should grasp the opportunity of peace to build Pakistan into an economic
powerhouse, for therein lies real military strength too. When we are strong
economically not just Kashmir but many others(inside India) will hanker after us.
For Pakistan it is a waiting game for the long run so that social revolution and social engineering
takes place inside India and the Islamic organization inside India with the help of Pakistan can start with
initially soft Islamization leading to a course of complete Islamization and majority Islamic society.
By 1980 Zia had transformed the Pakistan state into a new Islamic state with Islamic law and
radicalized the politics with the gains in Afghan war into an authoritarian-fundamentalist-exclusionary
Islamist ideology that asserts that different belief systems cannot coexist within the same political order.
Ahmad Rasheed, a Pakistani journalist and author said ISI was a small intelligence agency until the
early 1980s. It expanded when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. "The CIA helped convert ISI into
the huge organization that it is now ... with all the power it enjoys," he said. The spy agency not only
helped the Taliban, Rasheed said, but also trained Muslim militants fighting in Indian Kashmir. After the
Soviet Union withdrew from Afghanistan in 1989, the United States quickly withdrew from South and
Central Asia, allowing the ISI to expand its network with the help of Afghanistan's Taliban rulers, says
Rasheed. Western intelligence experts in Washington say by the mid-1990s, ISI was everywhere, dealing
with Muslim militant groups in Afghanistan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, India and even China, which is
Pakistan's closest ally in the region. By 1985 the Pakistan military had revived its confidence and created
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an ideology for a strong Islamic social and political center in the entire sub-continent( Stephen Cohen
wrote his book – Pakistan Army in 1984 after the army became a more confident institution).
The training imparted to the Pakistan military was that it was not important to consider that Pakistan
couldn’t conquer India; it was important to focus on the fact that India was breaking from within, and that
if Pakistan kept knocking at it here and there in set-piece battles, the objective would be achieved by
simply helping along a process that was already going on. ( Who would have formed such a policy). This
mindset is very important to understand. That line of thought was supposed to stand in for ‘strategic’
thinking in Pakistan and hence constant rivalry and animosity with India was encouraged for more than 10
years without any peace talk and agreement such as in Lahore(1999). The military is told that work is being
done internally inside India which will make India weak anyway and external pressure at the right moment
will bring India down. Kargil war was supposed to be the final point of the standoff at
the very moment of instability inside India which would spiral to a wider instability and defeat of India.
The use of the heroin dollars for such purposes started after the withdrawal of the Soviet troops
from Afghanistan in 1988. In the 1980s, at the instance of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) of the
US, the Internal Political Division of the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI), headed by Brig (retd). Imtiaz,
who worked directly under Lt.Gen.Hamid Gul, the DG of the ISI during the later years of Zia-ul-Haq and
during the first few months of Mrs.Benazir Bhutto's first tenure as the Prime Minister (1988-90), started a
special cell for the use of heroin for covert actions. This cell promoted the cultivation of opium and the
extraction of heroin in Pakistani territory as well as in the Afghan territory under Mujahideen control for
being smuggled into the Soviet controlled areas in order to make the Soviet troops heroin addicts. After the
withdrawal of the Soviet troops, the ISI's heroin cell started using its network of refineries and smugglers
for smuggling heroin to the Western countries and using the money as a supplement to its legitimate
economy. But for these heroin dollars, Pakistan's legitimate economy must have collapsed many years ago.
The origins of Sino-Pakistan defense cooperation lie in a comprehensive nuclear cooperation
agreement signed in 1986. Chinese assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear aspirations predate and post date
China’s accession to the NPT in 1992, and the signing of the IAEA safeguards agreement in 1993. The
Chinese involvement has been meticulously documented by the US Intelligence community and several
Non Governmental Organizations. China has systematically planned, directed, encouraged and eventually
ensured a modicum of reliability and survivability to the Pakistani nuclear weapon program. China’s
assistance to Pakistan has extended to short and medium range ballistic missile capability acquisition as
well. Like its assistance in the nuclear field, China’s generosity in sharing missile technology is well
documented too. But the coordination between US, China and Pakistan against India was the most
devastating between 1986-1993.

Timeline for Pakistan nuclear acquisition:
1972. ZABhutto launches the PAKISTAN quest at a conference of Pak scientists in Multan. The goal
could
be an enriched uranium design based on the fact that the WWII Hiroshima design was used without
testing. Possible delivery vehicle is the C-130.
1974. Libya and possibly Iran under the Shah start funding the quest.
1976. AQKhan returns to PAKISTAN with purloined centrifuge drawings and supplier lists in Europe and
the
West. Early reports emerge about PAKISTAN agents getting caught in European and US cities
trying
to obtain prohibited material. Majority of the reports are from West Germany.
1977. PAKISTAN gets Chinese design and cooperation as confirmed in ZAB memoirs.
1979. Zia ul Haq overthrows ZAB and imprisons him
1979 Book Islamic Bomb published based on TV investigative reports.
1980 Afghan War begins. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia starts funding the program sometime in this decade. It
acquires Chinese long-range missiles ostensibly to deter Iran.
1984. Sharayar Khan, PAKISTAN Foreign Secretary witnesses Chinese test probably with PAKISTAN
components. David Albright in BAS article.
1986. Exercise Brasstacks launched by Gen. Sunderji. Gorbhachev orders the Soviet Union to settle the
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problem in two years. Soviets achieve some success and in response US supplies Stinger antiaircraft
missiles to Afghan mujahdeen. Most probably PAKISTAN weaponized the components already
tested
in China, as there was a fear that the Soviet Union could over run the Afghan jihad and turn on
PAKISTAN.
1987. Kuldip Nayyar interviews AQK in Jan 1987 who reveals the existence of PAKISTAN crown jewels
1988 Cold War ends with Reagan Gorbhachev meetings
1989. Kashmir terrorism starts aided and abetted by PAKISTAN.
1990. Early in first half, PAKISTAN President Ghulam Ishaque Khan tells US envoy Robert Gates of
plans
for first strike on India
1990. US President Bush invokes Pressler Amendment to stop all US military aid to Pakistan
1995 - Authorities at the IAEA started an investigation of an alleged offer by Khan to sell nuclear
technology and a weapons design to Saddam Hussein in 1990. The inquiry started in 1995 with the
discovery of memos in Iraq, but it hit a roadblock when Pakistan called the offer a hoax. Three
times from 1998 to 2000, President Clinton raised concerns about nuclear technology leaking from
Pakistan to North Korea during private meetings with Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif and President
Pervez Musharraf, the general who replaced him in a 1999 coup. ( LA Times Feb 22 2004 )
1998. - May 16th, German President Khol and Japanese Prime Minister announce PAKISTAN tested and
the
announcement is retracted.
-May 17th thru 20th flurry of visits by PAKISTAN diplomats etc to Beijing asking for nuclear
umbrella etc. More visits.
- May 28th PAKISTAN tests in Chagai. Most probably the aircraft version of their gift from China.
- PAEC’s Mubarak Mand lionized. AQK is downgraded and is seen giving interviews to CNN.
Visibly
twitching hands indicate nervousness.
- May 30th PAKISTAN test of small weapon. Most probably Chinese origin Plutonium weapon for
missiles. PAKISTAN does not have any known or unknown sources for this material. Khusab
reactor
goes critical only in Oct 1998 after the tests.
- Oct. Sharif dismisses Gen. Karamat and supercedes six PAKISTAN Army officers to pick
Musharraf
as Chief of Staff. Mushy dusts the old Kargil plan and revamps it.
1999. – May 6th. PAKISTAN occupies Indian Army vacated posts in Kargil and ambushes a patrol starting
the Kargil War.
- Indian Armed Forces retaliate and recover the heights. Nawaz Sharif goes to Washington Dc to
negotiate peace terms.
- July 4th. While Sharif in Washington DC, PAKISTAN Army activated nukes. Source Bruce
Reidel.
-July 16th ceasefire in Kargil.
- Oct. Musharraf launches coup and takes over from Sharif exiling him to KSA
- Dec PAKISTAN terrorists hijack Indian Airlines flight IC 814 in Nepal and fly to Kandahar.
2000 PAKISTAN moves its crown jewels to Afghanistan utilizing its ‘strategic depth’
2001 - Sep. 11th PAKISTAN Plans and executes 9/11 with Al Q help. Sep 12th Mushy brings back the
crown jewels and the PAKISTAN Army personnel placed in Afghanistan by airlift. Sep 13th Mushy
executes
U-turn on Taliban after hearing from Colin Powell. Later on he explains his compulsions quoting
the
Prophet.
- Oct. US retaliates in Afghanistan and sweeps the Taliban with the Northern Alliance help.
PAKISTAN evacuates its personnel trapped in Kunduz. Source Seymour Hersh in New Yorker.
Also plans for joint training between US and Israeli Special Forces to corral PAKISTAN crown jewels in
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case of fundamentalist regime change in PAKISTAN are revealed. Later reports emerge of US
troops providing ‘proximate’ security for PAKISTAN crown jewels. Most probably these are the assets
brought back from Afghanistan and provided by China.
- Dec 13th PAKISTAN terrorists attack Indian parliament and India mobilizes its troops under
Operation Parakram. Leaked plans indicate an attack on POK is planned.
2002 – Jan 12th Mushy makes a U turn and agrees to close terrorist camps in Pakistan. Implied that camps
in POK will remain.
- May 15th PAKISTAN terrorists attack residential quarters on Indian Army camp in Kashmir and
kill innocent civilians.
- May 29th Mushy declares at Almay Ata that he will stop all terrorists based everywhere. Conducts
missile tests in Pakistan.
- June PAKISTAN envoy speaks in UN floor about using nukes. Indian plans appear to be for
general
hostilities all across the border. Reports emerge of truck convoys with excessive security moving
from China to PAKISTAN through the Karakoram Highway. Most probably these are additional supplies
from China independent of those in ‘proximate’ security of US.
- Crisis defused after the Almay Ata declaration.
- US appear to have decided to bring all assets under its control to prevent Al Q acquiring any
sundries. The main worry is radioactive materials with terrorists and no longer weapons.
2003 - Jan India declares objectives of Operation Parakram over and starts de-mobilizing the troops at its
borders. It also announces that the Draft Nuclear Doctrine is adopted with changes in line with the
US.
- India signs strategic cooperation agreement with Iran allowing it base its troops in Iran in case of
hostilities with PAKISTAN.
2004 – Disclosures that AQKhan had proliferated weapons and tech to other nations – Iran, Libya and
North area.
(LA Times Feb 22 2004)
Among the new details that have emerged:
• Sensitive equipment discovered at nuclear-related sites in Libya carried the name of Khan Research
Laboratories, adding to what authorities described as irrefutable evidence that his center illicitly shared its
technology with a country under United Nations sanctions for supporting terrorism.
• Evidence indicates that Khan provided Pakistan's state-of-the-art centrifuge machines to North Korea in
the late 1990s. Two Western diplomats described the information as preliminary, but they said it deepens
concerns about North Korea's progress in enriching uranium for atomic weapons.
Iran was forced to open portions of its nuclear program to IAEA inspectors and Libya voluntarily
renounced its weapons program. Although the Iranian disclosures provided strong hints, reams of
documents and nuclear hardware turned over to the U.S. and IAEA by Libya pointed the finger squarely at
Khan. The most alarming documents were blueprints for the nuclear warhead, said diplomats and U.S.
officials involved in the process. The plans were for a warhead developed in the 1960s by China, which
provided early help to Pakistan's nuclear program. Two diplomats in Vienna said Khan sold the blueprints
to Libya in late 2001 or early 2002 for as much as $20 million. Inspectors in Libya also found the
equipment from Khan's laboratory and components for two generations of Pakistani centrifuges. Diplomats
in Vienna said complete versions of the earliest type of centrifuge, known as the P1, were obtained directly
from Pakistan and components for the next generation P2, which was faster and more efficient, were
manufactured for the network at a Malaysian plant. Weeks before Libya gave up its secrets, Iran had made
a more limited disclosure to the IAEA of how it obtained drawings and components for 500 P1 machines
through middlemen associated with Khan's network. Iran acknowledged this month that it also had
received plans for the more advanced P2 from Pakistan. Diplomats said Tehran had taken halting steps to
develop those machines. By the time Pakistan was forced to move against Khan, however, Iran had used
his technology to develop its own uranium enrichment cycle, moving closer to what the United States says
is an effort to build a nuclear bomb. And Libya had the warhead designs for more than a year.
U.S. officials said they regard Khan's claim that he had acted alone as a move to protect military
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leaders who oversaw Pakistan's nuclear program. Some acknowledged, however, that Khan's popularity as
the father of Pakistan's atomic bomb gave him a high degree of autonomy and made it hard for any
Pakistani leader to move against him.
Two Vienna-based diplomats said evidence surfacing from participants in Khan's network indicated
that the North Koreans bought designs and components for Pakistan's most advanced centrifuge, the P3.
They cautioned, however, that the accusations had not been corroborated. Iran apparently was the first
outside customer. Khan told Pakistani authorities that he sold drawings for the P1 centrifuge to Tehran in
1987. By then, Pakistan had abandoned the earlier design in favor of a more advanced machine. The
Iranians wanted to produce all of the components and equipment for a huge centrifuge operation
themselves, but found it impossible even with Khan's drawings. A centrifuge requires about 100
components, many manufactured from special material to precise tolerances. The machines spin at
enormous speeds to separate the enriched uranium, and the slightest deviation can lead to catastrophic
failure.
"When they realized how difficult it was, they went back and bought components for 500
centrifuges from Pakistan to learn more about their behavior and create their own indigenous industry,"
one diplomat said. The equipment was shipped by freighter to Iran in 1994 or 1995, diplomats said. Khan
also provided what one diplomat called "a shopping list" of where to go for other equipment.
By 2002, Iran had succeeded in perfecting the centrifuges, even improving on the P1 design. It also
had secretly started work on an underground plant capable of holding 50,000 of the centrifuges to start an
enrichment program.
Pakistan Leaders from 1988
1988/1989 President Ghulam Ishaq Khan (friend of Zia Ul Haq)/ PM Benazir Bhutto/COAS Gen Aslam
Beg/ISI DG Hamid Gul
1990 President Ghulam Ishaq Khan dismissed Benazir Bhutto /PM Nawaz Sheriff/COAS Gen Aslam Beg
/DG, ISI, Lt.Gen.Javed Nasir
1991General Asif Nawaz Janjua replaces Mirza Aslam Beg as Chief of Army Staff/ PM Nawaz Sherif
1992 COAS General Asif Nawaz/ PM Nawaz/ ISI head, Gen. Assad Durrani
1993 PM Nawaz/COAS General Asif Nawaz Janjua dies suddenly.
General Abdul Waheed Kakar appointed COAS by President Ghulam Ishaq Khan, reportedly against the
wishes of the Prime Minister
COAS Kakar intervenes, forcing both PM and President to resign; fresh elections to be held
Benazir Bhutto takes over as PM
1994 – PM Benazir Bhutto /COAS Kakar
1995 PM Benazir Bhutto/ COAS Kakar
1996 COAS General Abdul Waheed Kakar retires; replaced by General Jehangir Karamat
President Farooq Leghari, who then told the nation that he had dismissed the Bhutto government
1997 PM Nawaz Sharif elected with a big margin
The Islamic bomb was seen as a deterrent for the Islamic world to counter what they see as the
Christian bomb, the Jewish bomb, the Hindu bomb. Retired General Mirza Aslam Beg, head of the
Pakistani army form 1988 to 1991 and the man most believe had overall charge of the nuclear weapons
program. Beg told the New York Times that Muslim countries should not be asked to give up the pursuit of
nuclear weapons until India and Israel destroyed their nuclear arsenals. “Why don’t you start from there?”
General Beg asked. “This is the discrimination and duplicity which gives heartburn and humiliation to the
Muslim world.”
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Zulfikar Ali Bhutto was of the view that the Americans wanted Pakistan to accept Indian hegemony to
carry on ‘an aggressive confrontation with China’. Despite the fact that Sino-American and Sino-Indian
relations have improved over the years, the fact remains that both the Americans and the Indians have
reservations. India insists that it has acquired nuclear weapons not to use against Pakistan but as a deterrent
against China. Read what Bhutto had to say vis-à-vis American keenness that both Delhi and Islamabad
reduce their troops. “India could always circumvent such an agreement by exaggerating the threat of
China, in connivance with the United States.” Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, was reported to have told then Secretary
of State Henry Kissinger in 1976 that with other civilizations having the bomb, “the Islamic civilization”
should have one too.
Bhutto asks the question: Is the quarrel with India eternal? His answer is explicit. “Eternal quarrels
do not exit, but eternal interests do.” He writes that people of Pakistan want relations with India ‘without
entanglement’ on the basis of equality and without sacrificing the interest of the Kashmiris.
Bhutto’s concluding observation needs to be reasserted: “The struggle for Independence was against an
alien racial domination; today it is for preserving independence. The wheel of change has come full circle,
binding us face to face with the same ancient menace. We are no more a subject people; we have the
attributes of an independent nation and the will to remain free; though peace is our ideal, the defense of our
rights continues to be the supreme objective of the people of Pakistan’.
Stanley Wolpert's book, "Zulfi Bhutto of Pakistan-His Life and Times" (Oxford University Press,
1993). The author writes, "What Bhutto had, in fact, agreed to at Simla was, to his mind, irrelevant as far
as Kashmir was concerned. He had not accepted Indira Gandhi's position, no matter what was written on
the piece of paper he may have signed. He was realist enough to understand how weak Pakistan was, how
tiny, how lacking in power-for the moment. He never doubted that Pakistan would rise again some day to
reclaim Kashmir, as he always believed it would do, for Kashmir was a Muslim state, after all, and thus
belonged, by definition, to Pakistan. No agreement could change the 'reality', which was firmly rooted in
the labyrinth of Zulfi Bhutto's brain. He had enjoyed the week's holiday in Shimla, taking along the largest
entourage any diplomat of South Asia ever took anywhere for an official meeting. And he had seen much
of Benazir, eaten and drunk with Piloo (Modi) and breathed the bracing air British Viceroys once had
breathed. "But he never for a moment meant to close off the Pakistani claim to Kashmir. He had needed
the agreement primarily to prove to the rest of the world- doubting London, as well as skeptical
Washington and Moscow- that Pakistan remained in the 'great game', that its President was a shrewd
diplomat cut form the same cloth as Taleyrand-for few were ready to believe that he was closer to
Napoleon".
South Asia expert Stephan Cohen pointed out that Pakistan’s “nuclear dreams” probably began 40
years ago when—under the aegis of the Central Treaty Organization- the US Army initiated large-scale
training of Iranian, Turkish, and Pakistani officers in Armour, artillery, and other technical services.
Hundreds of Pakistani officers attended U.S. schools between 1955 and 1958. ‘There was an important
American contribution in the form of periodic visits by American nuclear experts to the Staff College in
Quetta,’ cited from Cohen’s book ‘The Idea of Pakistan’. During a visit to the Staff College, Cohen noted
that the school’s official history refers to “a 1957 visit by a US nuclear warfare team that ‘proved most
useful and resulted in modification and revision of the old syllabus’ to bring it into line with the ‘fresh
data’ given by the team.’ In Cohen’s opinion,

“present-day Pakistani nuclear planning and doctrine is descended directly
from this early exposure to Western nuclear strategizing; it very much resembles
American thinking of the mid-1950s with its acceptance of first-use and the tactical
use of nuclear weapons against onrushing conventional forces.”
KASHMIR
The partition problem of Kashmir was a unique interpretation and expectation by two parties at the
time of partition. It could be avoided but perceptions of territorial gains and balkanization of India became
the hurdle. On the fate of 562 princely states the Congress was of the opinion that people of these states
should decide to whom, Pakistan or India, they should join.
The Muslim League, however, was under the impression that many of the states irrespective of the religion
of their majority would accede to Pakistan or remain independent due to the stance of the Congress to
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abolish the princedoms after partition. Hence, Muslim League stressed on the right of the rulers to decide
about the fate of their states, and succeeded in incorporating the idea in the Instrument of Accession.
While on the question of partition of mainland India the Muslim League had tremendous success, not much
happened as it had expected on the post-partition status of princely states. Pakistan accepted the request of
Nawab of Junagadh for accession on September 5, 1947. Junagadh was a Hindu majority state and was
also away from borders of Pakistan, its ruler’s actions gave moral support to Hindu Maharaja of Kashmir, a
Muslim majority state, to invite the Indians.
The problem of Kashmir thus emerged. After that it was game of power and not of politics. Indians
attacked Junagadh and Pakistan backed the Kashmiris in their rebellion against the Maharaja. And that
resulted in total annexation of Junagadh by India and part annexation of Kashmir by Pakistan. Had the
Indians accepted Junagadh’s accession to Pakistan, there would have been no reason left with Pakistan to
challenge Maharaja of Kashmir’s pro-India actions ?
At the time of partition; objectively, the military balance was much against Pakistan in 1947 - the
military had been divided 30:70, and Sardar Patel was grudgingly releasing assets to the new Pakistan, and
so why did Pakistan think that it could take Kashmir by force in 1947? Pakistan Major-Gen Akbar Khan
(book: Raiders in Kashmir, 1970) writes -

‘In the remotest of our villages, the humblest of our people possess a self-confidence and
ready willingness to march forward into India -- a spirit the equivalent of which cannot be found
on the other side. It may take many generations to create such a spirit [in India]....In India, in the
absence of homogeneity, a penetration in any direction can result in separation of differing units
geographically, as well as morally because there is no basic unity among the Shudras, Brahmins,
Sikhs, Hindus and Muslims who will follow their own different interests. At present, and for a
long time to come, India is in the same position as she was centuries ago, exposed to
disintegration in emergencies.’
This thought process is due to the historical memory of the Muslim rule in India for several
centuries where they have observed the disintegration of the society during a strong attack. The action and
bravado talking by the Pakistan leadership during the standoff in 2002 are due to the same thought process.
The Godhra incident and riots created sufficient fissures in the Indian polity. The missile launch in may
2002 during the standoff was supposed to create sufficient panic in the minds of India leadership. This
behaviour is very peculiar to the Pakistan India standoff due to the historical civilizational memory. The
Pakistan psyche has not understood the change the Indian society has undergone over the last 100 years
with nationalism and communication links. The degree of cohesiveness and common purpose in India is
stronger than at any time in history which they do not comprehend.
The conflict over Kashmir is not, as is widely believed, a quarrel over territory; it is, rather, an
irreducible conflict between two fundamentally incompatible ideologies - a pluralistic democratic ideology,
on India's part; and an authoritarian-fundamentalist-exclusionary Islamist ideology that asserts that
different belief systems cannot coexist within the same political order. Pakistan would prefer only a Islamic
political order. In fact a cleric-dominated order may bring jihad back with all its terrorist intensity as a way
of life in Pakistan. A permanent peace in South Asia will only result after one or the other of these
ideologies succumbs - and these are crucial to national identity, consciousness, and even the existence of
these two nation states. A permanent peace is, consequently, contingent on Pakistan abandoning the
ideology of hatred and exclusion that lies at the very foundations of its creation.
- Islamic resurgence in the Middle East has given the Muslim world renewed confidence in itself,
confidence spurred on by the defeat of a world power like the Soviets in Afghanistan. This confidence was
diverted against India in Kashmir after 1989. The main propaganda used was that Islamists had actually
won against the super power and they can really defeat India now in Kashmir. By creating a strong
political center in Pakistan the Kashmiris nationalism was inspired and nurtured to insurgency. The
Kashmir nationalism was subsumed under the Islamic political movement in Pakistan and Pakistani
nationalism during the 1980s and 1990s. The next stage in the process is to create an all south Asia Islamic
political movement which will create solidarity with Muslims of the sub-continent (Pakistan, Bangladesh,
India). This movement will be able to oppose the non-Muslims of the sub-continent when the Indian state
supposedly becomes weak.
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The militarization of society: The Mughals took all of three years (1586-89) to establish their
authority in Kashmir. They banned the possession of all kinds of weapons: including long kitchen knives.
They searched every house (especially basements) where they thought they might find weapons. By 1589,
there wasn't a single weapon left in private hands in the plains of Kashmir. (The hills were similarly rid of
weapons a few years later.) From 1589 to 1989 Kashmir was a uniquely peaceful society. Then suddenly a
friendly neighbor flooded Kashmir with Kalashnikovs, grenades and landmines.
In the Valley Upon the Sheikh’s (Sheikh Abdullah's) death, the National Conference unanimously
elected his son, Dr Farooq Abdullah, as chief minister. However, Dr Farooq's overwhelming majority in
the state assembly was of no use. From the beginning of 1984, the local press was full of reports that Delhi
was trying to get Dr Farooq's legislators to defect. On Sunday July 2, 1984, Dr Farooq went to Gulmarg for
a couple of hours with his family and film actress Shabana Azmi. During those few, brief hours his
brother-in-law, G.M. Shah, was installed as the chief minister of the state. Mr. Shah and a few NC
legislators had joined forces with the state unit of the Indian National Congress. Together they managed to
put together the number of legislators required to get Dr Farooq dismissed. The government knew that
there would be a violent response from the people. So it deployed paramilitary forces all over Srinagar and
some major towns. However, such was the people's anger that the forces were not sufficient to control the
situation. Between July 2 and the end of October, when government offices shifted to Jammu for the
winter, several parts of Srinagar could only be ruled by imposing curfew there. Anti-India sentiments,
which had almost vanished in the nine preceding years, made a modest comeback. The manipulation of the
J&K government by the central leadership seems to be organized and manipulated from an outside agency
during the congress rule at the center.
Kashmir problem was intensified as part of the plan to squeeze India after 1974 Pokhran (POK) I
atomic test. First plan was to trap India in Siachen glaciers with a long battle. The next plan was to create a
jihad factory in Pakistan Occupied Kashmir (POK)so that there is a willing supply of terrorists who will
infiltrate inside India/Kashmir to terrorize the civil population. The Kashmir insurgency started just after
the Afghanistan war ended in 1989 and increased more after 1991 the death of Rajiv Gandhi. The impact
of the terrorism in other parts of the country was being monitored in western capitals and still being
calibrated. The support to the political movement of Kashmir movement and the militant wing is being
calibrated with the geo-political trends/direction and media support to the image buildup of Pakistan. One
of the campaign being waged is that Islam in sub-continent is superior to the non-muslims religion and so
should be eventual dominant position in the political order.
A former director general of the ISI was asked at a seminar in Islamabad in 1999 what the aims of
the ISI were. He replied, “Our aim is to weaken India from within and we can do it.” These assertions by
high Pakistani military officials contradict the oft-repeated Pakistani claim that there can be no durable
peace till the ‘core issue’ of Kashmir is resolved to its satisfaction. There were several rounds of
discussions between India and Pakistan between 1972 and 1989. Pakistan never raised the issue of J&K or
described it as a ‘core issue’ in any of these discussions between 1972 and 1989. The first time that
Kashmir was formally raised was shortly after the surrender of the V.P. Singh government during the
Rubaiyya Sayeed kidnapping in December 1989, when Pakistan’s then Foreign Minister Sahibzada Yakub
Khan met his Indian counterpart I.K. Gujral. The jubilation in the Valley that accompanied Rubaiyya’s
surrender persuaded Pakistan that it should transfer its attention from fomenting low-intensity conflict in
Punjab to a ‘jihad’ by ISI-trained Pakistani nationals in J&K. Finding political collaborators in J&K wasn’t
difficult. The All-Party Hurriyat Conference came up under ISI tutelage, with substantial encouragement
from Robin Raphael in the US State Department. Pakistani diplomats in foreign capitals used to joyously
proclaim then that not only was Kashmir going to fall into their lap, but the Indian Union itself
will consequently disintegrate.
P.N. Dhar, in his memoirs, Indira Gandhi, the Emergency and Indian Democracy, explained what
“final settlement” meant in 1972. After the breakdown of the formal Shimla talks, Indira Gandhi and
Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto had decided to meet one last time. It was at this one-to-one meeting that the Shimla
Agreement was born. In that meeting, Bhutto had apparently agreed verbally to change the nomenclature of
the “cease-fire line” of 1948 into the “line of control” and promised that this would gradually acquire the
“characteristics of an international border”. This was to be the “final settlement”. By 1976, Bhutto had
reneged on his promise and was openly claiming that Kashmir was a dispute. In India, Emergency had
been declared by then and Indira Gandhi was bogged down in domestic politics. The main aim in the last
two decades ( 80-90s) is to create the impression of resurgent Islamic Pakistan being able to face its
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adversary Hindu India in any international forum in a dominant manner and project Pakistan (and in turn
Islamic civilization) as an equal to India and completely erase the massive defeat of Pakistan in the hands
of India 30 years ago in 1971The resurgent Pakistan with the rise of fundamental Islam was being
monitored to make sure that the elite and the military class were confident to face India in any forum and
have equal status if not a dominant status in talks for resolution of Kashmir problem. One quote from a
new Islamised Pakistan:

The Pakistanis believe their religious faith gives them motivation that the
Indians lack. "The concepts of jihad and shahadat—or life after death'—help us
strike hard," explained Major Sikendar Hayat, 41, second in command at Ghyari
(siachen theater). "It is what we call a force-multiplier."
All the effects of defeat and surrender in 1971 and loss of confidence has been erased with the
Kashmir conflict of 14 years from 1989 and this was the main objective of the western powers. The martial
quality and confidence of the Muslim pride in the subcontinent was resurrected with the help of bloated
Pakistan army and the win in the afghan war. The long term animosity between India and the Muslim
ummah will be gradually achieved by intensifying the conflict with Pakistan and when Saudi Arabia will
also openly support Pakistan against India.
The Kargil war in 1999 was supposed to be a small attrition war in such a way that Pakistan can
calibrate the killings during talks so that it is at a dominant status. After 9/11 the war on terrorism is not
being applied to terrorism in Kashmir. The reason may be to keep it festering in Kashmir so that India in
the long term will break. . One of the main aim of Pakistan supporting the freedom struggle in
Kashmir for a long time is that it had "wrecked the nerves of the Indians". Jihad may not be stamped
out since the main reason for reviving the jihad in the last 25 years is actually to bring Islamic ummah
against India. The deception of the western government with regional situation can only be explained by
the long term goals of containing India and unmaking India as a nation state.
Sectarian conflicts are also surfacing in Jammu and Kashmir for the first time. After 15-year long
sect-based jihad, the people have become more aware about their sects and are trying to exclude others
from the social and religious life. They are fighting over sectarian issues such as how to say one's prayers.
According to Kashmiri fighters in Azad Kashmir who keep going and coming to the Valley of
Kashmir, most of such conflicts are between the nascent Ahle Hadith community and the majority Brelvi
Muslim population. The Muslims in Jammu and Kashmir have traditionally been Brelvi. However, the
Ahle Hadith community has made inroads in the Kashmiri society after the Arabs started investing in
religious causes all over the world in the late 1970s. Most of their investment went into building mosques.
However, they never stopped anybody from saying his prayers in these mosques. After a 15-year long
jihad, the Ahle Hadith community has relatively grown bigger and become assertive. At many places they
are already stopping people from saying their prayers in non-Ahle Hadith way. At other places they are
talking about dividing the mosques into Brelvi and Ahle Hadith sections.
Current Situation with Pakistan:
The ongoing standoff with India is referred to as crisis instability which may flare-up every now
and then. The CBMs are still unstable after 2002 standoff and will remain until a process in initiated. The
Islamists in Pakistan do not want a ‘flash in the pan’ peace initiative with India but a comprehensive one
where they are projected as the dominant side dictating the peace. Pakistan needs a ‘win’ against the nonMuslim India so that the Pakistan state and ashrafs gain as the sole winning political center of the
subcontinent. This is supposed to create a tide towards Islam in the sub-continent and topple the Indian
union. Since the defeat in Kargil some ex generals have even advocated stalemated defeat of India in such
a way that a spin would be given to the Pakistan ‘win’. With that event the honor and dignity of the
Pakistan nation and its ideology is going to be restored and become dominant against non-Muslim ideology
in the sub-continent. The dominance of the Islamic political center and its Pakistan ideology in the subcontinent is the long term goal of the ashrafs and its supporters for uniting with Bangladesh and Muslims
of India. With the ideology of Pakistan still in dispute the future of Pakistan in the long term as a single
political unit is in doubt.
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Since the fourteenth century madaris have been the seats of learning, of interpretation of religious
texts and the source of dialectical discourses about Islam. At their height they produced great scientists,
mathematicians and scholars. Resistance to British rule, and subsequent anti-west attitudes, date from the
division of religious and secular education in India when madaris took on the role of defending the Islamic
educational tradition against the British formal education system of schools and colleges. They became the
seat of Muslim resistance to British rule.
Pakistan- What kind of a state?
Since 1947 Pakistan had 13 Commanders-in-Chief/Chiefs of Army Staff.
1. Gen. Sir Frank Messervy (1947-1948) - A British
2. Gen. Sir Douglas David Gracey (1948-1951) A British
3. Gen. Muhammad Ayub Khan (1965 War Field Marshal) A Pathan
4. Gen. Muhammad Musa (1958-1966) A Baluch
5. Gen. Muhammad Yahya Khan (1966-1971) A Pathan
6. Lt. Gen. Gul Hassan Khan (1971-1972) A Punjabi
7. Gen. Tikka Khan (1972-1976) A Punjabi
8. Gen. Zia-ul-Haq (1976-1988) A Muhajir (Julundar)/Pathan (by domicile)
9. Gen. Mirza Aslam Beg (1988-1991) A Muhajir
10. Gen. Asif Nawaz Janjua (1991-1993) A Punjabi
11. Gen. Abdul Waheed Kakar (1993-1996) A Baluch
12. Gen. Jehangir Karamat (1996-1998) A Punjabi
13. Gen. Pervaiz Musharraf (1998-Present) A Muhajir
In the days of General Zia-ul-Haq the senior civil and military officers often made a public
display of their religiousness to build their image and career.
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Committee office was created on a permanent basis on March
1, 1976 with General Mohammad Sharif as the first incumbent (March 1976-October 1978). The chairman
is designated as the senior-most military officer but has no operation control of the troops. Out of the 11
chairmen so far, nine came from the Army, one from the Navy (Admiral Sirohi) and one from the Air
Force (Air Chief Marshal Farooq Feroze Khan). Two Army Chiefs (Jahangir Karamat and Pervez
Musharraf) concurrently held the office. In the first week of October 1999, Admiral Fasih Bokhari resigned
as the Naval Chief after the permanent appointment of Chief of Army Staff General Pervez Musharraf to
the office of chairman by the then government of Nawaz Sharif. Admiral Bokhari was then the senior-most
service chief. He decided to quit on account of a junior service chief’s elevation as chairman.
The office of the Vice Chief of Army Staff does not exist on a permanent basis. When General Ziaul-Haq combined the presidency with the command of the army, he appointed four Vice Chiefs of Army
Staff. They were: Sawar Khan (April 1980-March 1984), KM Arif (March 1984-March 1987) and Mirza
Aslam Beg (March 1987-August 1988). After his death in an air crash on August 17, 1988, General Aslam
Beg was appointed as the Chief of Army Staff. It may be mentioned that Lt General (later General)
Muhammad Iqbal Khan served as Deputy Chief of the Army Staff (July 1978-April 1980). He was made
Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff Committee in April 1980.
General Pervez Musharraf who similarly combines presidency with the command of the army has
appointed General Muhammad Yousuf (October 2001-October 2004) and now General Ahsan Saleem
Hayat as the Vice Chiefs. The seniority is not the only criterion for appointment to the top slots in the
military. Those making the decision also take into account an assessment of professional merit. This
involves objective as well as subjective considerations. The officer’s acceptability to the appointing
authority is crucial to the appointment. In the present context, General Pervez Musharraf is the service
chief as well as the head of state. He initiated the appointment procedure as the army chief and made the
appointments as the president. The decision to bypass some officers rested with him.
On several occasions in the past, senior officers were bypassed for appointment of the army chief.
Some of the well-known appointments of army chiefs that fall into this category include elevation of
Generals Muhammad Musa (appointed in October 1958), Yahya Khan (appointed in September 1966), Gul
Hassan (appointed in December 1971), Zia-ul-Haq (appointed in March 1976), Abdul Waheed Kaker
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(January 1993) and Pervez Musharraf (appointed in October 1998). There are also instances of
appointment of the senior-most officers to the position. The most recent examples include Generals Aslam
Beg (appointed in August 1988), Asif Nawaz Janjua (appointed in August 1991) and Jahangir Karamat
(appointed in January 1996).
If you look at the list of past Army Chiefs the Muhajir(refugee) Army Chiefs have been the
most aggressive against India and continue to be. Pakistan after 55 years of independence has seen a
strong milady influence in the destiny of the country. It has emerged as a religious state and hardly as a
nation state. Even though it has centrifugal forces and sub nationalism it has a strong political force which
has held the nation together. It is a torn country and not a welfare state with the institution of the army
being the most powerful influence sustained inside the country. In the beginning of the new century, its
political life is splintered and enveloped in multiple crises. The existence of the national feelings is being
challenged and economy is in shambles and poverty is soaring. Confronted with intense political divide,
increasing economic problem, increasing social violence, terrorism and sectarianism, Pakistans sense of
insecurity has deepened more than ever before.
Pakistan change of leadership has been closely connected to Indian political stability and
perception. India was supposed to not survive as one country at the time of independence. But after 1957
election India stabilized as a democracy and Pakistan changed its strategy by making Ayub Khan as the
administrator in 1958. The Pakistani elite figured out that India would be stable and only a strong military
rule in Pakistan would prevent India from absorbing Pakistan. Also under Ayub the 1965 war was fought
which disconnected Pakistan from India emotionally. This was the aim of most of the war between India
and Pakistan. In 1977 India went through a change of government with Janata Dal coming over. This
government was also stable enough that Pakistani elite figured out that an army rule in Pakistan would
stabilize it. Zia took over the government with a coup against Bhutto in 1977. In 1999 after the Kargil war
defeat the Pakistani elite and army sensed that the country seemed very unstable. Also the Indian
government of Hindu right took power in India and was more stable. This made Musharraf and his army
group to take over the government in a coup.
In 1971, Pakistan lost East Pakistan, which eventually became the independent state of Bangladesh.
This might have happened regardless of India's attitude or actions because of the internal strains and the
difficulty of maintaining a physically divided state. When India interfered, however, and claimed credit for
the establishment of Bangladesh, it forced Pakistan into the realm of loss not only in terms of geostrategic
factors, but also in terms of power and prestige. Pakistan reacted to this loss, first of all in 1972, by
launching a military nuclear program. After India exploded a test nuclear device in 1974, Pakistan's sense
of loss, or impending loss, became more acute, and it devoted significantly greater resources to its covert
nuclear weapons program. P.N. Dhar, in his memoirs, Indira Gandhi, the Emergency and Indian
Democracy, explained what “final settlement” meant. After the breakdown of the formal Shimla talks,
Indira Gandhi and Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto had decided to meet one last time. It was at this one-to-one meeting
that the Shimla Agreement was born. In that meeting, Bhutto had apparently agreed verbally to
change the nomenclature of the “cease-fire line” of 1948 into the “line of control” and promised that
this would gradually acquire the “characteristics of an international border”. This was to be the
“final settlement”. By 1976, Bhutto had reneged on his promise and was openly claiming that
Kashmir was a dispute. In India, Emergency had been declared by then and Indira Gandhi was
bogged down in domestic politics.
The second way that Pakistan pursued the return to its reference point of power and prestige
after 1971 disgrace was to agitate for the removal of Kashmir from Indian control. Pakistan took
significant risks for this policy even though Kashmir was never under its control, but Kashmir became a
surrogate arena where Pakistan could fight to reestablish its sense of power in its relationship with India.
These risks become even more frightening as the two states move closer to fully developed and open
military nuclear programs. While the presence of nuclear weapons in the region frightens many, it might
also act to decrease violent conflict in the region. However, the number of crises in South Asia seems to
have increased along with the movement of India and Pakistan towards nuclear weapons, and there were
real war scares in 1987 and 1990.
Since the late 1970s, the Pakistan army has maintained a mutually profitable relationship with
Islamic elements in the country. The Islam cists have offered two critical inputs to the military: they have
provided armed manpower for the military’s security agendas in the neighborhood, as in Afghanistan since
1979 and in India since 1989. And they have been ever ready to join hands with the military to undermine
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popularly elected and mainstream civilian governments inimical to the military’s corporate view of
Pakistan’s interests in one way or another. Examples of the latter assistance proliferate. In 1977, the Nizam
i Mustafa movement that shook Z A Bhutto’s government and set the stage for the seizure of power by the
military; in 1990 the Islami Jamhoori Ittehad came to the rescue of the military by thwarting Benazir
Bhutto’s bid to return to power after she had been sacked by President Ishaq Khan at the behest of General
Aslam Beg; in 1999 during Nawaz Sharif’s summit with Atal Bihari Vajpayee in Lahore, the mullahs
rampaged on the streets of Lahore after the military determined that Mr. Vajpayee’s “peace offerings” were
not in Pakistan’s interest. Kargil was the straw that broke the civilian government’s back.
But that relatively stable equation was seriously jolted by what happened on and subsequent events
in the region and beyond. Pakistan’s military establishment was compelled by the United States to abandon
its Islamists friends or allies in and out of government in Afghanistan. This led to much heartache and even
resentment among Pakistan’s jihadi circles and their Al Qaeda friends who had taken refuge with them.
The resentment was transformed into resistance when the military was compelled by the US to start
targeting Al Qaeda elements and their supporters and sympathizers in Pakistan. The resistance then came to
be focused on the person of General Musharraf who seemed to symbolize the gradual pro-West about-turn
that Pakistan was taking under his leadership. Eventually a consensus solidified among all armed and
unarmed Islam cists in Pakistan that General Musharraf was trying to make a permanent strategic virtue out
of what had originally seemed to be temporary tactical vice. Certainly, by stressing the need for a moderate
and enlightened Islam at peace with itself and with the rest of the world, including live and let policies with
India, and insisting that the threat to Pakistan was internal rather than external, economic rather than
political, General Musharraf seemed to be getting ready to cross the Rubicon. This “Islamists” consensus in
the country was henceforth articulated at two levels: the insistence by the MMA that General Musharraf
should be stripped off his army uniform forthwith; and renewed attempts by armed “Islamic” terrorists to
assassinate him. How should General Musharraf respond to this threat?
One way of addressing this question is to ask what might happen to Pakistan in the event that
General Musharraf is eliminated from the scene violently and unexpectedly. Clearly, the army could either
reclaim all power under a new chief unilaterally “elected” by itself and go on to suspend or abrogate the
constitution, prime minister and parliament. In the event, it could press ahead with General Musharraf’s
reformist agenda by cutting the “Islam cists” down for good in and out of state and government, thereby
ensuring international support for the economy and keeping the country afloat; or the army could go the
other way, strengthen its “Islamists” credentials by allying with the mullahs and jihadis, restore a state of
hostility in the region and incur the wrath of the international community as a dangerous foe rather than
uncertain friend. The latter option would obviously be disastrous from Pakistan’s point of view. In the
other post-Musharraf option, the army could retreat to the barracks and decide to exert covert power (as it
decided to do in 1988 after General Zia’s sudden exit) while enabling the MMA and PMLQ to join hands,
thereby further enlarging the ideological and religious space available to the most reactionary elements in
the country. This would be a most unstable arrangement and one that would eventually accentuate
Pakistan’s problems at home and abroad, a sort of slow rather than sudden death.
Dr Akbar Ahmed, Ibn Khaldun professor of Islamic studies at the American University, said
religiously motivated acts, including the assassinations of sectarian rivals while they were praying in
mosques were indicative of the “troublesome state of Islam” in Pakistan today. He said to understand this
violence, fundamental questions about the role of Islam in Pakistan must be addressed. The answer to
the question as to who is defining Islam in this way mirrors a historical cause-and-effect relationship that
explains the reasons behind the radical view of the religion throughout Pakistan’s domestic scene.
Dr Ahmed said Pakistan’s prominence in the Muslim world stems from its large population,
its nuclear status, its post- role in association with the United States, but most importantly from the
perception held by most of its people since the country’s creation that it is an Islamic state.
Pakistan’s creation, he added, was the result of a movement based on a clear Islamic vision and so
the people of Pakistan continue to feel responsible for defining, guiding and shaping Islam. The
fundamental question, however, for Pakistanis has been what version of Islam is real Islam. Each group has
its own definition of Islam and there is no consensus on the “final version.”
Going back into history, he said that Islam was first brought to Southeast Asia in the 8th century by
Arabs who employed the doctrine of Ijtihad to reapply and adapt the religion’s fundamental principles to
other cultures. The inherent values of empathy and compassion in Ijtihad allowed for these civilizations to
coexist, each respecting the other’s culture and traditions. Citing the example of Aurangzeb and Dara
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Shikoh, he pointed out that while one espoused an exclusivist interpretation of Islam, the other advocated a
mystical synthesis of the religion with the Hinduism. “This story represents a much larger clash within
Islam,” he added.
Dr Ahmed said the “exclusivist” approach to Islam emerges when the Pakistani society faces a
threat and is put on the defensive. The same tension, he stressed, was reflected in the Pakistan movement.
The Quaid-e-Azam, the father of Pakistan, favored the enlightened “Aligarh approach” but adopted a
more exclusivist one as the movement struggled for success. He said the exclusivist model that had
prevailed throughout Pakistani history, including today. The prevailing view in Pakistan that Islam is under
siege is crystallized by the country’s tense relationship with India, its non-Muslim neighbor. The
“inclusionist” model of Islam has almost entirely faded in terms of state and official interpretation. This
exclusivist model is marked by intolerance and strong anti-Westernism. He warned that Pakistani society
would become more and more radicalized because the population believes that Islam is under siege.
There is a belief in Pakistan amongst extremist elements that they should continue to hate and despise
India, and that strengthens the ideological foundations.
Pakistan's core problem in the past three decades has been an elusive quest for a stable political
order, in which relations amongst the political parties and between the armed forces and the political
parties are governed by certain "rules of the game”. It is the absence of these "rules of the game" that has
resulted in internecine political warfare among Pakistani politicians and parties, with a "zero sum game"
approach and a "winner takes all" outcome. As a consequence, the 1969, 1977 and 1999 military coups in
Pakistan had the support of a large section of politicians, who viewed military take-over as an easy short
cut to the removal of their rivals and paving their path to power.
Today's Pakistan is a military pretending its sponsor is a functioning state. The government shows
little sense of responsibility for the welfare of the man on the street or the woman in the field. Pakistani
identity succumbs when tribal, family, ethnic or regional rivalries come into play. The adjective "lawless"
often is used to describe the vast Northwest Frontier Province adjoining Afghanistan. Yet that territory may
be the strictest rule-of-law portion of the country -- although the law is not one of ratified constitutions, but
of Pukhtunwali, of the tribe, based upon religion and cultural traditions immune to modernity. Any foreign
businessman can attest that the "lawless" parts of Pakistan are those most evidently under control of the
government.
After , Gen. Musharraf's best chance was to recognize that Islamabad's Afghan policy had failed
dangerously and to turn his back resolutely on those who had designed it. He and his supporters needed to
purge the extremist elements that had crowded into the Inter Services Intelligence agency and, to a lesser
extent, the military. Instead, Gen. Musharraf played musical chairs at the top, while leaving the radicalized
field structures largely intact. He now heads an internally divided government, in which some elements
cooperate impressively with American counterparts, while others work to protect violent extremists and
preserve terrorist networks.
Despite his indefatigable sense of duty, the demands of his position have been too much for Gen.
Musharraf. Meanwhile, the military, the ISI, and the rest of the government are torn between the very
human anxiety to back the ultimate winner and loyalties to the state, to the institutional military, to selfperpetuating bureaucracies, to friends and allies hunted by America, to family and tribe, and to competing
visions of Islam.
Could the Pakistani government do more in the war against terror? Certainly. But the military is
terrified of breaking the long-standing patterns of doing business that have allowed the pretences of a state
to continue. The military could move forcefully into the Northwest Frontier Province and Baluchistan, but
it does not see the risk of casualties and bloody rebellion as worth taking just to please America's passing
fancy. Pakistanis remember all too well that the U.S. walked away from them before.
East of the Indus, the government is willing to pursue known terrorists -- especially if they are not
Pakistani nationals. But it has been unwilling to take a stand against the organized domestic extremists
whose avowed goal is to remake Pakistan as a strict Islamic state and who sponsor violence to achieve their
ends. All the while the mirage of a "liberated" Kashmir blinds Pakistan's leadership to the country's rational
self-interest. At present, Washington has no choice but to work -- carefully -- with Gen. Musharraf, a head
of state who insists on a sovereignty he cannot enforce over territory that continues to harbor both
international terrorists and Afghan renegades. There are no better options available to Washington than
continuing to pressure the Pakistani government behind closed doors, while avoiding any public
humiliation of a leader who, however imperfect, remains preferable to any known alternatives. On the
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crucial issue of the hot pursuit of terrorists across the Afghan border into Pakistan, the U.S. must not be
deterred, but must go to all possible lengths to maintain public deniability.
Perhaps the best for which we can hope is that Pakistan will continue to muddle through, never
quite collapsing. Incremental progress against Pakistan-based terrorists may be the best level of
cooperation we realistically can expect, given the indecisive nature of the Musharraf regime. Increasingly,
Pakistan looks like a problem that can only be contained, not solved. Finally, Washington and New
Delhi must plan for various scenarios were the current government in Islamabad to fall, if Gen. Musharraf
were to be assassinated, or, the worst case, if hostilities were to break out between India and Pakistan.
The Islamists Pakistan that nurtured, trained and armed Al Qaida is the logical outcome of partition.
Once a state was created on the basis of religion with concomitant ethnic cleansing, further Islamization
was needed. Otherwise, as General Zia said, if not Islamization, then Pakistan "might as well rejoin mother
India".
Winston Churchill, on hearing of partition and the creation of Pakistan said

"So we have had the last laugh after all"
The Legacy of Muslim Rule in India:
It took five hundred years for Muslim rule establishment (712-1206) and one hundred and fifty
years for its decline and fall (1707-1857). The benchmarks of its establishment are C.E. 712 when
Muhammad bin Qasim invaded Sind, 1000 when Mohamed of Ghazni embarked upon a series of
expeditions against Hindustan, 1192-1206 when Prithvi Raj Chauhan lost to Muhammad Ghauri and
Qutbuddin Aibak set up the Turki Sultanate at Delhi, and 1296 when Alauddin Khalji pushed into the
Deccan. The stages of its downfall are 1707 when Aurangzeb died, 1739 when a trembling Mughal
Emperor stood as a suppliant before the Persian invader Nadir Shah, 1803 when Delhi was captured by the
British, and 1858 when the last Mughal ruler was sent to Rangoon as a prisoner of the “Raj”.
For five centuries-thirteenth to seventeenth-however, most parts of India were under Muslim rule,
though with varying degrees of effectiveness in different regions of the country. But at no single point of
time was the whole country ruled exclusively by the Muslims. On the other hand the five hundred
year long Muslim rule did not fail to influence Indian political and cultural life in all its facets.
Muslim rule apart, Muslim contact with India can be counted from the seventh century itself.
Strategic thinking of Pakistan and its leadership:
A window into the strategic thinking of leadership in the last 60 years is shown in the following article by
Khalid Hasan.
Geopolitics of the British Raj was based on the concept of external and internal buffers. As the
western border becomes active, Pakistan needs to take the writ of the state to this internal buffer region. It
may be shocked to discover after fifty years that the region is not committed to the security of Pakistan and
has its own separate or separatist economic and security perceptions
It is time to change from the geopolitics of a warrior state to that of a trading nation. (Very
significant paradigm shift in thinking only time will tell) We think we can normalize relations with India
after creating a nuclear deterrence with it and encourage it to trade in the goods of our western neighbors
through us. This will be a true paradigm shift. Ironically, Pakistan's security will now hinge on the wellbeing of India's economy very Pakistani somehow knows that his country is geopolitically important.
If you ask him to elaborate he will probably say that it is well placed to communicate with the Muslim
states of Central Asia and the Middle East. But geopolitically, Pakistan must facilitate communication
between two regions to become strategically important.(This is a direct result of the pressure of the
Indo-Iran tie up and transportation corridor) That is perhaps not so clear in the Pakistani mind because it is
not a trader's mind. Its geopolitical sense is warlike, imagining benefit from breaking possible
communication between two regions for 'security'. Pakistan is important because it is a part of South
Asia abutting on Central Asia and the Gulf states. Yet, at one point in its recent history Pakistan
actually forswore its geopolitical significance by declaring that it was a Middle Eastern state.
More often, Pakistan has felt endangered by its geographic location. This fear is the legacy of
British Raj. It saw Pakistan as a kind of buffer territory between itself and the 19th-20th century Tsarist1/10/06
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Soviet advance in Central and High Asia, Afghanistan and Iran. The British Raj perception of geopolitics
was retained by Pakistan after 1947 and during the cold war. Pacts were entered into on the basis of the
theory of a Soviet pursuit of 'warm waters'. A will of Peter The Great was taken out of the archives, dusted
and applied to the expansion of Afghan-Soviet relations. Pakistan's other 'geographic' obsession on its
eastern border, namely India, prevented it from supplying military muscle to the 'warm waters' theory. It
shaped its foreign policy in such a way that its Western borders were secured through cold war
international alliances. It turned eastward and safely fought wars with India without endangering the
western front. (A weak strategy)
Neighbors as geography: Geographic determinism is not such an effective yardstick with which to
analyze strategy and foreign policy. Nations can negate the permanent determinants by creating other
'imaginative' elements of policy. One important aspect of geography is 'neighbors'; and strategies get
formulated on the basis of how nations relate to their neighbors. In history, the idea of the nation-state has
created hostile neighbors. Nationalisms got formed on the basis of 'the other' and it usually turned out to be
a neighbor. It negated such emotive factors as transnational religious feeling. In its various phases,
Pakistan has felt hostile towards India, Afghanistan and Iran. (Because the state was created out of
violence and by negating itself from the larger civilizational state)
Geography is among the 'tangibles' of strategic thinking. Size, location, climate, etc, can be factors
of advantage or disadvantage, to be exploited or overcome. Geographic factors relating to other states too
can impose permanent parameters of policy. Whether the state is insular, landlocked or littoral is supposed
to determine how it will behave. 'Spatial organization', however, worked more decisively during an earlier
phase of human civilization. Iranians did not become seafaring in contrast to Arabs because the Gulf was
deep on their coast which was studded with mountains. In modern times geography has been conquered by
technology. That is why the application of the theory of 'warm waters' to the Soviet Union was so
primitive; the theory that Americans seek to spy on China by grabbing Kashmir for themselves is
equally primitive. Geography can become intensely important in a transient phase, as in the case of postPakistan, but will subside if the state ignores its imperatives. The post- advantage against India is equally
transient.
Theory of geopolitics: Pakistani-Canadian scholar and former ambassador Muhammad Yunus in his
excellent textbook Foreign Policy: A Theoretical Introduction (OUP, 2003) has discussed geopolitics and
traced its origin as theory to Sir Halford Mackinder who thought of the globe as 'world island' with a
'heartland'. Yunus discusses the geopolitical theory under the rubric of 'neighbors' and finds it more useful
as a factor in geopolitical determinism. ('You can't choose your neighbors.') A state will subordinate all
interest to its reaction to the policies of a neighbor. While giving a more useful gloss to the geographic
dimension, it takes away its permanence. A state can change its geopolitical vision by changing the tenor of
its relations with its neighbors. There is no such thing as 'geographic destiny' or fate. A lower-riparian
state should not think of conquering the upper-riparian state to secure its rivers; it can offset the
disadvantage of the upper riparian by offering a countervailing advantage. The geopolitical aspect of
the jihad ('grab the rivers') in Kashmir therefore is untenable in modern times. (Here is the true
reason for the jihad and chenab plan)
Pakistan inherited its geostrategic vision from British Raj. This vision was embedded in the way its
territory was organized under what is today called the theory of The Great Game. As British India
struggled against what it saw as the southward expansion of the Tsarist empire, it erected buffers to avoid
getting into direct conflict. These buffers were of two kinds: the external buffer, which comprised a
neighboring state rendered partially un-sovereign; and the internal buffer as territory which was partially
administered. India saw an entire swathe of its western and north-western territory as a kind of 'first area of
engagement' with an advancing power. The populations in these partially administered regions were
obliged to fight as an irregular vanguard in return for their autonomy from the central administration.
The whole of Baluchistan and the seven federally administered tribal areas (FATA) played the role of such
'marches' and obtained in return a measure of independence from Indian sovereignty. Today, Pakistan is
confronted with problems in this 'buffer' region because its new but partially realised geostrategic
reality requires it to be completely settled within the ambit of Pakistan's sovereignty. As the western
border becomes active, Pakistan needs to take the writ of the state to this buffer region. It may be
shocked to discover after fifty years that the buffer is not committed to the security of Pakistan and
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has its own separate/separatist economic and security perceptions.
(Significant perception and the weakest point of the state.)
Military's special relationship with geopolitics: Geopolitical thinking is most useful in military strategymaking. It bestows permanence and makes training easy. It is because of the static nature of military
thinking that its separation from political thinking is not advisable. If military thinking is made permanent
through ideology or any other means of militarization of the state, the stasis of military thinking endangers
the very existence of the state. It is important that civilian statesmen ring changes in the country's
understanding of geopolitics periodically and allow the military to absorb it and reformulate its strategy.
It is in this sense of its negative permanence that Ambassador Yunus is reluctant to accord great
importance to geography as the ultimate determinant of strategy. The idea of the 'internal buffer' has
been misused by Pakistan by allowing the Baluchistan-FATA semi-administered area to continue
beyond 1947 and by using the concept in other related areas. For instance, jihad and its territory of
low-intensity conflict was employed as a kind of confliction 'buffer' with India much the same way as the
British Raj used the warlike tribes of the northwest. There is some evidence that warlike Sipah Sahaba,
with its early funding from the Arabs in Rahimyar Khan, was sought to be used as a confliction buffer
against India along the Rajasthan border.
Pakistan's geopolitical straitjacket: By being Indo-centric, Pakistan's foreign policy has acquired a fixed
geopolitical identity. (The monkey trap) Pakistani nationalism has prevented this geopolitical compulsion
from changing. This nationalism has made certain that Pakistan's army remain a crucial part of geopolitical
thinking; in turn, the Pakistan army has contributed profoundly to the composition of the Pakistani
worldview. It was a gradual militarization of the civilian mind in Pakistan that kept the country's
geopolitics intact. Because of lack of timely change, the policy collapsed in the mid-1900s. Failures of
policy are usually reflected in the global and regional isolation of the state. Isolation as punishment is built
into the post Second World War collective security system requiring that nations unwilling to accept
punishment avoid isolation. That in essence is also the nature of international law as evolved in the UN
Security Council.
In the post cold war period Pakistan was most challenged to alter its geopolitical perceptions. The western
regions of Pakistan took on a new significance which Pakistan ignored. The 'internal buffer' which
depended so much on the cold war support from the western bloc underwent a change in its identity
without the strategic elite in Islamabad taking any notice of it. In 1991, after the break-up of the Soviet
Union, Pakistan woke up partially and fitfully to the economic significance of the region of Central Asia.
One must take note of Islamabad's effort to perceive Pakistan's interest in economic terms in the shape of
the agreements it reached with the newly independent states of Central Asia in the early 1990s. It dreamed
of gas pipelines running across Afghanistan and across the 'internal buffer' territories inside Pakistan.
But pipelines to where? The geopolitics of Pakistan's India policy overcame this brief period of fantasy.
Geopolitics was used to start a low-intensity conflict in Kashmir which depended even more on 'exemption'
from the writ of the state awarded to the 'non-state actors' of jihad. What was awarded to the 'internal
buffers' of FATA and Baluchistan in the past was now given to virtually all cities where the jihadi outfits
formed their jihad hinterlands. A new geopolitical realization had also dawned: that Pakistan's location was
not so much of economic benefit as of military advantage. Militias were used not only to engage in lowintensity conflict with India but also to destabilize neighboring states where Pakistan sought influence in
competition with India and, for some time, Iran.
A difficult paradigm shift: It is the failure of military geopolitical thinking that the UN Security Council
resolution 1373 was imposed on Pakistan under Chapter Seven of the UN Charter in the aftermath of . In
other words, it is the failure of the permanently imposed Indo-centric policy that has brought us to the
juncture of considering a paradigm shift. We are now poised to seek a different kind of 'strategic depth' to
the west of the country. We have revived the early-1900s dream of being a transit state that would play an
ancillary role to India's large regional economy and survive under an increasingly Darwinist global
economic order. We think we can normalize relations with India after creating a nuclear deterrence with it
and encourage it to trade in the goods of our western neighbors through us. Ironically, Pakistan's security
will now hinge on the well-being of India's economy. (Because the masters want it to)
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The irony is however that the paradigm shift in our geopolitical thinking has come more conclusively while
an army general is in control in Pakistan. A Pakistani still thinks that his country is geopolitically important
but he is being called upon to embrace the concept to trade instead of war. This is an unfamiliar
formulation and makes him angry. The political system, nurtured on fifty years of Indo-centric
nationalism, rejects the idea of selling Pakistani electricity to India, or seeking rent from an Iranian gas
pipeline going to India, after putting the Kashmir issue on the backburner. One wonders how far the
military itself is delinked from its old geopolitics to allow projections of conflict to be replaced by
projections of economic profit. The general has thought aloud about his 'alternative dream' and gone ahead
with the construction of Gwadar deep-sea port. Ironically he is being pulled back by the burden of the
old geopolitics and its ancillary nationalism inculcated by the paramountcy of the army in Pakistan.
(Euphemism for Baloch nationalism and separatist violence)

Pakistan and Afghanistan
Pakistan is once again poised to leave its footprints on Afghanistan's history after 9/11. What is the raison
deter of Pakistan's Afghan policy? It is assumed rather simplistically that Pakistan's drive to gain "strategic
depth" vis-à-vis India constituted the leitmotif of its Afghan policy. The plain truth is Pakistan's Afghan
policy has traditionally stood on three legs — each of which is native to Pakistani soil.
First, Pashtun Nationalism. The core issue for Pakistan was to somehow channel inchoate Pashtun tribal
sentiments within Afghanistan towards Kabul lest they meandered towards Peshawar and threatened
Pakistan's national unity. Pakistan chose to address the issue by steadily fragmenting the Pashtun tribal
communities in Afghanistan and manipulating the splinter groups. Gen. Musharraf admitted at one time
that the Taliban itself represented a formation encompassing Pashtun sentiments and it was important for
Pakistan's security to have a Pashtun-dominated regime in Kabul.
Whatever might have been Pakistan's compulsions in the 1950s and 1960s vis-à-vis Pashtun nationalism,
Pukhtoonkhwa (the demand to rename thus the North-West Frontier Province) has not resonated recently
even after 9/11. Pashtuns who account for about 10 per cent of Pakistan's population are fairly well
represented in the country's institutions. About 30 to 40 per cent of senior officers in the Pakistan army
are Pashtuns. Pashtuns have been a thriving business community. They have a stake in the Pakistani
establishment. Yet Pakistan lacked the will to effect a paradigm shift in its Afghan policy. This despite
Pakistan having allied with virtually all non-Pashtun groups within Afghanistan, and prominent figures
such as Tajik leader Burhanuddin Rabbani and Uzbek leader Rashid Dostum (who actually helped the
Taliban capture Herat in 1995), at one time or the other.

At any rate, Pakistani policy failed to work. It could not appreciate the fact that Afghanistan too was a
plural society. The churning under Communist rule and the Afghan jihad brought about an awakening
among all ethnic groups. No recipe for Afghanistan predicated on a single ethnic group's dominance would
prove durable. Hence Afghanistan political scene will always be fragmented in future.
A second aspect of Pakistan's policy was its machinations to subsume Afghan nationalism
with Islamist ideology that was alien to Afghan culture and history. This thrust predated Al-Qaeda, the
Afghan jihad and Zia-ul-Haq — it was traceable to the late 1960s. In fact, the Islamist (Muslim
Brotherhood) regrouping of Rabbani and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar in Peshawar, following the failed Islamist
uprising in Kabul in 1975, took place under President Zufikar Ali Bhutto. Bhutto looked at it as "coercive
diplomacy." But actually it is part of the larger social engineering of Islamic region carried over all parts of
the world. For Zia, the equation held infinite possibilities. He extracted several derivatives from
Afghanistan's enforced break from its cultural tradition. Islamism meshed well with Zia's domestic
agenda; it gave the much-needed verve to the covert war of the 1980s, which made Pakistan a
"frontline state" in the Cold War and, in turn, brought in huge American (and Arab) support. The
rest is history. Substantially speaking, Zia's legacy has survived. Now that President Musharraf is inviting
his countrymen to revisit nationalism in a spirit of "enlightened moderation," why should the Afghans not
be allowed similar latitude?
The third aspect of Pakistan's policy followed from the above parameters. Pakistan came to
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regard Afghanistan over the years as an excusive "operational" theatre for its security agencies.
Civil society was exorcised from the Pakistan-Afghan calculus; a policy that was single-mindedly geared
to installing through force a subservient regime in Kabul.
History of the sub-continent Muslims:
Muslims in India have been an exceptionally fortunate minority throughout for most of their
history. For large phases in the last thousand years, most of the subcontinent was ruled by a variety of
Muslim nobility, enabling the community to exist with a sense of security that is extremely rare for
minorities. In fact, the word `minority' itself is a comparatively modern term. For Muslims never saw
themselves as a `minority' under, say, the Mughal empire, just as the Christians never felt oppressed or
discriminated under British or Portuguese rule.
During the Muslim rule belonging to Islam was a great cementing force, and, whatever the color of
the skin, all Muslim nobles tried to feel as one, as belonging to the ruling elite, as searching for exotic
roots. It was aristocratic on the part of the orthodox Muslim to feel that he was in India, but not of it. He
dare not strike his roots deep into the native soil. He must import traditions, language and culture. His civil
and criminal law must be derived from the writings of jurists and the decisions of judges in Baghdad and
Cairo. The Muslim in India was an intellectual exotic; he considered it infra dig to adapt himself to his
environment. This concept of importing everything from outside created a perception among the elite that
there is nothing worthwhile from India. Similar feeling was created that everything good in modern India is
due to the influence of the outside.
Right through the Muslim rule, low origin foreigners used to come as individuals and in groups to
seek employment in India. Writing about the foreign element in the Mughal nobility in seventeenth century
Bernier says “the Omarahs mostly consist of adventurers from different nations who entice one another to
the court; and are generally persons of low descent, some having been originally slaves, and the majority
being destitute of education. The Mogul raises them to dignities, or degrades them to obscurity; according
to his own pleasure and caprice.” W.H. Moreland, however, does not consider all foreign immigrants as of
low descent. He says that in Mughal India “there were huge prizes to be won… and one need not wonder
that the service should have attracted to the court the ablest and most enterprising men from a large portion
of Western Asia.” High and low, foreign and Indian, the Muslim nobles after all belonged to one and the
same cadre, and they tried to come closer together. On the one hand, foreign Muslims used to become
locals after the lapse of a few generations. Bernier writes “the children of the third and fourth generation
(of Uzbegs, Persians, Arabs and Turks)… are held in much less respect than the new corners.” On the other
hand, the low-born Indian Muslim became elitist with rise in economic status.
In order to provide suitable legitimacy to their claims of social superiority, medieval Indian ashraf
scholars wrote numerous texts that sought to interpret the Quran to suit their purposes, thus effectively
denying the Qumran’s message of radical social equality. Pre-Islamic Persian notions of the divine right of
kings and the nobility, as opposed to the actual practice of the Prophet and the early Muslim community,
seem to have exercised a powerful influence on these writers. A classical, oft-quoted example in this regard
is provided by the Fatawa-i -Jahandari, written by the fourteenth century Turkish scholar, Ziauddin
Barani, a leading courtier of Muhammad bin Tughlaq, Sultan of Delhi. This text is the only known
surviving Indo-Persian treatise exclusively devoted to political theory from the period of the Delhi
Sultanate. The Fatawa-i Jahandari shows Barani as a fervent champion of ashraf supremacy and as
vehemently opposed to the ajlaf. In appealing to the Sultan to protect the ashraf and keep the ajlaf firmly
under their control and submission he repeatedly refers to the Quran, from which he seeks to derive
legitimacy from his arguments. His is not a rigorous scholarly approach to the Quran, however, for he
conveniently misinterprets it to support the hegemonic claims of the ashraf, completely ignoring the
Qumran’s insistence on social equality. In the process, he develops a doctrine and social vision for the
ideal Muslim ruler, which, in their implications for what Barani calls the ‘low-born’, are hardly different in
their severity than the classical Hindu law of caste as contained in the Manusmriti, the Brahminical law
code.
Historically the majority of Muslims, originally low-caste Hindus, affected a superiority complex,
especially in Northern India. They feared being falling down into the vast assimilative sea of Hindudom
surrounding them wherein they will be at the bottom of social heap. May be they would be punished for
former uppishness and for real or imagined wrongs. That explained their demonstrative adherence to Islam,
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which is what distinguished them from Hindus. Their religious exhibitionism and a superiority complex led
to emphases on differences with Hindus and regarding themselves as rulers' kith and kin deserving
privileges and safeguards -- the leitmotif of pre-independence Indian Muslim politics.
It is said that saint-worship among Muslims is a practice unique to India. Dargahs of Sufis, real or
figurative, are found all over the country and Muslims flock to them in large numbers. It is a legacy of
medieval times. One reason for this can be that most Indian Muslims are converted Hindus, who, when
their places of worship were converted into (khanqahs and later) dargahs, did not give up visiting
them. For instance, at the most holy dargah of Sheikh Muinuddin Chishti, the Sandal Khana mosque is
believed to have been built on the site of a Dev temple. The other is that stories of miracles of saints give a
hope and a chance to people to obtain fulfillment of their desires. Hence besides Muslims, a few Hindus
also resort to such shrines.
After the fall of Moghul rule there was uneasiness among the Indian Muslims regarding their status
and their position under the infidels. The Europeans were expanding trade and taking political control of
the country. They considered that they are not a minority in the periphery of the Islamic region like
heartland of Ottoman Empire but at the core culture of the civilized world and felt vulnerable.
Had they lost touch with their roots? The Sufi thinker Shah Valli-Ullah (1703-62) believed that the answer
lay in Sirhindi's position, and his views would continue to influence the Muslims of India well into the
twentieth century. Ahmad Sirhindi (d. 1625): Sufi reformer who opposed the pluralism of the Moghul
emperor Akbar influenced WaliUllah. Shah expressed the new embattled vision, and as Muslims felt their
power slipping away in other parts of the world and experienced similar fears about the survival of Islam,
other philosophers and reformers would reach similar conclusions. First Muslims must unite, bury their
sectarian differences with one another and present a united front against their enemies. The Shariah must
be adapted to meet the special conditions of the subcontinent, and become a means of resisting
Hinduisation. It was essential for Muslims to retain the upper hand militarily and politically. So
concerned was he, that Shah WaliUllah even supported the disastrous Afghan attempt to revive Muslim
power. A defensive strain had entered Muslim thinking, and this would continue to characterize
Islamic piety in the modern world.
The Pakistani perception of their history and Muslim rule has a different angle.
During the course of the conversation with JN Dixit the ambassador to Pakistan , Gohar Khan FM
proceeded to give a holistic analysis of the sub continental history.
•
Partition of India was inevitable as the minimal solution to the Hindu-Muslim relations.
•
Muslims had ruled India for nearly a thousand years and that they could not stay in unified India
as a minority.
Partition not only geographically conformed to the religious affiliations of Muslims and Hindus,
•
but it affirmed the basic difference in the nature of the Hindu, Muslim populations.
•
Muslims are religiously committed, war like and aggressive and not given to softness and
compromises
•
Hindus were exactly opposite submissive, maneuvering and clever.
Even the flora and fauna had a linkage with Partition. While East and West Pakistan had tigers,
•
wild boars, leopards, bulls etc. India had bison, nilgai, gazelle and deer most of which are
vegetarian and natural prey to the former.
•
The momin (Muslim faithful) had profound capacity to struggle
•
If he lost his life, he became a shaheed and if he won he became a gazi.
The Jamaat-i-Islami's deep roots :
The party was founded in 1941 in British India in Lahore by Syed Abul Ala Maududi (1903-79).
Maududi was not a traditional cleric, he was editor of a daily newspaper and all his knowledge of religion
was acquired from reading books, rather than studying at a seminary. He hailed from an elite spiritual
family in Delhi, and his real contribution was his discovery of several philosophical concepts and terms in
the Koran that gave birth to the present Islamic movements and their radical thought, which rejects
traditional Islam and challenges Western capitalism, as well as socialism.
On hindsight the creation of JI and Maududi working with Alamma Iqbal was a product of British
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social engineering of Islam in the sub-continent. The idea was that after partition the rest of the country
would be broken and they would all come under the influence of Islam and JI would be ready with the
doctrine of Islam for the people of the sub-continent.
To begin with, Maududi did not accept Islam as a religion - a term used by traditionalists in all
societies, whether Christian, Jew or Muslim, when referring to divine guidance. Instead, Maududi
introduced the Koranic term addin (the way of life). The Koran, he argued, never used din (way of life)
alone. Whenever the Koran speaks about Islam it calls it addin .
This conceptualization helped Maududi separate Islam from its traditional concepts, which only
dealt with matters like rituals, appearances - wearing beards and caps - etc. He presented Islam on a much
broader canvas in which socio-economic and political systems are all interlinked with Islam itself. He
debunked the system of education in Islamic seminaries as well as in modern schools, advocating instead a
system of education where all faculties, including the sciences and engineering, co-related with "the way of
life". He started debate in his magazine Tarjumanul Koran with contemporary intellectuals on the concepts
of civilization and related them to the evolution of human thought and ideas and "the way of life", rather
than to the study of human races and their habits.
Pulling all of his ideas together, he declared Islam a "movement" which struggles (jihad) to enforce
"the way of life". For Maududi, an Islamic state is a blessing for all irrespective of religion, caste and race
under "the way of life". Later, Maududi translated the Koran with an accompanying commentary, as if
presenting it as the manifesto of a revolutionary movement.
At this time, the middle of the 20th century, such presentation of Islam was highly unpopular and
rejected in traditional circles. But traditional clerics were not Maududi's target audience. Rather, he wanted
to address Western-educated people, which he did, in effect presenting an Islam parallel to theories of the
time, such as Marxism and capitalism. His address was on the people in the region who have a long history
of way of life in the form of Hinduism.
Maududi's ideas began to take root in Pakistan's elite class from the very inception of the nation in
1947, when it was carved out of British India, and steadily spread further across the social spectrum. This
was separate from the development of the JI's structures. In other words, at the beginning there was a
twofold spread of Maududi's thoughts: through the growth of the JI as a defined organization, and
infiltration into intelligentsia circles and beyond.
The mother of international Islamic movements:
The Muslim Brotherhood was founded in Egypt in 1928, 13 years before the JI, by Hasanal Bana,
who also presented Islam as a system, but he did not have the conceptualization to attract many educated
people. These new presentation of Islam after the fall of Ottoman empire was well orchestrated by the
British in their long term goal of creating a monolithic religion which could be directed by them.(The
Future of Islam - Blunt)
Thus, by the late 1940s, Maududi's ideas had fully penetrated the Muslim Brotherhood's literature.
Books written by the most popular Muslim Brotherhood ideologue, Syed Qutub, show clear inspiration
from Maududi. The Egyptian government objected to Pakistan in the 1960s for instigating trouble in Egypt
when a prominent Brotherhood member, Saeed Ramadan al-Misri, visited the JI's Lahore headquarters to
learn how to integrate the revolutionary structure of the Brotherhood into mainstream national politics, like
the JI.
Similarly, the JI exported the same political restructuring and ideas to Iran. The ideologue of the Iranian
revolution of 1979, Dr Ali Shariati, shows his complete inspiration from Maududi in his writings. So, too,
the leader of the revolution, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, called Maududi an imam.
How Pandora's box will open
The JI has always operated as a mainstream political party within the law of the land. This message
was passed on and emphasized to other Islamic movements in the Arab world, especially in Egypt, where
splinter groups emerged to work as underground organizations to topple the government. A late JI leader,
Khurram Jah Morrad, was once stationed in London, where he tried to disengage the splinter groups from
their activities and induce them to join the mainstream Muslim Brotherhood.
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During one of Maududi's messages delivered on a visit to the US, where his son was employed as a
hospital doctor, exiled leaders of international Islamic movements held big gatherings, where Maududi was
invited to speak. A collection of these lectures is available in book form, and they show a complete
condemnation of underground movements, and in a muted way Maududi instructed the participants to
bring about changes from within the state, or in other words, become pro-establishment.
"Islam is an open message. I request you with my heart for the sake of Allah, don't indulge yourself
in underground organizations. It brings enormous complications in which the real message of Islam is lost
and it is quite contrary to the Prophet's way of life. No matter how much oppression, executions come your
way, don't indulge in underground organizations."
In this manner, an apparent radical organization such as the JI became part and parcel of the
Pakistani establishment.
Its first real opportunity for this came in 1971 when India and Pakistan became embroiled over East
Pakistan, where the Pakistan army had no local roots. The JI extended its help, thereby establishing the first
nexus between the JI and the Pakistani army, which appeared in the shape of militias like al-Badr and alShams, which fought side-by-side with the Pakistan army against the Bengali rebellion and Indian
invasion.
Future of Pakistan:
Pakistanis have been debating their future. After 9/11 there has been renewed debate.
One such discussion is IMAGES OF PAKISTAN'S FUTURE by Sohail Inayatullah*
. The Return of the Ideal and the Search for Identity
The original image of Pakistan was that of a safe heaven and haven for muslims: safe from
both the Hindus of the east and later on from the Jews of the west (in Israeli and American forms). It
was derived--at least in its popular myth--as the territory wherein muslims would not be oppressed by the
Hindus of India. While Jinnah's intent may have been political power (a share in the action when India was
to be divided) for the Muslim League and later the creation of a secular state, it quickly became a state for
muslims of muslims. Pakistan's self image was to a large degree defined by India. India has been the enemy
that gives unity. Even after three devastating wars, military strategists still believe that Pakistan can defeat
India. In this view, India has many gods, is bent on destroying Pakistan (the empirical evidence of the
Bangladesh war), has nuclear weapons and is allied with godless Russia. But would Pakistan retain
any sense of its identity without India since Pakistan knows itself through the other of India? Indeed,
is Pakistan but not-India. India has survived thousands of years with and without Muslim domination, but
Pakistan is still struggling to complete a half-century, to imagine itself as a nation, to find a coherent self.
This image exists in many ways outside our earlier dimensions in that internal identity is more
important than external reality. The image is that we reside in the land of the Pure, the place where
there is no threat from the outside, wherein the purity of Islam can flourish. Other variables such as
the type of political economy, culture and geo-politics are less important. The moral dimension of
Islam is central.
Questions that arise from this view is: has Pakistan achieved this level of purity? Some Muslim
scholars argue that each Islamic nation attempts to recover the polity of the initial Islamic state, the ideal of
the original promise of the time of the Prophet--the revolution had occurred, prophecy had been delivered,
the rightly guided caliphs ruled, and there was social justice and economic growth in Arabia. This ideal is
then the image of the future for Pakistan; this is the time of partition when there was promise in the
air, a great deal had been achieved through sacrifice, the British and the Hindus had been thrown
back, and the Quid lived. The image of the future then is a return to a time of hope and dreams; of victory
over struggles and of purity, before the politicians in the form of the military and the landlords co-opted the
future. In this sense this image of the future is a search for an ideal past, a mythic past.
But while this image may be glorious, revisionist historians point out that the birth of Pakistan was
already steeped in power politics, in feudal domination: there was never any purity to speak of, to begin
with. If this is true then perhaps what is needed is a re-imagination of Pakistan. A search for a new
vision, a new purpose that makes sense of the last forty years of frustration and creates real visions
of the future not dreams based on a past that is but a lie. This re-imagination task could occur through
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a democratic process of collective future envisioning or it could come from the words or images of great
artists or others marginal to the present established power structure. But while we await this reimagination of the future, in the meantime the present disintegrates.
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Chapter 16

PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE ON INDIANS
"The greatest weapon of the oppressor is the mind of the oppressed" Steve Biko

Indians as a race and a region have been subjected to some of the large scale social
engineering and psychological changes ever attempted in the last 150 years.
India and Indians are a target of psychological attack for a long time and even upto five decades or
more (100 years) during the British rule. Mughals being of an unscientific bent of mind snubbed Indian
thought of experimentation and inquiry. British complimenting Mughals, practiced their rule in a disguise
of outsiders who wanted to become a part of India. However with more cruelty and cunningness! British
and other Europeans, seeing the foundation laid for their rule, moulded "INDIA" to the tune of their
imperialistic ideas. Turning themselves into cultural tutors they demeaned everything that was Indian.
British being most strong, occupied a central position in this process. Indians just continued to fall into the
trap, which British wanted it to fall into. Uneducated and backward India was charmed by the sudden
advent of European materialist glitter. Overwhelmed by observing the lifestyle of comfort and pomp,
Indians were mesmerized by a false idea of an ideal living. Further, being unable to emulate there own
distant past of glory and pride translating it to prosperity, due to ignorance spread through slavery, Indians
had only one thing to look forward to. And that was whatever British had to offer them, from the platter of
their economic and scientific might. The state of Indians was like that of a prince who had lost the memory
of who he actually was. From this point onwards we could see the great changes taking place in Indian
culture. These changes are the ones which have effectively engineered the way the 21st century Indian
thinks, acts and perceive things. Britons not only they divided India manipulating religious emotions of
people, but they also hollowed Indian culture by flushing out Indian values replacing them by there
own, under the garb of society reformers.
By controlling information and people who control them colonial powers could control large
countries. After Independence the information inside India about the world and international relations were
controlled by outside agencies of western countries and elite inside India. The destiny and the direction of
any nation can be controlled by the control of information flowing inside that country and society. Indian
elite was a victim of this plan and continued to be manipulated even after independence for more than 50
years.
After Independence; media, social groups and NGO are the tools used to change the perception of
Indians and the surrounding world. Indian media and social scientists voluntarily worked under the
direction of pre-colonial master such as UK and USA and were doing the projects setup by the masters.
Indian social scientists came under the heavy influence of the western universities and think tanks since
they were the most valuable to the major powers. The media elite and editors again were subject of
influence since any outside information was controlled by the major powers during the cold war. Since
Indians did not have any previous narration of other races and land such as in Europe and Islam the
information on those regions were controlled by outside powers. Any information about other countries
and their civilization were completely controlled by the western powers inside India with the help of the
westernized elite. Indian media and movies became the tool for social engineering especially after 1974.
If you were a nation intent on bringing down a powerful rival whose philosophy, as originally
founded, was strong and entirely opposite from your own—a country that you would not want to confront
militarily from the outside—how would you go about it? The answer is simple—help them destroy
themselves from the inside. Although taking longer than a military victory and thus requiring the patience
of the East( even several centuries), the destruction would be just as effective if not more so. Western
countries are willing to wait as long as possible for the destruction of a rival or potential one such as India
or China. When you destroy from within, you do it by using that country's own people, no blood is spilled
in combat and the physical infrastructure is left undamaged.
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In any country, there are but a few key areas that determine how the citizens of that country mature,
live, and develop their beliefs. These are the focal points that must be attacked. In his book, On
War,Clauswitz referred to this concept of identifying and then focusing on a few select points as attacking
the center of gravity.
The center of gravity is that key element, which if controlled or destroyed, would most hurt a bigger
opponent and thus is the critical factor to achieving the objective. In this case, when taking control of or
destroying a country from within, the key is to attack and control the mind of the inhabitants—the rival
must shape the way people view life and the values upon which their life is based. Shape the mind and you
control their direction. Control their direction and opponent can lead them down a pathway to hell for self
destruction.
Rajiv Malhotra says: Intellectual freedom is as fundamental to the long term success of a
civilization as is svaraj in the political and financial areas. Therefore, it is important to ask: whose way
of representing knowledge will be in control? It is the representation system that defines the metaphors and
terminology, interprets what they mean in various situations, influences what issues are selected to focus
on, and, most importantly, grants privileges by determining who is to control this marketplace of ideas. As
an implicit body of standards, a representation system disguises a meta-ideology – the substratum of
contexts on which specific ideologies emerge and interact. It includes the language used and the unstated
frames of reference, and acts as the subliminal filter through which positions are constructed and their fate
negotiated.
A people without their own representation system, in a worst case scenario, get reduced to being
intellectual consumers looking up to the dominant culture. In the best case scenario, they could become
intellectual producers, but only within the representation system as defined and controlled by the dominant
culture, such as has happened recently with many Indian writers in English.
During colonial period mental colonialism was brought about over the minds of native Indians.
Ashis Nandy summarizes how this mental colonialism was brought about: Colonialism colonizes minds in
addition to bodies and it releases forces within colonized societies to alter their cultural priorities once and
for all…. Particularly, once the British rulers and the exposed sections of Indians internalized the colonial
role definitions….the battle for the minds of men was to a great extent won by the Raj.
The repetitious use of a given representation system eventually leads to a widely accepted set of
“essences,” as stated by Friedreich Nietzsche: “The reputation, name, and appearance, the usual measure
and weight of a thing, what it counts for -- originally almost always wrong and arbitrary -- grows from
generation unto generation, merely because people believe in it, until it gradually grows to be a part of the
thing and turns into its very body. What at first was appearance becomes in the end, almost invariably, the
essence and is effective as such.”
Therefore, control over the representation of knowledge is analogous to control over the operating
system of computers: representation systems are to competing ideas what operating systems are to
computer applications. Control over this platform, especially its invisible standards and rules, is of
strategic consequence. This is the most important center of gravity which keeps the entire civilization
colonized perpetually such as India. The state structure and education is used to perpetuate the
standards and rules within the country.

One of the center of gravity targeted is to shape current truth and control the media:
Most people absorb what they know about life from the major media centers these days. The media
paints the picture for all to see. If that picture constantly distorts the truth, lies become accepted as truth,
i.e. tell enough lies repeatedly and soon those lies are accepted as fact. Spin and concoct, distort and
influence using the public platforms we know as television, radio and print and you can influence, sway
and control the mind of the vast majority of a population in any subject area you choose—to include pitting
one group against another in order to foment internal discord. This is a much easier task if many have
become lazy, unthinking and apathetic.
The chief characteristic of a country witnessing slavery is its shattered self-esteem and its tarnished
self-image. A mirror, which is shattered, does not accommodate a pretty picture. It alters your reality into
an illusion. For the last 1,000 years, the life of an Indian has been nothing but a delusion. The horizon of
his thought veiled into shallow limitations of a slave mind. History of modern India has been thus, a very
dark one. There is probably no other country in the world where it has become a national pastime among
its educated class in India to denigrate its own culture and history, however great. When great
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archaeological discoveries of India’s past are found, for example, they are not a subject for national pride
but are ridiculed, as if they represent only the imagination of backward chauvinistic elements within the
culture.
There is probably no other country where the majority religion, however enlightened, is ridiculed,
while minority religions, however fundamentalist, are doted upon. The majority religion is taxed and
regulated while minority religions receive tax benefits and have no regulation. While the majority religion
is carefully monitored and limited as to what it can teach, minority religions can teach what they want,
even if anti-national or backward in nature. Books are banned that offend minority religious sentiments but
praised if they cast insults on majority beliefs.
Yet the irony is that rather than embracing its own great traditions, the modern Indian psyche
prefers to slavishly imitate worn out trends in Western intellectual thought like Marxism or even to write
apologetics for Christian and Islamic missionary aggression. Though living in India, in proximity to
temples, yogis and great festivals, most modern Indian intellectuals are oblivious to the soul of the land.
They might as well be living in England or China for all they know of their own country. They are isolated
in their own alien ideas as if in a tower of iron. If they choose to rediscover India it is more likely to occur
by reading the books of Western travelers visiting the country, than by their own direct experience of the
people around them.
Just as Europe is turning inwards, America is turning towards Asia after 9/11. One of the
consequences of the latter will be the influx of thousands of American scholars, backed by their
millions of dollars, into the Asian intellectual scene. Should this happen, which seems likely, Asia and
India would be drowned by the sheer size, if not the quality, of the outpour of studies on Asia.
Within a very short time, they will have succeeded in defining the terms of any social enquiry.
Dr. Balagangadhara, S.N. says:

“Colonialism is not merely a process of occupying lands and extracting
revenues. It is not a question of encouraging us to ape the western countries in
trying to be like them. It is not even about colonizing the imaginations of a people
by making them dream that they too will become 'modern', developed and
sophisticated. It goes deeper than any of these. It is about denying the colonized
peoples and cultures their own experiences; of making them aliens to themselves;
of actively preventing any description of their own experiences except in terms
defined by the colonizers. The European culture mapped on to itself aspects from
the Indian culture so as to understand the latter. These mappings, in the form of
explanations, have taken the status of frameworks to us. Liberalism, Marxism,
secularism, etc. have become our mantras: we chant these without understanding
them in the hope that if we do so long enough and sufficiently loud, the fruits will
be ours to enjoy. However, in this process, we have assumed (without quite
realizing what we are doing) that the European cultural experience is the
'scientific' framework for us to understand our own culture. However, this very
assumption prevents us from accessing our own culture and experience. We are
busy denying our experiences while futilely busy trying to make alien experiences
our own.”
Another form of propaganda to shape the views of Indians is the disguised propaganda. Here the
the media is used to show that it is pro-Indian but it keeps demoralizing the Indians with the kind of news
such as failure, disaster etc. India was a target of this disguised deception for a long time since the English
media has been under the control of the western interest from the 70s. Disaster such as earthquake in 2001,
political assassinations are magnified to bring down the morale of the nation. The decade of the late 70s
and 1980s was a period of maximum negative propaganda with Bofors scandal being the height of the
demoralizing propaganda.
The thinking process and debate are moulded in such a way that most Indian elite think small and
have a narrow world view. This conditioning of the mind has been going on for several generations from
the colonial period. A few years ago, in a talk in Delhi, the Head of Atomic Energy of South Korea made a
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telling observation. “We are a small country,” he said, “but think big. You, on the other hand, are a large
country but think small.” By the control of the Indian thought process the west have controlled the
ambition and drive of the Indian elite and in the process the Indian state.

Second Center of Gravity- To shape the political philosophy/ideology, infiltrate the
government:
Whenever and wherever possible place those sympathetic to your philosophy into office at all
levels—the higher, the better—so they can sway the direction of the country within every function of
government, promising solutions and benefits for all. In such a way you can tilt legislation toward
incrementally increasing the control of and dependency on government—a government that you are
shaping. You can also use this approach to weaken the military through massive cuts coupled with over
extension, thus degrading force morale. A country without a strong military is like a bull without horns or a
tiger without claws—defenseless and vulnerable.
Political parties in India see gaining power as a means of amassing personal wealth and robbing the
nation. Political leaders include gangsters, charlatans and buffoons who would stop short at nothing to gain
power for themselves and their coteries. Even so-called modern or liberal parties resemble more the courts
of kings, where personal loyalty is more important than any democratic participation. Once they gain
power politicians routinely do little but cheat the people for their own advantage. Even honest politicians
find that they cannot function without some deference to the more numerous corrupt leaders who often
have a stranglehold on the bureaucracy. Should a decent government come to power, the opposition
pursues pulling it down as its main goal, so that they can gain power for themselves. The idea of a
constructive or supportive opposition is hard to find. The goal is to gain power for oneself and to not allow
anyone else to succeed. In short, opposition does not provide criticism or policy options, but plays a
destructive role by destabilizing the government and obstructing its functioning. Modern Indian politicians
appear more like colonial rulers and their agents looting their own country, following a divide and rule
policy, to keep the people so weak that their power cannot be challenged. Corruption exists almost
everywhere and bribery is the main way to do business in nearly all fields. India has an entrenched
bureaucracy that resists change and stifles development, just out of sheer obstinacy and not wanting to give
up any control.
Politicians divide the country into warring vote banks and place one community against another.
They offer favors to communities like bribes to make sure that they are elected or stay in power. They
campaign on slogans that appeal to community fears and suspicions rather than create any national
consensus or harmony. They hold power based upon blame and hatred rather than on any positive
programs for social change. They inflame the uneducated masses with propaganda rather than work to
make people aware of real social problems like overpopulation, poor infrastructure or lack of education.
To further their ambitions Indian politicians will manipulate the foreign press to denigrate their opponents,
even if it means spreading lies and rumors and making the country an anathema in the eyes of the outside
world. Petty conflicts in India are blown out of proportion in the foreign media, not by foreign journalists
but by Indians themselves seeking to use the media to score points against their own opponents in the
country. The Indians who are responsible for the news of India in the foreign press spread venom and
distortion about their own country, perhaps better than any foreigner who dislikes the culture ever could.
There is probably no other country where regional, caste and family loyalties are more important
than the national interest. Political parties exist not to promote a national agenda but to sustain one region
or group of people in the country at the expense of a whole. Each group wants as big a piece of the national
pie as it can get, not realizing that the advantages it gains means deprivation for other groups. Yet when
those who were previously deprived gain power, they too seek the same unequal advantages that causes
further inequality and discontent.
India’s affirmative action code is by far the most extreme in the world, trying to raise up certain
segments of the population regardless of merit, and prevent others from gaining positions however
qualified they may be. In the guise of removing caste, a new casteism has arisen where one’s caste is more
important than one’s qualifications either in gaining entrance into a school or in finding a job. People view
the government not as their own creation but as a welfare state from which to take the maximum personal
benefit, regardless of the consequences for the country as a whole.
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Third Center of Gravity -To shape future generations and control the schools:
Incrementally indoctrinate the children with principles that are sympathetic to alien philosophy so
that their world view becomes distorted. Make future generations weak in mind, body and spirit. Avoid
teaching children the basic facts about their own history, constitution or rights. Teach them that natural
aggression is wrong and docile submission is right. Teach them that any basis of a moral foundation, like
the principles of religion, is a weakness to be avoided in the name of freedom and also redefine the concept
of patriotism to support your views such as secularism. Teach them to cast off old values in the interest and
name of sensitivity—after all, we wouldn't want to selfishly offend anyone with our old fashioned or
traditional beliefs now would we?
Maculay plans for civilizing the natives so that a class of people is created who think and do exactly
like their masters. His words were to this effect: I propose that we replace her (India) old and ancient
education system, her culture, for if the Indians think that all that is foreign and English is good and
greater than their own, they will lose their self-esteem, their native self-culture and they will become what
we want them, a truly dominated nation.
In the middle of the 1857 uprising, the Governor-General Lord Canning wrote to a British official :
As we must rule 150 millions of people by a handful (more or less small) of Englishmen, let us do it in the
manner best calculated to leave them divided (as in religion and national feeling they already are) and to
inspire them with the greatest possible awe of our power and with the least possible suspicion of our
motives.
The aim of the western nations from the 1880 was to inspire ‘awe’ of the western power among the
Asian nations including India and make sure that the natives are mentally subjugated by manipulating the
news and information they receive about the world. Form 1880 till the WWII the western nations held a
strong influence on the elite of most of the colonized countries. After WWII the western nations influenced
the education system of the elite of India with the help of pre independence western educated Indians so
that they can continue to have future generation with the same world view as their elite forefathers. The
perpetual education system was a well designed and sophisticated system so that entire new generation of
Indians including who are yet to be born are indoctrinated with a world view favorable to western powers.
The entire class of the left leaning group of people in the Indian population who were educated
from the 1920s onwards in the UK and European universities and later inside the Indian education system
from 1950s are in essence the product of education designed by the UK policymakers. This groups
variously called as secular, socialists, leftists or communists represent a uniquely educated class of people
of India in the 20th century who created trans-national relationships and transfer of ideas for changing the
society in the home country. They were also influenced systematically by the western institution during the
revolution period and war period in Europe and also events before and during the cold war so that their
discourse and debates and education were monitored and influenced according the strategic needs of the
western powers. India was one such country which had a large number of influential elite people who came
under the direct influence of the western institutions and who controlled the education, political philosophy
and the media of the home country.
A select group of Indian leftists came to control academic institutions of national importance after
independence and invented a course of Indian history of their choice and also in line with a thought process
which the western intellectual wanted them to. The eminent authors of history books after Indian
independence, in the true tradition of Macaulay, wanted to create a generation totally delinked from its
past. They knew that the most successful approach to demoralize a nation would be to demoralize the
young generation. That could bring about a red revolution. The best strategy would be to make them
ashamed of their past. After all, they belonged to the generations of weak, "unresisting and unchanging
people." The negationist kind of history was thrust down the throats of young Indian children for decades
together. The one perverse objective of this group of intellectuals in authority was to destroy Indian
institutions and whatever was sacred to multitudes of Indians.
Today, many in India live in a false belief that glory and charm of there lives lies in accepting ways
of the west. They believe that Indians can scale heights of cultural greatness by being puppets of western
influence. Much of this is rooted into the educations system introduced by British. When modern education
system was introduced in India, it was essentially in English. However, the British education was only a
priced possession of the elite. Slowly the ones, belonging to influential families were brought up in an
anglicized culture. This culture was further being looked upon with a sense of false pride amongst the rich
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class who wanted a tag of western glory attached to their name. These incidents lead to extreme decline in
the quality Indian languages and great cultural values, which ironically continue to influence/appeal people
of the world except Indians. Today we have English medium schools and Hindi/Regional language
medium schools in our country. And to no surprise, all the good schools fall in the category of English
medium. These are the schools that brainwash young kids into a false belief that they are better off
speaking a language and following perverted values of the west, which has no relevance to our culture.
English has unfortunately become the symbol of pride and intelligence in India. A country that seems to
have lost its way, unable to understand the real values of honesty, self-respect and integrity for ones own
culture. From the word British comes the word English and from the word English comes forth the model
of the great Indian dream, the dream to live a noble life of puppets that has a class of idiots. It is a surprise
to observe the cultural integrity of other countries like Japan, Germany, England, U.S.A and France etc.
who are much younger in their cultural traditions as compared to India. They have preserved their exploits
in the field of cultural heritage. Yet, this idea looks alien and absurd to a so-called progressive Indian mind.
The most common problem today, amongst modern day Indian population, especially the young
people is that they were all born at the time when Indian civilization was and currently is at its worst stage.
They interpreted what they saw, without being educated and trying on their own, to look into the glorious
heritage of true India. At the time when Britons came in, they exploited this situation to their advantage
and poisoned already receptive "humbled Indians of slavery" against their own culture. Trying to
understand western material might, Indians got disillusioned under the false impression that they were
emulating powers they were ruled by, in a manner of a correct living. Instead of turning our minds back to
our heritage we followed the path set by others not interested in us. India was debarred to follow the
examples set by the champions and true men of Indian culture, for they were ruled. AND the ruler tames
the ruled in the image it desires to tame.
As India became independent in the year 1947, Elite Indians gradually began to think that the
reflection of their happiness and progress could be seen on the footprints that the British had left behind.
Progress of a nation can be emulated on the model of a successful example. But, a nation need not be
sacrificed for it. The shape of a new India was herald by policymakers, Politicians and educated class, who
were anglicized in there training. They hence, lead their own culture into complete disarray, exchanging it
for an illusory perception of what they thought and continue to think, is a refined and sophisticated living.
India was a slave country. A slave mind can never think of its own. It lacks dignity, intelligent thinking,
self-respect and filters away the toil and handwork of ancients into insignificance. Therefore it is very
natural to see the way in which modern-day Indians have begun to accept this change. They learnt what
they were taught.
Through patient manipulation and clever coordination of those three centers of gravity, major
powers can, in time, weave the downfall of even the most powerful civilizations and nations, using the
citizens to orchestrate their own destruction. The ironic part is, that in just a few short generations, the
indoctrinated masses of large country like India will be convinced this trail which has been shaped for
them such as secularism is truly the enlightened path for mankind and they will unwittingly look forward to
the trip! The secular and liberal path taken up by the Indian National Congress seems to be a subversion by
the colonial rulers. West have thus taken control of a powerful future rival such as India without
firing a shot or spilling a drop of their own blood.
The ‘educated’ Indian has been de-intellectualized. His vocabulary has been forced into hibernation
by the vocabulary of the west. For him, west is the theory and India is the data. The Indian academy has
willingly entered into a receiver-donor relationship with the western academy, a relationship of intellectual
subordination. This ‘de-intellectualization’ needs to be countered and corrected by re-locating the Indian
mind in the Indian thought. The Indian educated elite has been brought up on an anti-self — more than true
to Macaulay’s cheerful submission to his sister, the educated Indian, particularly the Hindu, suffers from
such a deep loss of self respect that he is unwilling to be recognized as such. He feels, in fact, deeply
threatened by any surfacing or manifestation of the identity that he has worked so hard to, and has been
trained to reject. But it lies somewhere in his psyche as ‘an unhappy tale’, as something that is best
forgotten. It is these people wearing various garbs — liberal, left, secular, modern — who oppose, more
often than not from sheer ignorance, any attempt to introduce Indian traditions of thought in the
mainstream education system — a classic case of self-hate taking the form of mother-hate!
Given such a twisted and self-negative national psyche, can there be any hope for the country? At
the surface the situation looks quite dismal. India appears like a nation without nationalism or at least
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without any national pride or any real connection to its own history. Self-negativity and even a cultural
self-hatred abound. The elite that dominates the universities, the media, the government and the business
arenas is the bastard child of foreign interests and is often still controlled by foreign ideas and foreign
resources. It cannot resist a bribe and there is much money from overseas to feed it. Indian politicians do
not hesitate to sell their country down the river and it does not require a high price.

Psychological profile and perception about Indians and various cultures inside India:
British did the first large scale analysis of the different Indian sect and castes in India from 1881 and have
drawn their demographic and psychographics character. There has been attempt to reduce in value and
prestige the non-Muslim character with highlighting the martial character of the Muslims. After
independence the social anthropologists with leftists leanings have taken further the social engineering to
create political and social justice slogans. They have worked with western academics to change the social
scene and possibly create new political centers.
But if there is one thing that the British could not understand about Indians, it is that they live more
in the heart than in the mind. And that heart the rulers could never touch or influence, especially not with
their shallow religion or science. As for the mind, they did succeed in creating a fairly large “educated”
class, anglicized and partially Christianized, which always looked up to its European model and ideal, and
formed the actual foundation of the Empire in India.
Came Independence. If India did achieve political independence—at a terrible cost and by amputating a
few limbs of her body—she hardly achieved independence in the field of thought. Nor did she try : the
country’s so-called elite, whose mind had been shaped and hypnotized by their colonial masters, always
assumed that anything Western was so superior that in order to reach all-round fulfillment, India merely
had to follow European thought, science, and political institutions.
But subjection to Western influence does more than simply impoverish the Indian mind or wean it
away from Indian culture. It also introduces serious distortions into its thinking processes. With their clear
and bold thought, Western thinkers since the eighteenth century no doubt did much to pull Europe out of
the dark ages brought about by Christianity. But they had to take shortcuts in the process : they needed
sharp intellectual weapons and had no time to develop the qualities of pluralism, universality, integrality
native to the Indian mind and nurtured over thousands of years. Their thought was essentially divisive and
exclusive : God was on one side and the creation on another, an abyss separated matter from spirit, one was
either a believer or an atheist, either a Christian or a Pagan, either ancient or modern, determinist or
indeterminist, empiricist or rationalist, rightist or leftist. Whether one was an adept of idealism, realism,
positivism, existentialism or any of the thousand isms the Western intellect cannot live without, Truth was
parceled out into small, hardened, watertight bits, each no wider than one line of thought or one
philosophical system, each neatly labeled and set in contrast or opposition with the other. The result of
this Western obsession with divisiveness has been disastrous in India’s context.
Some of the conclusions on India such as weak Hindu society and with no social order have been
internalized inside academic discourse. Some have also concluded that the non-Muslims do not have
political consciousness and a global worldview. Non-universality of the Hindus is keeping them from
knowing the worldview since in their history there is no mention of other lands and other people. Absence
of awareness of political consciousness is used as a way to mislead the Indians. The Muslims and
Christians and communists have a global worldview and are more conscious of the world than the nonMuslims due to the immediate past history and the political nature of their civilization.
Robert Kaplan in one of his book says that during a travel he was informed in India that there is a
uniform Hindu identity which has formed recently ; which was not there before. The implication is that this
all India Hindu identity and consciousness is an unknown quantity. Their consciousness of a nation state
and their psychological behaviour model is still under research at various universities. Leftists group of
Historians [Delhi Historians/eminent historians] and social anthropologists are in the forefront of this
research supported by the western universities. One of the research topics is ’consciousness of a nation in
early India’. They have been doing research on kinship pattern and social bonding among various
communities inside India and trying to find their aspirations such as political identities and social justice.
Any group of Hindu organization, which brings in an identity in an all India basis is attacked and not given
legitimacy. The main goal is to make sure that there is no critical mass, which can develop to influence the
political center. By attacking the largest Hindu groups in media the public support to the groups are made
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weak and hence their political base is also weakened. The people who were born between 1950 and 1965
were the target of propaganda for opposing the authority during 70s. This target Indians are in the power
now after 2000.
The western analyst is contemptuous of Indians who sermonize, moralize and show righteousness.
These Indians repulse them and make the western policymakers support Pakistanis. Righteousness is
considered not appropriate in the nation state behaviour in the modern times and is considered a pretense
by other major state. This nature of the Indian state is considered as a reason for the artificial nature of the
state. Leftists inside India are the key people who have been the willing tools of change inside India and in
the mind control of the people. The leftists have studied the entire power structure and
social/psychographic structure of India and report back in their refuge in the western academic world.
The West similarly tries to control any debate on cultural ethics, using slogans of democracy and
human rights, which are only used to intimidate weak nations and conveniently ignored relative to stronger
or wealthier nations like China or Saudi Arabia . Organizations operating under the cover of human rights
are among the most aggressively alienating influences today. They function like "secular missionaries",
ignoring victims of terrorism like the Hindus, while defending the "rights" of terrorist organizations against
security forces that are compelled to take action against them.
Such groups highlight social inequalities in India , but ignore a colonial history marked by attacks on
indigenous Indic culture. The same charges of cultural backwardness have been used throughout the
colonial era to undermine the native traditions of Africa , Asia and the USA , and to justify forced religious
conversion and political domination, which is their real aim. Sometimes native intellectuals are taken in by
these Western approaches to social issues, not realizing that they are just promoting the colonial agenda of
world domination in a more covert form.
The Pentagon, the nerve centre of US strategic policy, selectively leaked a 176-page classified
document, Indo-US Military Relationship. Protocol doctrine was enunciated in the Pentagon document.
According to it, the Indians are obsessed with "protocol, with symbolic gestures. For the Indians, the act
is much more important than the substance, the theory is more important than execution; and the
tactic is more important than strategy". American leadership is suddenly making appropriate noises,
gestures, handshakes, bear hugs, all the works. They believe Indians can be taken in by gestures.
Campaigns created are aimed at creating fear and awe, a sense of insecurity that is then fanned by stories of
increasing Chinese collaboration with Pakistan. Notice the occasional references made by the American
establishment to India being an emerging superpower-it keeps Indians happy even while making the
Chinese wary. The seeds of suspicion have long been planted in the minds of the people of the two nations
that have the potential of rivaling America in every sphere of life.
Kissinger opposed even mention of the term ``new world order,'' while formulating a new world
order because he said that it presupposes a commonwealth of interests among the world's six major powers,
namely, the United States, Europe, China, Japan, Russia, and India. He explained that these major players
have different views on the nature of world order. He singled out Japan, which he forecasts will
``accelerate its subtle and relentless rearmament designed to regain control over its destiny,'' and India,
which ``is the last -vestige of the heyday of European imperialism.'' He notes that ``before the arrival of the
British, the subcontinent had not been ruled as a single political unit for millennia ... but having established
unified rule ... India has retained a finely tuned sense for domination which causes it to insist on
preeminence over all the territories controlled from New Delhi at the acme of British rule.''
Indian elite insistence of ruling the country after gaining independence with a natural boundary of
India for several millennia is not welcomed since the argument is that it does not have a precedence of
unified rule before British. This British “thinking” in ruling India is also negatively seen by Chinese
leadership.
Some observation about Indian political structure made by leftists of India is very perspective. The
power structure in India for the central government is very weak since the social order is breaking and the
current social order is not able to create a stable central authority. The leftists make fun of this and use this
to create an image of no legitimacy for the Indian government or the ruling party. This is a major point of
the leftist. They see the chaos in the political system and create an impression of illegitimacy of any
political party rule. No party other than congress party has completed its term since independence before
the NDA regime. The coalition party rule was considered a joke. This made other powers and Pakistan to
see the demise of the Indian union in 1996/97. Lalloo Yadav of Bihar does not give support for the center
and this is considered as weakening of the political structure. UP, Bihar and WB by not giving support to
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the central political structure will undermine the political union of India since they represent 38 percent of
the population of India. The leftists have noticed resentment against the centre in UP, Bihar and WB and
the political parties have used that to defeat the national parties in election. They continue to keep that
resentment boiling to exploit it.
According to the leftist the entire Hindu society really does not exist and is actually composed of
smaller groups, which are loosely connected to each other. The universality of Indian thought is denied and
hence is a subject of ridicule. Anatol Leieven (senior analyst at Brookings Institute) observes that in the
old social structures such as in Pakistan, Bihar and UP the loyalty is more towards the clan and caste than
to political./issue based reason. This has been deeply studied by the academics and social anthropologists
and gives them hope that the kinship between groups can be broken with the right incentives. The leftist
have been working on a clandestine social engineering with use of psychology and with the guidance and
support of the western governments and have been focusing on UP and Bihar with higher Muslim
population. There may be a plan to create a Indian Muslim political history to challenge the Indian state in
the long run.
Leftist use the term Functional anarchy to describe the condition in India. The reason other powers
look at India with amusement during debate within the different political parties is that this may lead to
breaking the government since the power structure is weak. Government have been broken with only one
vote of confidence. Only Congress government had a government with full five-year term of rule in the
history of India with NDA recently completing the first non-congress government.
The leftist show the weakness of Indians/Hindus/non-Hindus character using many quotes.
Roland's introductory remark at a recent NRI conference in Delhi indicated that the impact of the selfloathing taught to Indians by their colonial masters endures. He said Indian culture and Indians were
pervasively denigrated. Indians were often seen as hypocritical, deceptive, passive, dependent, effete,
superstitious, lacking in individuality and having only a collective self.
"He also finds another category of Indians, the elite and highly successful Indians and as a sample,
Indian Americans. This is what he says about them. "Today I find myself dealing with Indians, many of
who do not feel proud of their Indianness. Indian Americans represent the most affluent minority in
America, ahead of Jewish Americans and Japanese Americans. This is a statistic and not an opinion.
Indians swarm all over the Silicon Valley. Indians are recognized throughout America as technically
superior".
"And yet as a group, they lack national pride," he says. The following was quoted by PM Indira
Gandhi/( but was never aware that it was a indoctrination executed for a long time) "Indians are not proud
of their nationality as Indians. Something I realised many years ago. Something that puzzled me. I have
frequently talked to Indians of their lack of national pride, with telling results. Invariably, after making this
assertion from the lecture podium, I find myself surrounded by Indians: Engineers, scientists, doctors, even
lawyers, all asserting the correctness of my observations, `You are correct,' they will assert. `I am not
proud that I am an Indian.'" Asks Adam Osborne one American familiar with Indians, "Is India's colonial
heritage the sole reason? Who knows?" "But", says Osborne, "whatever the reasons, it is a pity.'' "
According to analysts this preoccupation with self image by Indians extends over the entire nation. PM
exalts to say after any achievements that ‘a morale booster for the scientific community’. There is deep
desire to be recognized by the west, which drives large part of the elite.
Some question still being asked by President of India APJ Abdul Kalam - Why are we, as a nation
so obsessed with foreign things? We want foreign TVs, we want foreign shirts, we want foreign
technology. Why this obsession with everything imported. Do we not realize that self-respect comes with
self-reliance?
India has always been tolerant to a fault. Indians think everything will be alright. Many people have taken
advantage of this Indian ethos and many are actively engaged in coming up with novel ways of taking
advantage while lining their own pockets, and building their own empires".
Some propaganda usually put across are:
1. India is an artificial country. It has always been small kingdoms with different languages and
cultures. Only the British colonialists united it. India will therefore fall apart in due course.
2. Indians are a weak people. They are cunning and cowardly. It is easy to intimidate them and get
what you want.
3. Indians are like jackals. They only fight when cornered. Do not worry about being attacked by
Indians.
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The common observation of India and Indians is to shame Indians about their society, history and culture.
One such view is– “I have to say ancient Indian history is a nightmare to any historian. There are no
reliable scripts, documents. The whole history is based on legends and fairy tales. What makes it worse is
there is no timeline. Most stories start with "Long time ago, there was a king...." What is amazing is how
you guys could build such a fake pride on such a fake history.
One sure thing is the so called ancient Indian civilization did create the caste system and "untouchable
people" which can only be compared with Nazi and South Africa's race separation policy. Isn't this so
inhuman, so horrible, so disgusting? Shouldn't this civilization be condemned? Shouldn't you guys feel
ashamed? You may say you are paying back to low caste people, but everybody knows it's only on paper.
Go check your neighborhood, find who's working as servant, waiter, janitor.... Aren't they almost all from
low caste? How many low caste people can go to college? How many of them have to live like a dog,
dwelling in the slum, no running water, no electricity, even no food.”
In an essay brimming with insights, A K Ramanujam (EPW 1999) cites three common observations
of the Indian way of thinking: inconsistency, an apparent inability to distinguish self from non-self,
and a lack of universality. These criticisms have been leveled not only by foreigners but by many modern
Indian intellectuals as well due to internalizing. Cultural observers like Ramanujam and Max Muller have
implied that untruthfulness amongst Indians is prevalent because of its approval by ancient behaviour
codes. Ramanujam also attributed a lack of universality in Indian thought to the same codes. While the
ancient codes contain many assertions which would be considered problematic today, lack of universality
is not one of them as far as preference for truthfulness is concerned. The only occasion wherein any of the
ancient codes prefer lies to truth is when someone's life is at stake. The quantitative prevalence of
untruthfulness in different groups can only be empirically estimated by carefully designed questionnaires
or experimentally. To minimize getting answers that the respondents will assume are expected of them, the
first investigations should deal with instances of petty untruthfulness, where the consequences are trivial.
These observations about Indians and their thinking have been used to reduce the self confidence of the
nation.
Another observation of the immigrant Indians in USA - Indians certainly do not exhibit behaviour
dictated by the sort of fraternal sentiment that immigrants originating from other countries seem to harbor
for one another in America. Not that there aren't kind hearted, good souls of Indian origin who might give
you a hand simply because they are nice people...but "networks", such as the Jews or Italians have here,
simply do not exist among Indians of all communities. It is only recently with organizations of hi-tech
professionals going out of their way to promote a feeling of pan-Indian awareness among IndianAmericans, that things have begun to change, at least on the political and media fronts.
The leftists and the academics from institutions such as JNU have continued the self-loathing of
Indians as taught by the colonial masters for the last 50 years. Sub-altern studies were basically used to
show the denigrated character of Indians and the flaws within Hindu society. Indian ‘art’ movies and books
were used to denigrate the normal Hindu society and other social problems have been blamed on
Hinduism. Recent article in National Geographic with a view on India untouchables has views to show that
Hinduism is the cause of the problem with unsubstantiated allegations.
India has, by and large, broadly, entered into a relationship of intellectual subordination. G
Balagangadhar says - The Indian academy is subordinate to the West — they are the theory and Indians are
the data. So, that is the unfortunate effect and this is self-evident when we make comparisons with what
Europe achieved through interaction with Indian studies in the nineteenth century and what we have done
with Western studies. “What is this colonizing of the mind?” What does it mean? O.K., we do not study
our own thought and study only received thought. We are uncritical receivers.
The need for Indian academic community to be recognized by the western counterpart is seen as a
weakness and a good leverage which the west can use effectively to promote only their favorite policies.
This need to be recognized by a western counterpart or associations is one form of subordination and has
been used during the cold war to select only the most sub-servient Indian intellectual. They have cultivated
generations of leftist academic community from JNU and other leading institutions that their mindshare
and thought process is mostly not in the interest of the India’s national interest. Other Indian elites in the
industries, civil service and scientific communities are also subservient to the western flattery and
approval. This is carefully used by the western policymakers to attract and change the Indian elite’s mental
framework and policymaking. An entire community of leftist and elite policymakers has been totally won
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over by the US in the last 30 years since 1970 and has become the leading policymakers in India and
control the mindshare of the elite in the media and the policy debates.
Quote form a Indian leftist - Just as the Vajpayee regime has come to believe that the Americans
can "help" it manufacture political and electoral success at home through some kind of "breakthrough" in
containing the `jehadi' violence or a quasi-membership of the United Nations Security Council — the
Opposition parties, especially the Congress, too have come to put great faith in the Americans' capacity to
re-jig our internal political equations. Sonia Gandhi's aides appear to believe that the Americans can help
(or hinder) garner "respectability" for her "leadership", which would advance her prime ministerial
ambitions. --- This constant tendency to get approval from the west/US even by the politicians to improve
their image before the home audience is seen as a weakness by the western strategist.
The modern attack on polytheism and idol worship was much more insidious than the cruder
medieval attacks. The modern attack took the form of a shaming process. Ashis Nandy, among others, has
brilliantly described the way English-educated Indians were made to feel embarrassed and ashamed of
practices such as idol worship that were labeled primitive, backward and barbarous by the self-styled
modern and enlightened rulers. The best evidence of this shaming is the way new Hindu organizations,
such as the Arya Samaj, who rightly embraced such causes as women's education and the eradication of
untouchability, felt compelled to also renounce polytheism and idol-worship. This process, which Nandy
has called "Christianizing Hinduism," was not widely successful.
Of what the English-speaking Indians think about Hinduism is deeply influenced by what scholars
in the West say about Hinduism and the policy decisions in India often rest in the hands of this class in
India, a fact too widely acknowledged to require documentation. Dependence of the English-speaking elite
of India for their knowledge of India on books published in English in the West, the work being carried on
in the Western academia on Hinduism cannot be ignored or can be ignored only at one's peril. Although the
west often accuses Indians of xenophobia, the attitude of at least the English-speaking Indians towards the
West must be described as a form of academic xenolatry. Members of the English speaking elite in India
arrive at a decision on the basis of books by Indians; they tend to base them on the books published by
Indians in the West. The result of this Western obsession with divisiveness has been disastrous in India’s
context. Her inhabitants had never called themselves “Aryans” or “Dravidians” in the racial sense, yet they
became thus segregated; they had never known they were “Hindus,” yet they had to be happy with this new
designation ; they had never called their view of the world a “religion” (a word with no equivalent in
Sanskrit), but it had to become one, promptly labeled “Hinduism.” Nor was one label sufficient: India
always recognized and respected the infinite multiplicity of approaches to the Truth (what is commonly,
but incorrectly, called “tolerance”), but under the Western spotlight those approaches became so many
“sects” almost rivaling each other.
Indians know the West as the West looks at itself. Indians study the East the way West studies
the East. Indians look at the world the way West looks at it. Indians do not even know whether the
world would look different, if Indians looked at it in a Indian way. Today, Indians are not in a
position even to make sense of the above statement. When Asian anthropologists or sociologists or
culturologists do their anthropology, sociology or culturology – the West is really talking to itself.
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Chapter 17

COLD WAR CONTAINMENT AND ELIMINATION OF COMMUNISM
1945-1968 – Chaos in US and confusion in containment of USSR. Idealist policy of the US turns to failure
in Vietnam. Assassination of Pres. Kennedy in 1963, Robert Kennedy in 1968 and Martin Luther King in
1968.
1968-1989 – long term containment of USSR and communism and propaganda against communism. Nixon
and H Kissinger actively took up a realist policy towards the spread of communism and against supporters
of USSR which includes India. Long term India policy was created after 1971 war and was accelerated
after 1975 Pokhran (POK) I atomic test.
According to John Pilger: Brezinski not long ago revealed that on July 3, 1979, unknown to the
American public and Congress, President Jimmy Carter secretly authorized $500 million to create an
international terrorist movement that would spread Islamic fundamentalism in Central Asia and destabilize
the Soviet Union. The CIA called this Operation Cyclone and in the following years poured $4 billion
into setting up Islamic training schools in Pakistan (Taliban means student) Zealot were sent to CIA
training camps in Virginia-where future Al-Qaeda members were taught sabotage skills- i.e. terrorism.
Others were trained in an Islamic school in Brooklyn. In Pakistan, they were trained by British M16
officers and trained by SAS The result quipped Brezinski, was a few stirred up Muslims meaning the
Taliban (Pilger 2002) quoted in Afzal-Khan 2002. The other target of this operation was India with a
similar outcome as the soviet union. The Indian strategy was to create sufficient momentum so that a fault
line is created first in the border in Kashmir and then wider fault line inside India with the help of
minorities.
US during the early 70s had the weakest economy compared to the western European countries. It
had to increase its deficit to fund the massive defense spending and increase its GDP over the next 25 years
to finally become the biggest economy in the world. In the same way they had a plan to contain the soviet
empire and get control over most of the countries. in their economy and strategic space. By developing
technology and having monopoly US was able to create a large lead over many advanced countries.
For specifically India US made sure that the goodwill which India had with the people of US after the
independence was reduced by the late 1980s and all India related culture in the world was in the end of the
list in popularity.

The Cold War required a Master Plan:
The Maoist-led revolution in China in 1949 triggered an intense study by the U.S. State Department
that culminated in National Security Council Directive 68 (NSC-68) being presented to President Truman
on April 16, 1950. Although it was not signed until September 30, 1950 (as NSC-68/2), that document's
master plan for the containment of those breaks for economic freedom (actually only an affirmation and
expansion of the top secret policies of 1947: NSC-4, NSC-4A, NSC-10/2, and others) officially became
America's secret policy of covert and overt financial, economic, political, and military, warfare. It also
coincides with the independence of large states such as India and China.
Although the world was theoretically at peace, this directive called for increasing the U.S. arms
budget by 350% ($13.5-billion to $46.5-billion). This was just under the $300-billion annual budget (year1990 dollars) with which the United States fought the Cold War. U.S. economic and military power was
being mustered to support the collapsed power-structure of the former colonial empires and suppress those
emerging nations' breaks for economic freedom such as India.
While admitting there was no military threat to the West, Dean Acheson's memoir, Present at the
Creation , unwittingly exposes NSC-68 as the master plan for the Cold War. It was a Grand Strategy for
increasing the military budget of the United States by 350% to wage a worldwide covert war (or overt
when necessary—Korea; Vietnam; India/Pakistan; the two Gulf Wars; the containment of Cuba, Iran, Iraq,
Libya; and the destabilization and fragmentation of Yugoslavia) to suppress the rising tide of social and
economic revolutions which were intent on breaking the dependency imposed upon them and turning their
resources to the care of their own people.
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There are just and necessary covert operations such as those by the Office of Strategic Services
(OSS) during WWII. However OSS officers, the primary designers of post-WWII covert actions, and other
Western intelligence services had been carrying out major covert operations to suppress the freedom of
colonial nations well before the CIA was officially established. Very large military efforts to reinstall or
maintain the old ruling elite were undertaken in Greece and China before WWII ended. Tens of thousands
of valiant patriots who had held two-thirds of Greece out of Hitler's control were slaughtered. At the same
time, with U.S. support, Vietnam was being reclaimed by the French, who killed 20,000 in Haiphong
harbor alone and another million Indochinese before America took over the suppression of that break for
economic freedom to slaughter another 3-million in the 1960s and 1970s. Britain retained her claim to
Malaysia by slaughtering thousands. With American and British support, the Dutch slaughtered 150,000
Indonesians in an unsuccessful attempt to reclaim those resource-rich islands (using Dutch SS battalions
which had been fighting for Hitler just weeks earlier). In one bombardment alone, over 90,000 were killed
in the suppression of Madagascar's bid for freedom. There were many more, even if smaller, suppressions
of the worldwide break for economic freedom.
OSS Cold Warriors were the primary staffers of the CIA when it was first established in 1947. The
experiences of these Cold Warriors in suppressing breaks for economic freedom (called insurgencies)
between 1945 and 1950 were codified into NSC-68. All previous Security Council directives were on a
learning curve which built up to that April 1950 master plan. All later NSC directives were supplemental to
it. Most “insurgency” suppressions succeeded in maintaining the dependent status of the crucial
“countryside” with its precious natural resources. But China, with one-fifth of the world's people, was a big
loss that reverberated in the boardrooms of major corporations, and protective government policies were
called for. Managers-of-state knew well that if these revolutions were successful the imperial center would
lose those cheap resources and profitable markets.
To maintain control, it was necessary to suppress and/or contain both the rising socialist centers of
capital to the East and the emerging countries that might take the rhetoric of democracy and freedom
seriously and either form an independent trading bloc of nonaligned nations or tie their economies to other
emerging-centers-of-capital . But with the world at peace the planners admitted there was no way to get
even $1-billion a year out of either Congress or the American people, and NSC-68 called for an additional
$33-billion per year ($300-billion in year-2000 dollars).
Note the simultaneous occurrences of these major events: (1) The Korean War, proving communists
were bent on world conquest. (2) The Congress for Cultural Freedom, along with other black ops of the
CIA and other intelligence agencies, controlling the information flow to the world. (3) And McCarthyism
silencing those with the credentials and authority to tell the people anything different.
These mutually supporting events made their debut in the first half of 1950 and within two months of the
finalization of NSC-68, the master plan for the Cold War. None of this was accidental or incidental. It was
all part of the Grand Strategies of managers-of-state to create a "framework of orientation."
While McCarthyism—painting any progressive person or philosophy as communist—was in full swing, it
was political, social, and career suicide to be objective and intellectually balanced. During those 40-years
of suppression of dissenting opinion, the CIA paid compliant professors to write 25-to-30 fraudulent books
a year. Right-wing think-tanks were set up to produce thousands of books based on those original planted
volumes. Tens of thousands of CIA articles based on, and in turn supporting, those fraudulent books were
planted in the media around the world (700 CIA articles were planted worldwide during the overthrow and
assassination of Allende in Chile). Reporters were provided news scoops in exchange for publication of
fraudulent articles. Some of the leading columnists in the world, therefore, were planting this nonsense.
For over two generations social scientists have used, and are still using, those fraudulent books and articles
as the foundation of their research. Such books have been cited by official textbooks for 50 years and will
be in the future. The intelligence agencies, corporate think-tanks, and state departments of all powerful
nations were busy writing the same distorted history. Intellectual figures and skillful writers throughout the
Western world supported and coordinated this building of, as Eric Fromm describes, a "framework of
orientation." As the quote above (page 63, also 73-75) on the Congress for Cultural Freedom demonstrates,
only academics and intellectuals on the fringe knew the difference and even they could only be very unsure
of what was real and what was not. When it was learned that the CIA had supported the printing of these
thousands of books, sincere academics sued for the titles to be revealed. But the Supreme Court ruled that
this would expose CIA methods and endanger the national security.
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US CULTURE 1945 –1968
1957. The Cold War was scarcely a decade old. Sam Hunttigton: The Soldier and the State constituted a
warning: America's liberal society, Huntington argued, required the protection of a professional military
establishment steeped in conservative realism. In order to keep the peace, military leaders had to take for
granted—and anticipate—the "irrationality, weakness, and evil in human nature." Liberals were good at
reform, not at national security. "Magnificently varied and creative when limited to domestic issues,"
Huntington wrote, "liberalism faltered when applied to foreign policy and defense." Foreign policy, he
explained, is not about the relationship among individuals living under the rule of law but about the
relationship among states and other groups operating in a largely lawless realm.
During the Second World War and the decade following it, the United States reached its apogee as a
classic nation-state. During the 1960s, as is now clear, America began a slow but unmistakable process of
transformation. The signs hardly need belaboring: racial polarity, educational dysfunction, social
fragmentation of many and various kinds. William Irwin Thompson, in Passages About Earth: An
Exploration of the New Planetary Culture, writes, "The educational system that had worked on the Jews or
the Irish could no longer work on the blacks; and when Jewish teachers in New York tried to take black
children away from their parents exactly in the way they had been taken from theirs, they were shocked to
encounter a violent affirmation of negritude."

US perception of Nehru and India quote from Kaplan in The Atlantic:
Loy Henderson, a U.S. diplomat, showed that insight time and time again: in the 1930s he was
among the first to warn against Stalin; in the late 1940s he was the first to warn against the Soviet threat to
the Caucasus and the Aegean; in the early 1950s he was the first to see that the Iranians would one day
come to despise us and the first to see through Nehru's idealism and vanity to the anti-Americanism
beneath the surface. The Americans for many generations still remember till today the anti-Americanism
which is anti-imperialism of Nehru and Menon. Kennan displayed insight when he suggested that if the
West held fast, the Soviet Union would eventually implode. Something similar is being tried on India with
Jihad.
This is the most turbulent period in US history, which created social and demographic change in US
population. The liberation movement and civil rights in the 60 created chaos and disorder and directly
impacted the foreign policy of US during the cold war. The idealistic phase of the foreign policy was at its
peak during this time. Many commentators point to the feeling of US ripping apart due to the chaos created
by anti-war protest, scandals, assassination and Cuban missile crisis. The influence of Indian culture , new
age movement and eastern mystics and philosophy changed America for ever but was deeply resented by
the conservatives and old social order. The deep resentment to this influence among the religious right
made them view India and its culture in a negative way. Some of them actually looked at Indian culture
with antipathy combined with Indian support of USSR by Nehru. The conservative right also were against
the culture of defeatism and disorder. The neo-conservatives were born during this time who created an
entire culture to overcome the disorder of the 60s and 70s. Nixon probably developed the feeling of hatred
against India and its culture which he believed spawned the liberal culture during this time. The neocons
came to top of the Pentagon dept by the early 1990s and were influential in developing the post cold war
policies. Before Independence Churchill was a known Indian hater who did not conceal it. Churchill was
an enormously complicated leader, simultaneously capable of saving the Western world's freedoms and
stifling the aspirations of an enslaved people. His record on India brooks no excuse: he called Indians and
Indian religions ''beastly''; he derided Gandhi (whose stature, historically, now exceeds that of Churchill
himself) as a ''half-naked fakir,'' and described the sight of Gandhi negotiating with the king's
representative as ''nauseating.'' Churchill led his nation to its finest hour in the fight against Nazi fascism,
yet felt not a twinge of conscience in denying a colored people's right to self-governance.
US CULTURE 1971-1992
This period US experienced the ruthless cold war pressure and the US society changed to the external
challenges. The leftists and the right wing came together for NSC68 and created a plan to contain and
eliminate the communism and supporters of communism globally. The climax and sudden end of the cold
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war, the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the Arab-Israeli wars, the formation and activities of the
Palestinian Liberation Organization, the oil crisis, the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, the Persian Gulf War,
and the Iranian revolution effected American society as never before. India after 1971 war and 1975 was a
target of the enormous cold war realist plan. The scope of the plan for India may never be known but the
plan put India in a path which could disintegrate the country and eliminate the entire civilization in the long
run.
During this period all the culture movement of the 60s and cults, swamis, Buddhism and other new age
groups where discouraged and suppressed though popular western media. These were considered
influencing the anti-war protests and creating chaos in the society and promoting leftists.
The end of the Vietnam created bitter memories of the anti-war protests and also the pentagon by the end
of 1980s was filled with war veterans.. The period after 1980 brought out the new religious right in the
main stream and after 1986 there has been a resurgence of the religious right in US. The country became
more religious during this period due to the experience with fighting the communist regime.
US CULTURE 1993-2003
By 1994 the neocons were in control of the house and the religious right of the conservatives in 1994
passed the Religious Bill act which put countries which do not tolerate religious diversities under notice
and . They were bitter critics of the flower children who rose to power with Clintons presidency in 1993.
The neo conservatives and the compassionate conservatives and moderate conservatives took over the
senate and the house by 2000/2002 under GW Bush.
Israel is in a position to influence who takes charge of US foreign policy in its neighborhood. Just as a
highly valued client will be able to exercise his preference that a certain officer handles his case when
dealing with a firm. Given the power of the AIPAC, the entrenched connections of Israel with the US
armaments industry and thence the Pentagon, the presence of people like Wolfowitz in the DOD, it is no
surprise. Add to this the oil interest, and it is a foregone conclusion that those who have the ear of
GOTUS's highest reaches (such as Cheney) will be making the decisions.
DOD is clearly on top of SD in the Washington power struggle. SD gets to take charge of second-string
areas (from the White House point of view) like South Asia. This is as much a reflection on the relative
equality between the lobbying strengths of India and Pakistan in Washington, as compared to the
overwhelming power of the Israeli lobby as far as the Middle East is concerned, as anything else.
The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of Arts and Letters
by Frances Stonor Saunders
It is well known that the CIA funded right-wing intellectuals after World War II; fewer know that it
also courted individuals from the center and the left in an effort to turn the intelligentsia away from
communism and toward an acceptance of "the American way." Frances Stonor Saunders sifts through the
history of the covert Congress for Cultural Freedom in The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of
Arts and Letters. The book centers on the career of Michael Josselson, the principal intellectual figure in
the operation, and his eventual betrayal by people who scapegoated him. Sanders demonstrates that, in the
early days, the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) and the emergent CIA were less dominated by the far
right than they later became( including the Christian right), and that the idea of helping out progressive
moderates--rather than being Machiavellian--actually appealed to the men at the top.
Says Saunders, the CIA thought it prudent to bribe name brand writers when the Cold War got under way .
Bribery makes great writers; Saunders' list of those who took bribes includes the best poets, novelists and
pop writers of the era. This exhaustive account, despite neglecting some important side issues, is an
essential book.
It will be interesting to know the Indian congress for cultural freedom was handled by JayaPrakash
Narayan in 60s and 70s and this was funded by the CIA. The labor strikes and chaos was organized and
supported by this organization to oppose IG after the 1974 bomb. The Plan started in Nov 1974 resulting in
emergency deliration by the summer of 1975. The subaltern studies and breach between the historians and
struggle of the lower class social groups coincided during the same time. This was used to increase the
dissent among communities and a new left in India was born which was essentially against the federal
government and the central authority.
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The containment of communism is one of the fascinating aspect of the last century by the US and
western alliance. Bad publicity, false information and disinformation is used to defame the opponent and
this was done by the dirty tricks department. Then the local population is coerced to fight the government
and oppose all the policies. Images are built to show that the ideology is bad and examples are shown to
the wider world how bad is that group or ideology. There is subtle form of brainwashing to make sure that
the news is tilted towards one side of the story. Over all the US government got itself a powerful media and
subversive control in entire world by the end of the cold war that it could change the course of history like
no other country in history. The real plan for a hyper power to dominate the world was taken up after the
breakup of the Soviet Union in 1992 by the neocons which resulted in the Iraq war in 2003. The main
region targeted is the middle east for total domination of the oil resource and then the next region will be
the central Asia to control the world oil market.
Neo-conservatism is a label that began to appear in the late 1960s for a grouping that is distinct
from both the liberal-left side of the political spectrum as well as from the "Old Right" or what is
sometimes called the "paleo-conservative" side. Neo-conservatism as a distinct identity began to appear in
the late 1960s, when several Establishment liberals and leftists started expressing concern about the radical
direction their ideological colleagues were taking over issues such as the Vietnam War, American foreign
policy in general, and many domestic matters. The leaders of what soon came to be known as "neoconservatism" regarded themselves as "liberal anti-communists" who favored a policy of containment in
Vietnam and who were repelled by the pro-communist apologetics voiced by the New Left. They were also
alarmed by what they regarded as the "isolationism" expressed by the New Left as well as by the favor the
New Left harbored for many anti-American, anti-Western Third World movements (which often enjoyed
Soviet support) such as the Palestine Liberation Organization, the African National Congress, and the
Nicaraguan Sandinistas.
Domestically, many of the evolving neo-conservatives also expressed reservations about the
spreading pornography, homosexuality, drugs, crime, and "permissiveness" that began to flourish with
LBJ's "Great Society," the legacy of the Warren Court, and the emergence of a drug-and-sex-obsessed
"counterculture" in the '60s, and they generally defended the authority and legitimacy of traditional
morality, religion, and American and Western forms of government.

Old Right Acceptance:
Centered around such journals as Commentary and The Public Interest under the editorship,
respectively, of liberal intellectuals Norman Podhoretz and Irving Kristol, the neo-conservatives were
welcomed by almost all mainstream conservatives of the Old Right, who for some time had been voicing
many of the same thoughts about the direction of the United States and its government and culture in the
late 1960s. The neo-conservatives had long histories of publishing their articles in prestigious
Establishment journals and magazines; some of them had impressive academic credentials and powerful
contacts in academic, political, and media circles; and as dissident liberals they were able to express
criticisms of the New Left that other liberals would take more seriously than if the same ideas were
pronounced by known conservatives. In the 1970s there was every reason to believe that even if the small
but growing number of neo-conservative intellectuals could not embrace all of the old conservative agenda,
they would be valuable allies of the right in resisting the extreme left.
By the eve of the Reagan Administration, neo-conservatives were generally welcomed into
conservative circles, and their ideas began winning acceptance as "respectable," "credible," "resultsoriented" expressions of conservatism. But it was not long before old conservatives began to perceive that
they would have to pay a price for their new allies.
Despite their dislike of the New Left, their anti-communism, and their concern about destructive
cultural and moral trends, the neo-conservatives for the most part never quite managed to break completely
with many of the underlying liberal assumptions. In one of the earliest exchanges between neoconservatives and paleo-conservatives in National Review in 1972, the late James Burnham, himself a
former Trotskyite communist who had evolved toward genuine conservatism, remarked that while the
intellectuals who espoused neo-conservatism might have broken formally with "liberal doctrine," they
nevertheless retained in their thinking "what might be called the emotional gestalt of liberalism, the liberal
sensitivity and temperament." In other words, even though neo-conservatives no longer consciously
believed in many liberal ideas, they still showed the habits of thought and the emotional reactions to those
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ideas.
Thus, while neo-conservatives despised the New Left, they continued to embrace an unexamined
liberal faith in the big government created by liberals from Woodrow Wilson through Franklin Roosevelt
to John F. Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson. Several of them - such as Ben Wattenberg, Elliott Abrams, and
Penn Kemble - came out of the ranks of democratic socialism and its commitment to organized labor. Even
though they criticized various aspects of the welfare state, they continued to believe a welfare state was
both legitimate and inevitable. Irving Kristol himself writes in his Reflections of a Neo-Conservative that
"a conservative welfare state … is perfectly consistent with the neo-conservative perspective."
In foreign policy, though the neo-conservatives were anti-communist, they focused mainly on the
Soviet Union rather than on China or internal domestic subversion, and they continued to regard
"McCarthyism" - the legitimate and necessary investigation of domestic subversion - as an evil. They also
favored a foreign policy that, while anti-communist, centered around what came to be called "exporting
democracy" - that is, using American power to undermine right-wing anti-communist governments that
were less than liberal or democratic, and fostering their replacement by "democratic" governments that
were often simply democratic socialist in orientation. As the Cold War wound down, "exporting
democracy" and opposing "isolationism" became the major neo-conservative foreign policy goals, reflected
in their almost universal support for NAFTA, the World Trade Organization, and United Nations
"peacekeeping" missions.
Old conservatives who welcomed the neo-cons into their ranks soon found that their new allies
often displayed the habit of telling them what was and what was not "permissible" to say and how to say it.
Criticism of the New Left and domestic communism was fine, but what the neo-conservatives regarded as
"McCarthyism" - calling for restoration of the House Committee on Un-American Activities, for example,
or the FBI's domestic security functions - was not respectable. Criticizing affirmative action was also okay,
but criticism of unconstitutional civil rights legislation, the civil rights movement, or Martin Luther King
Jr. was not respectable. Old conservative heroes like Joseph McCarthy, Douglas MacArthur, Charles
Lindbergh, Robert Taft, and even Barry Goldwater tended to disappear or earn scorn in neo-conservative
journals, while Harry Truman, George Marshall, Hubert Humphrey, and Henry Jackson developed into
idols before which conservatives were supposed to bend the knee. Almost none of the neo-conservatives
showed any interest in American constitutional principles or federalist and states' rights issues and
arguments based on constitutionalism were muted in favor of the "empirical" arguments drawn from
disciplines like sociology and political science in which neo-conservative academics tended to concentrate.

Positions of Power:
The tendencies of neo-conservatives to dictate to older conservatives what they could and could not say,
write, and argue might not have been taken very seriously had the neo-conservatives not succeeded in
insinuating themselves into powerful positions within conservative organizations and publications. Midge
Decter, wife of the neo-conservative editor of Commentary magazine Norman Podhoretz and a leading
neo-conservative writer herself, was appointed to the Board of Trustees of the Heritage Foundation, and
neo-conservative writers and editors began popping up in the pages and on the mastheads of mainstream
conservative publications. By the end of the Reagan Administration, neo-conservatives had become
dominant or extremely influential in a number of such conservative groups. Not only at Commentary and
The Public Interest, but also at National Review, The American Spectator, and the Wall Street Journal
editorial pages, as well as at the Heritage Foundation, the American Enterprise Institute, and other leading
conservative think-tanks, neo-conservative influence became routine.
Neo-conservatives also began taking over the tax-exempt foundations that had provided funding for
most of the conservative organizations. These foundations, smaller than the Establishment liberal giants
like the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, had been established by wealthy conservative families to serve
philanthropic goals. But in the 1980s neo-conservatives succeeded in taking over many of their
administrative functions, using their positions to re-direct the funds which the foundations dispensed turning off the spigot to conservative groups they deemed not "credible" and turning it on for those they
favored.
One mechanism for neo-conservative control of conservative funding was an organization called the
Philanthropic Roundtable, established in 1987 by neo-conservative Leslie Lenkowsky. Lenkowsky
explained that the Roundtable sought to "encourage foundations to think more about how they can achieve
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their objectives and to look more closely at what the groups they support really are accomplishing." He
warned that that meant not automatically funding "any organization with the word liberty' or conservative'
in its name."
In his book The Conservative Movement, paleo-conservative historian Paul Gottfried notes,
"Neoconservative activists have largely succeeded in centralizing both the collection and distribution of
funding from right-of-center philanthropies." Neo-conservatives like Lenkowsky and Michael Joyce,
executive director of the Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation and chairman of the Philanthropic
Roundtable, "have been gaining control over the form and content of movement conservatism." Gottfried
quotes another Old Rightist, James Taylor, president of the World Youth Crusade for Freedom, as one who
"believes the Philanthropic Roundtable was never intended as a mere clearinghouse.' It was, from the
outset, an reattempt by neocons to search out all conservative funds and direct them toward their own
friends.'" Gottfried cites several Old Right organizations that "have all either been deemed unfit for funding
at Roundtable discussions or repeatedly discouraged from applying for grants."
The National Journal has called the Bradley Foundation, with $420 million in assets, "the nation's
largest underwriter of conservative intellectual activity," and Michael Joyce as its head exercises immense
influence in directing the activities of the conservative movement. In 1987 Joyce remarked, "The terms
conservative' and liberal' are not very precise, and if they have any contemporary meaning, it seems to me
that they refer only to general and very relative political dispositions." In 1993, he remarked, "I'm … not
ready to repeal the welfare state. I want to ameliorate the problems of the welfare state," thus reflecting
Irving Kristol's endorsement of a "conservative welfare state" as "perfectly consistent with the neoconservative perspective."
Perhaps the most notorious instance of a neo-conservative effort to bend an Old Right organization
to alter its positions was the virtual cut-off of funds to the Rockford Institute which has remained one of
the flagships of Old Right conservatism. In 1989, Richard John Neuhaus, a Rockford employee who had
been a speech writer for Martin Luther King and had later developed into a neo-conservative, was fired by
Rockford after an internal struggle. Though Rockford had been the recipient of large donations from neoconservative foundations, the institute soon found its money being cut off. Neuhaus and other neoconservatives falsely accused Rockford and its monthly journal, Chronicles, of "anti-Semitism" and
"bigotry," charges that neo-conservatives are well-known for lodging and which resemble similar
accusations hurled against conservatism by the left in the 1950s and '60s. Rockford has survived and has
continued to support an undiluted old conservatism, but it has had to develop new funding sources. It is
interesting that similar smears of the John Birch Society as "anti-Semitic" were launched by the left in the
1960s and then repeated by conservative enemies of the Society.
Moving conservatism to the left and bringing it closer to prevalent (mainly liberal) public views is a
vital element of the neo-conservative agenda, replacing the Old Right's objective of changing the prevalent
view to one consistent with traditional American, constitutionalist views. John Podhoretz, deputy editor of
The Weekly Standard and son of Norman and Midge, wrote in the Washington Times in 1987, "To be
conservative in the 1970s [as a neo-conservative] meant to conserve not only basic moral and political
views, but also programs like the New Deal that had become part of the American political fabric. The
conservative decision to stop warring against the New Deal was one of the most important developments in
the mass acceptance of Ronald Reagan." In other words, the fundamental aim of the neo-conservatives is to
work for "conservative" goals within the framework of the New Deal arrangement, to push for a
conservatism that brings us "nearer to the public view" and which can gain "mass acceptance," without
challenging the basic framework or assumptions of the liberal regime.
The current line of the neo-conservatives is that their creed has actually become American conservatism,
replacing what the Old Right has been defending throughout American history - especially since the New
Deal era. But the Old Right still lives - at the Rockford Institute, the Ludwig von Mises Institute, the John
Birch Society, and in the pages of such publications as Chronicles, Southern Partisan, and THE NEW
AMERICAN.
The conservative cause also survives in the hearts and minds of the millions of Americans who
supported Pat Buchanan this year. The real lesson of the 1996 Republican primaries is not that Pat
Buchanan failed in his Old Right presidential campaign, but that he consistently came in second and that
all of the candidates or prospective candidates whom the neo-conservatives favored or supported - Jack
Kemp, Bill Bennett, Dan Quayle, Phil Gramm, Lamar Alexander, Steve Forbes - either were unable to
mobilize enough support to enter the race or wound up winning fewer votes than Buchanan. So much for
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"bringing the party nearer to the public's view" and gaining "mass acceptance" for conservatism.
Neo Cons are students of Leo Strauss, who arrived in the United States in 1938 and taught at
several major universities before his death in 1973. Strauss believed the world to be a place where ''isolated
liberal democracies live in constant danger from hostile elements abroad'', and where policy advisers may
have to deceive their own publics and even their rulers in order to protect their countries. ''Perpetual
deception of the citizens by those in power is critical (in Strauss's view) because they need to be led, and
they need strong rulers to tell them what's good for them.’ Those who are fit to rule are those who realize
there is no morality and that there is only one natural right, the right of the superior to rule over the
inferior. Strauss was also strongly influenced by Thomas Hobbes. Like Hobbes, he thought the
fundamental aggressiveness of human nature could be restrained only through a powerful state based on
nationalism. ''Because mankind is intrinsically wicked, he has to be governed,'' he once wrote. ''Such
governance can only be established, however, when men are united - and they can only be united against
other people''.
''Strauss thinks that a political order can be stable only if it is united by an external threat,'' Drury wrote in
her book. ''Following Machiavelli, he maintains that if no external threat exists, then one has to be
manufactured. Had he lived to see the collapse of the Soviet Union, he would have been deeply troubled
because the collapse of the 'evil empire' poses a threat to America's inner stability.''
The inner circle of neo-con imperialists—the majority of whom were followers of the German-born fascist
philosopher Leo Strauss (1899-1973). The network was exposed in detail for the first time in an April 2003
campaign pamphlet issued by Lyndon LaRouche, candidate for the Democratic Party Presidential
nomination in 2004, entitled "Children of Satan: The Ignoble Liars Behind Bush's No-Exit Iraq War."
The Straussian "policy is to permanently transform the United States, from a Constitutional
republic, dedicated to the pursuit of the general welfare and a community of principle among perfectly
sovereign nation-states, into a brutish, post-modern imitation of the Roman Empire, engaged in murderous
imperial adventures abroad, and brutal police-state repression at home," the pamphlet charges.
About Strauss, the pamphlet explains: "Although a Jew, who was active in the Vladimir Jabotinskyled Revisionist Zionist circles in Germany in the 1920s, Strauss was also a protégé and enthusiastic
promoter of the ideas of two leading intellectual figures of the Nazi Party: existentialist philosopher and
Friedrich Nietzsche-revivalist Martin Heidegger; and Nazi jurist Carl Schmitt, who wrote the legal opinion
justifying Adolf Hitler's February-March 1933 post-Reichstag Fire dictatorial putsch. Schmitt personally
arranged for Strauss to leave Germany on a Rockefeller Foundation fellowship in 1932."
The very dogma of the Straussians is to lie to the public: "For Leo Strauss and his disciples, the
ignoble lie—disinformation—was the key to achieving and holding political power. And raw political
power was the ultimate goal. For Strauss and the Straussians, there were no universal principles, no natural
law, no virtue, no agape, no notion of man in the living image of God."
Indeed, the key players in the Iraq war-drive are all direct products of Strauss' teaching, or were
recruited by Perle and Wolfowitz, more than 30 years ago, from the Senate staffs of Henry "Scoop"
Jackson (D-Wash.), Clifford Case (R-N.J.), and Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-N.Y.). Other members of the
Iraq war conspiracy today include: Stephen Cambone, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence;
Abram Shulsky, head of the DOD Office of Special Plans (OSP); Michael Ledeen and Stephen Bryant of
the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA); John Podhoretz, editorial page editor of Rupert
Murdoch's yellow tabloid, the New York Post; Attorney General John Ashcroft; I. Lewis "Scooter" Libby,
chief of staff and chief National Security Advisor to Vice President Cheney; and Gary Schmitt, executive
director of the Project for the New American Century (PNAC), which produced a draft of the "preventive
war" doctrine that Cheney put out in September 2002 to justify the Iraq war.
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Chapter 18

AFTER COLD WAR AND BREAK UP OF SOVIET UNION
US after 1991 took up the cause of non-proliferation to go after states having NW. This resulted in
extension of NPT and rejection of CTBT by India by 1996. India was put under coercion to agree to
international treaties and by 1997 India was the major country which refused to budge. In 1998 India test
the Pokhran (POK) II series of tests changed the path for India.
This period between 1991-2001 was a peace dividend for US during which it reduced its budget deficit
which had was the highest during the cold war to fund the largest armament buildup for US. This period
also saw US planning the Iraq war and working inside many countries to soften it and bring changes in line
with its goals. India was also a target of change for non-proliferation, change in making the country
weaker in political center. The idea was a long term change to break the country and acceptable for
accepting Islam.
After cold war and 9/11 US has consolidated its position around key areas for Oil and strategic
domination. The affect of this domination is yet to be felt along any other powers and it is long term.
Immediately after the attack on New York in 2001, the US government began establishing "forward
bases" in Asia. As the assistant secretary of state, Elizabeth Jones, noted: "When the Afghan conflict is
over we will not leave Central Asia. We have long-term plans and interests in this region." The US now
has bases in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgystan, Tajikistan and
Georgia. Their presence has, in effect, destroyed the Shanghai Cooperation Organization which Russia and
China had established in an attempt to develop a regional alternative to US power.
In January, the US moved into Djibouti, ostensibly to widen its war against terror, while
accidentally gaining strategic control over the Bab al-Mandab - one of the world's two most important oil
shipping lanes. It already controls the other one, the straits of Hormuz. Two weeks ago, under the same
pretext, it sent 3,000 soldiers to the Philippines. Last year it began negotiations to establish a military base
in Sao Tome and Principe, from which it can, if it chooses, dominate West Africa's principal oilfields. By
pure good fortune, the US government now exercises strategic control over almost all the world's major oil
producing regions and oil transport corridors.
Paul Johnson, ancient custodian of western independence, wrote in the Spectator that the world
"needs hero states, to look up to, to appeal to, to encourage and to follow". A sole superpower, he argued,
"is a much safer and more responsible step towards world order than a corrupt pandemonium like the UN
or a rapacious and blind bureaucracy like the EU." It is better, in other words, to humbly obey another
country than to participate, with negotiating rights and voting powers, in a system of regional or global
governance. This may be due to the situation where we have many contenders for expanded UNSC seat.
To make sure that US has control in UNSC it has to elevate itself into a sole superpower and then create a
new order and throw out old order( France).
US planners stated their view that the primary threat to the new US-led world order was Third
World nationalism-sometimes called ultra nationalism: "nationalistic regimes" that are responsive
to "popular demand for immediate improvement in the low living standards of the masses" and production
for domestic needs. India under NDA could be described as one such regime. The planners' basic goals,
repeated over and over again, were to prevent such "ultra nationalist" regimes from ever taking power-or if,
by some fluke, they did take power, to remove them and to install governments that favor private
investment of domestic and foreign capital, production for export and the right to bring profits out of the
country. "
How this is achieved? Why, with the media. The media is the mouthpiece of the government. As
long as the US' interests are served, they don't care if a tyrant regime exploits it's people. If the US' interests
are threatened, the "people" have to be "saved". Various examples like El Salvador, Nicaragua, Guatemala
and Indo-china.
The media is used in three ways –
(i)
Conveniently "forget" to cover the atrocities of "tyrant regimes" if they serve US' interests.
(ii)
If they go out of hand, start demonizing them. An enemy who is a threat to US way of life
and US way of freedom and US way of justice.
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Keep the domestic public distracted. Such as O.J. Simpson case and Tonya Roberts, Laci
Peterson case in 2003).

US-PAKISTAN RELATIONSHIP DURING THE COLD WAR
When Ayub Khan declared martial law in 1958, he announced that he wanted to create a system
where the people would have an honest, democratic and efficient government. The New York Times
commented that there was no room to doubt Ayub Khan's intentions. Tariq Ali has written in his book that
CIA assisted Ayub in the military coup. Even Ayub's brother has admitted this. Tariq Ali has cited an
incident -told to him by a former minister -in his book. In the first cabinet meeting following the
declaration of the martial law, the new President, while explaining his foreign policy, had said that he was
only interested in one embassy -the American one. Kalim Siddiqi has also written about the close
relationship between Ayub Khan and the Americans. He said that the Americans were so happy to see
Ayub as President that the amount of US aid to Pakistan increased by three times in a year. In 1958, it was
US$60.1 million. In 1959 it became US$ 180.4 million. It may be mentioned that Ayub represented
Pakistan in the first talks between Pakistan and the US regarding military aid to Pakistan. Before that there
were almost no bilateral discussions between these two countries.
According to the New York Times, during the period of 1954-1965 Pakistan had received military
assistance worth US$ 1.5 billion from the United States. But the papers on military assistance to Pakistan
revealed by the Unites States in 1972 show that the actual amount was half of that quoted in the New York
Times. The disparity of the two figures indicates that the clandestine arms deals have not been mentioned
in the government documents. The figures provided by Amos Jordan has reinforced this suspicion. Amos
had access to the government papers when he was in the Draper Committee. He says that Pakistan received
military assistance worth U$ 390-440 million till 1960. The picture becomes clearer if we look at some
statistics related to the Pakistan Air Force.
In 1962 the Pakistan Air Force had a squadron of seven B-57 planes, twelve F-104 Star Fighters
and four squadrons of airplanes. Within a year the number of airplanes had increased to 250, including two
squadrons of B-57B Light Bombers, a squadron of F-104 Star Fighters and four squadrons of F-86 F
Sabres. Assistant Secretary of Defense of the US Government Col. Wolf P. Gross testified before a
Congressional Sub-committee that between 1954-65 the United States gave Pakistan 690.3 million US
dollar's worth of weaponry and further 700 million US dollar's worth of other equipment. The total
amounts to about US$ 1.4 billion, which is near to the amount quoted by the New York Times. In 1953, the
Pakistan Economic Appraisal Committee suggested in its publication that instead of channeling 54-86% of
the revenue to military spending, a balance should be struck between the development and military sectors.
But no one heeded it. As military assistance from the US increased, the additional military spending was
used to ensure the extravagant lifestyle of military officers and their families.
The American policy makers knew very well that their assistance was in effect creating a prodigal military
elite in Pakistan whose standard of life was much higher than that of the common people. This was reason
enough to give rise to unrest among the people. But the bureaucrats very cleverly inflated the fear of Indian
aggression to such a level that the common people were terrorized by the thought. The state-controlled
mass media were instrumental in deep-rooting this terror. The events following 1971 also created a
situation conducive to mass uprising. But the same bureaucrats managed to use this terror to create
confusion and save their skin.
There has never been any research on the relationship between American and Pakistani
bureaucrats. But there is little doubt that they were in close contact. The events of 1971 are proof enough
of that. During that time arms were supplied to Pakistan from USA despite the US Government's
sanctions against it. This was possible only because of the close relationship between the bureaucrats of the
two countries. This relationship began to blossom after the US-Pakistan treaty for military cooperation in
1954. Fazal Mukim Khan describes that Pakistani officers began to put much importance on US opinion in
every sphere. After such an understanding was reached, it did not take them much time to strike a close
relationship. American Officers provided support to their Pakistani counterparts in carrying out the difficult
job of gathering necessary weaponry. Study tours were organized to develop a "healthy
and friendly relationship". "Orientation training" were also provided. According to Harold A. Hove, all
these were meant to show the bureaucrats the US military bases and to socialize them with the American
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officers in these bases. The theme of these training programs was to acquaint the rising leaders of Pakistan
with the military organizations and people of the United States. It was hoped that they
would thus become supporters of US policies. Tariq Ali has dismissed these study tours as bribes, and has
said that the United States used these tours to exert its influence over the Pakistan Army. It was noticed
that the military bureaucrats had become so powerful that they frequently ignored their civilian
counterparts while having discussions with the Pentagon. Alliance with the United States brought the
'centre of gravity' to West Pakistan, making the East feel dejected. In this period the
number of Bangalis in the Armed Forces -specially in the Navy and the Air Force -did increase, but it was
still only a fraction of the total military establishment. Almost the whole of the American aid ended up in
the West and added to the treasury of the military.
Brig. Siddiqi in his recent book -The Military in Pakistan: Image and Reality -goes a long
way to explain the mind of the Generals and their books (specially those concerning the events of
1969-71). In 1971 he was the Chief Public Relations Officer of the Pakistan Army. He has analyzed the
Army from a completely different viewpoint. This is the first time that such a book by someone from the
Pakistan Army has been published. Siddiqi tries to stress on one point-that a certain image of the Pakistan
Army was created since the 50's, but this image was far from the reality. This relentless quest to amplify
their image made them think that they could do no mistake. The Generals always believed that they could
sort out the mess left behind by the politicians. The objective of the book is to show the dangerous effects
of the deification of the Army.
The first chapter is titled The Birth of an Image (1947-52). The image of the Pakistan Army
was in an embryonic stage in the first five years of the country. The Army had a British Chief in the
days right after independence. It was the appointment of Ayub Khan as the Army Chief that fully
Pakistanised the Army. The other British officers also left, and the Sandhurst-trained Punjabi officers
attained control. Ayub very consciously planned to create an image of the Army -an image that developed
differently in the two regions of the country. There was a tradition of warfare in West Pakistan and most of
the troops were from that part of the country. So it was easy to create an image of the Army as far as West
Pakistan was concerned. Since the 1950's, the Army has created an exalted image of itself to help it seize
and retain power. Brigadier Siddiqi has described some propaganda lines used to maintain this image:
1. The Army is the symbol of unity and sovereignty; implying that other institutions are not.
2. The soldiers are honest and pious; implying that others are not.
3. The soldiers are mujahids. They believe in protecting Islam. Paradise is guaranteed if someone becomes
a martyr while fighting against qafirs. This implies that others do not went to protect Islam. Indians are
qafirs, therefore the army always have to be in the mood for jihad. They carried on the genocide in
Bangladesh under the pretext of getting rid of qafirs.
4. The army is patriotic; implying that others are not so much, and the least patriotic are the politicians who
have sworn allegiance to their parties.
5. The army is efficient; implying that others are not.
The bottom line was -the army had every right to run the country. And for this reason, even a
special "Armed Forces Day" was observed in Pakistan. It was because of this attitude that the word
Pakistan has also become a form of expression; for example, to put someone in a negative light, we say,
"He is a Pakistani". The very word expresses a certain kind of disposition. This mentality has played a
pivotal role in shaping the attitude of the army personnel in Pakistan.
The second chapter of Siddqi's book, named The Growth of the Image, shows how the image
took its form between 1950 and 1956. Jamaat instigated a riot in Lahore in 1953 by attacking the
Qadianis. Martial law was declared in Lahore, with General Azam Khan an the Chief Martial Law
Administrator. Azam Khan, as ambitious man adept in public relation exercises, made full use of his
powers. He showed that only the Army could handle a riot like this so quickly. Moududi was sentenced to
death for inducing the riot (the sentence was not carried out). The fact that the Army had the courage to
sentence to death a religious leader went a long way to bolster their image as a fearless group determined to
keep the peace. In Siddiqi's words, "Officers were treated and projected as popular heroes and leaders".
'Azam Cloth Market' was set up in Lahore in the name of the General. Till 1958, the Army organized
various lavish programs. The image of the Army continued to inflate. On the other hand, the politicians
failed to come to agreements on different national issues. This created a state of chaos, providing the Army
an excuse to seize power.
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Brigadier Siddiqi singles out the period between 1958 to 1964 as the time when the Army's
image reached its apex. The third chapter of his book -The Rise of the Image -chronicles this. The
Army, led by Ayub, seized power in 1958 and reaped the fruits of the image created of them during 194858. Most of the people welcomed the military rule. What Siddiqi does not say is that western, and specially
American academicians introduced a new theory at that time. They tried to say that military rule was in fact
essential for the development progress of third world countries like Pakistan. This theory internationally
encouraged and legitimized military rule. After ascending to power, Ayub reorganized his public relations
machinery. He had the sense to realize that only force was not enough to have control on everything and to
consolidate his power. A change in social attitude was required, and that was possible "only through
persuasion and education". "With his deeply ingrained soldiers' contempt for the 'bloody civilian', the
scruffy intellectual and wretched pen pusher, Ayub instantly realised and accepted their nuisance value",
writes Siddiqi. In this backdrop of affairs, the Writers' Guild was formed. Writers of both the regions
flocked to the Guild with the hope of being benefited in some way or other. For the first time a forum was
formed that included writers from both regions. The Generals were put in high positions. Yahya Khan was
entrusted with the responsibility of constructing the new capital. This gave him the first opportunity to
come under the limelight. Government propaganda turned Ayub into a national hero. The newspapers and
the government-controlled media took part in this hero-worshipping.
To bring about "Intellectual Regimentation" Ayub Khan established the "Bureau of National
Research and Reconstruction (BNR)". Siddiqi provides a very important information on this -"The Bureau
was a most skillfully designed instrument of brain washing through a combination of PR and intelligence.
Police and security agencies were integrated into the Bureau to serve as a watchdog on the country's
intelligentsia". Siddiqi cites an example of how the Army, only through propaganda, developed an image
of itself as the defender of Pakistan. General Azam Khan was appointed Governor of East Pakistan. When
he was removed the "Bangalis wept and cried and staged rallies against the center’s decision. The military
had virtually become an object of worship in East Pakistan". This image inspired the Bengali young men to
join the Army. The United States carried on its assistance in maintaining this image. The first Armed
Forces Day was observed in 1960. The objective was to display the might of the Army in front of the
people. The other lavish programs were carried on as usual.
In 1965 the image was put to trial, as Siddiqi describes in his next chapter -The Test of the
Image. It was the year of the India-Pakistan War. Pakistan was in an advantageous position in some
prior border skirmishes, allowing the public relations activities to reach the apex. The newspapers began
publishing stories on the gallantry of the Army. The average West Pakistani was convinced that the Army
deserved praise for doing a great job in East Pakistan. In his recent book, Brigadier Siddiqi writes, "Most
people in the West wing sang hosannas to him [the soldier] and wished him all the luck and success in his
mission".
Siddiqi also says in his book that in 1971 the image of the Army got bifurcated -they were heroes in one
part of Pakistan, and instruments of oppression in the other. In his words, "Psychologically, the soldier
acquired a kind of schizophrenia by fighting against the people he was supposed to stand by and defend.
Professionally, he suffered from doubt about his own ability to fight a counter insurgency operation for
which he had never been trained. In propaganda alone did he feel secure and vindicated".
Yahya himself initiated this line of propaganda. In his speeches he used to accuse the Bangalis who
wanted freedom as qafirs, implying that the Pakistan Army was actually fighting against forces opposing
Islam. The Army personnel were mujahids. Someone becomes a mujahid by fighting a jihad, or holy war.
Was there any option but to exalt these mujahids? What was the opinion of the more educated class, those
who were involved with the government? Did they ever know of any genocide going on here in 1971? No---. Well yes, there was something happening, may be a few people died, they say, but the Bihari and
Pakistanis were slaughtered mercilessly (This was given much importance in the government-published
white papers).
Largely friendly US-Pakistani ties have permitted Pakistani military officers to travel across the United
States for almost fifty years. In every academic establishment dealing with the Indian subcontinent,
Pakistani scholars with personal ties to the Pakistan military have established a strong presence. A very
large number of retired Pakistani military officers have settled in the US and along with several Pakistani
businessmen, they have built a small but highly effective `Pakistan Lobby’. Many serving Pakistani
officers have been to the US on training programs and have cordial or friendly ties with their American
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colleagues. Pakistan has been the recipient of several large American arms transfers and consequently
Pakistani government officials have been able to maintain contact with key players in the US military
industrial complex. A direct consequence of this contact is that the Pakistanis have an exceptionally
keen sense of political awareness of the US. They are able to see political thoughts and processes
develop in the minds of US policymakers. There is also a large class of interlopers, former employees of
the US Government who carefully facilitate a strategic dialogue with the Pakistani Army. The end result is
almost total awareness in Pakistan of the major outline of strategic thought in the US Government. The
Pakistan Army understands the psychological needs of many US policymakers and they know what is
politically unfashionable in Washington DC. Perhaps no Pakistani officer is as current on these issues as
General Musharraf, given his long history of contact with US Government this should be no surprise at all.
This sort of people-to-people contact is not unusual among countries with friendly ties. However
this is not a friendship between equals. In the case of Pakistan’s military, Pak-US ties are a source of
immense power. Over the past fifty years the Pakistan Army has used these ties to repeatedly legitimize its
stranglehold on power in Pakistan. In return for US support, Pakistan has offered unstinted help for US
strategic ventures in the Indian subcontinent. The Pakistanis are also extremely personable in their
interaction with American visitors. This results in a very positive albeit false image of Pakistan in
American eyes. The class of interlopers referred to in the earlier paragraph also serves to shape perceptions
of Pakistan in the US Government and the US Media. As most of these interlopers routinely place
themselves at the disposal of their Pakistani military handlers, their view of Pakistan is skewed. A direct
result of this is that today the Pakistan Army and General Musharraf in particular is perceived in the US
Government circles as being a viable modernist alternative to an Islamist government in Nuclear Armed
Pakistan. This perception is not based on fact. The bulk of assessed intelligence in the US most probably
contradicts this notion but the presence the interlopers and sweet-talking Pakistani generals in Armani suits
simply makes key US policymakers blot out the unfavorable reports emanating from their intelligence
services. General Musharraf and his Pakistan Army colleagues are well aware that projecting a `Modernist
Islamic Republic of Pakistan’ is the key to retaining US support. Many Americans also believe that the
should General Musharraf be forced out of power, the likelihood of Pakistani nuclear weapons falling into
the hands of Al Qaida terrorists is very high. US relationship with Pakistani military is centerpiece to
American strategic presence in southern Asia and even in the Persian gulf. After 9/11 US has used the
event to enter Pakistan and also develop military relationships with the central Asian countries. This is a
new significant advance in southern Asia over the last 50 years.
Pakistan's military has directly and indirectly managed the country's affairs for more than
half the period of its independence. Military influence has been strong for several historical reasons in
Pakistan.
When Pakistan emerged as a sovereign state in August 1947, it brought together disparate Muslim-majority
provinces of the former British colony with limited experience of integration. No civilian-political
institution existed at the time of independence, other than the imperial bureaucracy and military. Being a
country shaken at its birth by the bloody riots marking Partition, Pakistan's early years were a time of
efforts to build everything from scratch. With resources in short supply, expectations raised by heady
rhetoric and a largely inexperienced political elite, Pakistan soon became dependent on the two bestorganized institutions. They were the civilian and military bureaucracies. The political elite's standing
eroded after the death of Pakistan founder and Muslim League leader, Mohammad Ali Jinnah, in 1948, and
the assassination of his successor, Liaquat Ali, shortly afterwards in an abortive coup.

Only National Institution:
In a country raven by ethnic and sectarian divisions, the military, dominated by the majority Punjabi
and influential Pashtun communities, saw itself as the only truly national institution.
Its long stints in power during which civilian institutions were stunted have given it the ability to subvert
civilian institutions. This power grew significantly after military dictator General Zia ul-Haq helped US
President Ronald Reagan's war against Soviet forces in Afghanistan. At this time Islamists secured their
position in the elite and encouraged their cadres to join the army as officers. This resulted in a polarization
between religious and secular schools that would divide the force for years. Pervez Musharraf's coup in
1999 strengthened the secular tendencies in the army, but has not guaranteed its permanence.
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The domestic political consequences of Islamabad joining the war on terror, the withdrawal of Inter
Services Intelligence support from the Taliban and militants fighting in Kashmir, and the sectarian violence
across Pakistan, mean that national politics remains febrile, and stability fragile.
The army's hold is being contested in many areas, and this is often viewed by the establishment as a threat
to national integrity. Given the history of coups, President Musharraf and his team will do everything they
can do under the law to erase the symptoms if not the malaise itself. That would explain the arrest of the
leader of the Alliance for the Restoration of Democracy (ARD), Makhdoom Javed Hashmi, detained on 29
October 2003 and accused of defaming the military.

Role of the US:
The Pakistan army also grew in size, strength and influence because of assistance from the US.
In 1953, the US, in its efforts to build a bulwark south of the Soviet Union, signed several military
agreements with countries in the region, including Pakistan. Large sums of money and military supplies
started arriving and continued to do so until the second India-Pakistan war in 1965. Initially, the civil and
military bureaucracies worked as partners, but since General Ayub Khan's first period of martial law in
1957, the civil service has played second fiddle. The bureaucrats provide the brains, as it were, to the
army's brawns, in running the country. General Khan's so-called decade of development saw stability and
growth. But the defeat in the 1965 war led to the army's invincibility being challenged by an increasingly
vocal opposition. This became a surge after his protégé, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, deserted him and established
the Pakistan People's Party. In 1969, protests spearheaded by students led to a second takeover - by
General Yahya Khan, the army chief.

Inner contradictions:
His efforts to restore democracy and introduce a universal adult franchise showed up Pakistan's
inner contradictions. The majority-province of East Pakistan elected a party demanding provincial
autonomy to what should have been a clear majority in Pakistan's legislature. The refusal by Mr. Bhutto
and the army to accept this led to violent resistance in East Pakistan. This led to a military crackdown, civil
war, Pakistan's military defeat and the emergence of Bangladesh. The dishonor and shame suffered by the
army has never been forgotten. However, failings by Mr. Bhutto allowed the army a way back to power.
His increasingly authoritarian rule gave rise to growing political opposition, giving the army a handle.
Mr. Bhutto's ousting in 1977 and execution in 1979 showed the army's capacity to topple elected leaders.
Mr. Bhutto, ironically, was himself partially responsible for restoring the military's influence.
He deployed the army and the air force to fight a feudal-tribal-Marxist guerrilla force in Baluchistan
Province. And he encouraged young PPP cadres to join the force as officers, although this was not looked
upon by senior generals particularly favorably.
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Chapter 19

INFLUENCE OF US IN THE WORLD AND SOUTH ASIA
The liberal movement in 60 and 70s which was based on new age movement was slowly converted
by subversion into a leftist movement and a leftist cause. It became known as leftist movement by the end
of the 70s. In India the leftist and communists by late 70s and early 80 were identifying themselves to the
leftist cause. They derived their inspiration from the global leftist movement and particularly from the US
leftists and liberal movement. But the cause was damaging to the Indian socialist economy which could
never debate for a higher growth in economy during 1970s and 1980s.
There are two ways US influences the hearts and minds of the people in other countries. First, it
cultivates the intellectuals and the wealthy of the country. Second it captures the hearts and minds of the
people. Both are self serving and both have served US well in protecting US interests abroad in last 58
years. US had relatively weak economy till 1975 compared to other western countries and Soviet Union.
After delinking the gold and creating a deficit economy US regained its preeminence position in economy
and military area to compete against soviet union.
In case of Pakistan the first one has been used successfully in the last 55 years. Reasons – US, at the
advent of Cold War, was looking for allies to encircle the Soviet Union and Pakistan was the perfect ally.
In return Pakistan was looking for a powerful friend, a generous military aid donor and a perfect big
brother to stand by in case of trouble with India. US all along concentrated on the ruling establishment of
the country and forgot to capture the hearts and minds of the people.
What is the mood of the masses in Pakistan in last 50 years? When Pakistan signed on to become an
ally of the US, Great Briton, the former master of the Indian Sub-continent, cheered it on. While India was
turning to be an anti-colonial, anti-imperialistic and pro Soviet state, Pakistan was embracing the West for
its own needs. Succession of Prime Ministers in first 10 years of its existence made a perfect place for
military take over. General (later Field Marshall) Ayub Khan stepped in and threw all the politicians out.
Not only did he throw them out, he tried them under marshal law on various charges. US the Pakistan’s
benefactor stepped in with economic and military aid. The masses cheered on both - the US as well as the
Field Marshall Ayub. US influence was at its highest. The people accepted the aid and welcomed US.
Last 50 years of the British rule in India were spent on cultivating and creating an aristocracy for the
upcoming creation of Pakistan. This aristocracy they modeled it on British aristocracy with a home base in
West Punjab. Their main job was to effectively grab the country and form the core group to rule it. They
will provide the civil service, the army and the intellectuals for the future governance. Today they are the
wealthiest of all. To perpetuate their existence, they train there off spring in English ways in English
schools. When Americans came looking for place to park their U-2s in the South Asia in 50s, this core
group was ready and willing to do their bidding. In short this relationship of the masses in Pakistan to this
core group is the same as serf’s relation to his master in Czarist Russia.
From independence in 1947 till today the Pakistani aristocracy provides the manpower to rule it. It
is pro–British (pro West) and strongly nationalistic. The Anglo Indians residing in UK, Australia and US;
who have previous generation of Indian heritage have emotional connections to the sub-continent and do
keep their contacts. Some of them have influenced their ‘cousins’ especially the ashrafs in Pakistan and
guided their policy. This may explain the strong support to Pakistan for all these years to make sure that
they survive as a nation.
By playing the role as a pivot US has played with both India and Pakistan and made each play off
each other. With strong influence inside the Pakistani army after 1980 and its heavy influence inside the
India with NGOs and leftist/academics US has been able to create a path of confrontation and slow decay.
Pakistan and India do not have the freedom of action that the superpowers had. The superpowers did not
have to concern themselves with the opinions and leverage of outside powers on most issues. They
occasionally worried about the credibility of their extended deterrent threats, but their freedom of action
was not curtailed by outside powers. This is clearly not the case for either Pakistan or India because
they balance their national interests against the power that larger powers maintain over them as
they develop their nuclear capabilities. They cannot pursue the capability and credibility to pose a
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nuclear threat without considerable effort to deal with the effects that pursuit has on their
relationships with such powers as the United States and China.
But Pakistan is one up w.r.t India inside USA. Largely friendly US-Pakistani ties have permitted
Pakistani military officers to travel across the United States for almost fifty years. In every academic
establishment dealing with the Indian subcontinent, Pakistani scholars with personal ties to the
Pakistan military have established a strong presence. A very large number of retired Pakistani military
officers have settled in the US and along with several Pakistani businessmen, they have built a small but
highly effective `Pakistan Lobby’. Many serving Pakistani officers have been to the US on training
programs and have cordial or friendly ties with their American colleagues. Pakistan has been the recipient
of several large American arms transfers and consequently Pakistani government officials have been able
to maintain contact with key players in the US military industrial complex. A direct consequence of this
contact is that the Pakistanis have an exceptionally keen sense of political awareness of the US. They
are able to see political thoughts and processes develop in the minds of US policymakers. There is
also a large class of interlopers, former employees of the US Government who carefully facilitate a
strategic dialogue with the Pakistani Army. The end result is almost total awareness in Pakistan of the
major outline of strategic thought in the US Government. The Pakistan Army understands the
psychological needs of many US policymakers and they know what is politically unfashionable in
Washington DC.
This sort of people-to-people contact is not unusual among countries with friendly ties. However
this is not a friendship between equals. In the case of Pakistan’s military, Pak-US ties are a source of
immense power. Over the past fifty years the Pakistan Army has used these ties to repeatedly legitimize its
stranglehold on power in Pakistan. Pakistan also has acquired influence and leadership position among the
Islamic world due to its relationship with CENTCOM and US elite. In return for US support, Pakistan has
offered unstinted help for US strategic ventures in the Indian subcontinent. The Pakistanis are also
extremely personable in their interaction with American visitors. This results in a very positive albeit false
image of Pakistan in American eyes. The class of interlopers referred to in the earlier paragraph also serves
to shape perceptions of Pakistan in the US Government and the US Media. As most of these interlopers
routinely place themselves at the disposal of their Pakistani military handlers, their view of Pakistan is
skewed.
A reported quote from a Pakistani “Some years ago, I had a brief cocktail-party discussion with a
highest ranking former US Foreign Service Officer who said that Pakistan had a built in lobby in the US
government. Intrigued, I ( a Pakistani ) asked him to expand on this. He said that virtually every US
official who has ever had extended dealings with Indians learns to despise them very quickly because they
are always getting on this moral high horse and lecturing every-body in sight. Having had a couple of
drinks, he was probably more indiscreet than he normally would be and basically said that he considered
Indians to be self-righteous, hypocritical b......., almost as bad as the French!, and that he was pro-Pakistani
just to **** off the Indians."
India is caught in a path which is essentially created by the US/UK state departments. Indian
policymakers and think tanks have been influenced heavily by US/UK think tanks and policymakers for
the last 50 years. The congress party after Rajiv Gandhi has almost become another tool of foreign powers.
By demonizing the ‘other’ party they have given a short life to the party and in the process helped in its
decay. But to influence a large nation US would need large amount of information. With the help of native
informants, NGO and Indian think tanks the western universities are able to keep an watch inside India.
But a larger institution or a think tank needs to process this information to drive policies inside India and
Pakistan. There is only one large think tank which has been associated with India and the sub-continent for
a long time. Brookings Institute has been the premier think tank for the study of India and is most probably
the main think tank to influence the Indian policies inside India.
US has used its prestige and influence to create an order of nations, race and religions. It has put
India and Indians below most of the nations and negate the idea of India. After 1971 and US alliance with
the middle east for oil and strategic control; US has made sure that Muslims and Pakistan were given more
weightage than the non-Muslims of the sub-continent. This created a hierarchy in the world with India at
the bottom. The image created was used as a way to show the failure of the Indian state and Hindus as an
ethnic race.
Richard Perle, one of the most powerful neo-conservatives in the country, was once a Cold War
gladiator with an acute distrust of India. Today, Perle, Resident Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute
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and chairman of the Defense Policy Board until last year, says he strongly endorses the strategic
partnership the United States is seeking with India.
In an interaction with India Abroad after he delivered his take on the security and stability in South
Asia at an AEI forum, he disputed the contention that his earlier view on India was driven by a blind
ideological perception that made him even block the sale of dual-use technologies like a super computer to
India, and to strongly push for a strategic alliance with Pakistan, during his stint in the Reagan
administration.
Perle told India Abroad that he was no longer in favor of restrictions on the transfer of technology
to India. "On the contrary, it's a positive development that we are working together and I think in some
important respects, changes in Indian thinking have opened the way to that."
"I thought they (Pakistan) were rather practical and pragmatic at the time," Perle said. "India was in a
relationship with the Soviet Union that, of course, caused us concern. That situation is now changed and I
certainly wouldn't apply the criteria that were appropriate then in this different situation."
Further, Perle believes the transfer of high technology and cooperation in missile defense are
imperative for closer ties with this fellow democracy. At one time Perle, assistant secretary of defense for
International Security Policy and chairman of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization High Level Defense
Group, was in the forefront of opposing dual-use technology to India and torpedoed a closer relationship
with New Delhi. Perle recounted his conversation a few years ago with then external affairs minister
Jaswant Singh during the latter's first visit to the United States. "I didn't quite know what to say to him, so I
blurted out that I was pleased to meet him and we couldn't have possibly had a constructive conversation
during the Cold War. I said, 'we would have had to listen to your insufferable claims of India's moral
superiority, and you would have had to listen to our hectoring about your nuclear program.' But all of that
is behind us now and so we can begin to think about a new relationship."
The new-found cordiality with India did not mean the U.S. had to choose between India and
Pakistan, Perle said, arguing that such a choice would be "invariably damaging both to American interests
and the interests of the contending parties when we are drawn in a way that inhibits constructive
relationships with both parties to a conflict."
Perle, who is close to defense secretary Donald Rumsfeld and deputy defense secretary Wolfowitz
and thus tends to reflect the Pentagon line, aimed a salvo at the State Department when he said, "It should
not be
beyond the ingenuity of American policy to craft good and constructive relationships with both India and
Pakistan." "I think we treated both India and Pakistan rather badly during the period in which they were
acquiring their nuclear weapons."
"It does seem to me that the policy of sanctioning both India and Pakistan [in the wake of their
nuclear tests in May 1998 was ineffective. It simply didn't inhibit the nuclear programs either. What it did
was
alienate the United States from both." "It significantly diminished our influence," Perle said, "particularly
where I think it was then most important with Pakistan and with the military. The fact that a generation of
Pakistani military officers did not come to the United States for training, I think, was a real loss for
whatever effort we might be able to make to encourage the direction in Pakistan that would be in the
interest of the United States, and I believe, India."
Asked if Pakistan President Pervez Musharraf could be considered a reliable ally, he argued that "if
you look at the short-term situation, Pakistan is in possession of a sizable nuclear arsenal -- not one or two
weapons but many weapons -- and with an Islamist movement of regrettable fervor. So there is a real
problem there.
"And for the moment, we have considered it essential to have someone with whom we can work, in
Pakistan, and that's President Musharraf. That shouldn't be a cause of disapproval from the Indian
government. "I accept fully the point that the fragility of a relationship based on a single individual is a
matter of real concern.
Ashley Tellis on the anti-India lobby inside the US administration.
This resistance is not in the Pentagon any more. The Pentagon has been one of the strongest advocates of
US-India cooperation. I don't want to point fingers at people, but the point is they are around and they are
a very powerful constituency because in some sense they have a certain world view on nonproliferation,
which is a universalist understanding, whereas the Administration is trying to move toward a more
discriminate understanding where there are real problems.
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The whole State Dept is pro-Islamic. It's not that they are specifically anti-India, it's that they are
pro-Pakistan, pro-Arab, pro-Chechen, etc. Part of it (the pro-Paki part) is shared by most Washington thin
tanks and at least a part (the senior, graying part) of the Pentagon. This paradigm is used to create policies
where there are minority Muslims in other parts of the world. Over time this is a powerful weapon against
large states. The DoD has another policy towards countries which could be opposite of SD policies. For
India DoD supports a closer policy and can keep good relationships with both India and Pakistan. SD
always has a good relationship with Pakistan since the major relationship component is CENTCOM for
Pakistan.

UK INDIA RELATIONSHIP
After imperial Britain packed up and left the Indian subcontinent in August 1947, Indian leaders
found a ready excuse for the country’s maladies. Whenever floods, drought or famine occurred we blamed
the British. Every communal riot was attributed to two centuries of British policies of “Divide and Rule”.
Across the border in Pakistan, Jinnah bitterly complained of how the British had cheated him and left him
with a “moth-eaten” Pakistan. It was and is common for Pakistanis to assert that British perfidy was the
cause for their “losing” Kashmir, because the “special relationship” between Nehru and Edwina
Mountbatten led to the Muslim-majority Gurdaspur district being ceded to India, thus providing India an
access corridor to Jammu and Kashmir.
Indian diplomats serving abroad also had a ready excuse for every malady that afflicted the country.
It was very convenient to blame the British for all our shortcomings and ills. Further, during the Cold War
we regarded the Anglo-American alliance and its strategic links first with Pakistan and then China with
considerable and justifiable suspicion. The British, in turn, were skeptical about our claims of being
nonaligned because of our close relationship with the Soviet Union. Adding to these complications was the
fact that the first generation of Indian immigrants to the UK was largely made up of low-income workers,
whose arrival in that country led to their becoming targets of racial prejudices.
British civil servants like Sir Olaf Caroe played a significant role in persuading the United States
that while the Indian leadership could not be trusted, Pakistan would be a useful ally in protecting western
interests. American knowledge about the subcontinent was then so poor that John Foster Dulles proclaimed
that he was confident that the brave “Gurkhas” in the Pakistan Army would be a great asset for the “Free
World”! The British role in championing Pakistan’s cause on Kashmir in the U.N. placed Indo-British
relations under a severe strain. India responded by leading the charge against the Anglo-French
intervention during the Suez crisis in 1956.
But Indo-British relations reached their lowest levels when British Prime Minister Harold Wilson
accused India of aggression during the 1965 India-Pakistan conflict.
Wilson paid a heavy price. For over a decade Indira Gandhi refused to even look at Wilson at international
gatherings. Things changed in the 1970s when the Conservative Government led by Edward Heath refused
to join the Nixon Administration in its “tilt” towards Pakistan in 1971. The relationship of Heath and his
successors like James Callaghan and Margaret Thatcher with Indira Gandhi was one of mutual respect.
Indo-British ties flourished and despite differences over the Cold War, British military hardware like
Vijayanta tanks and Jaguar fighters assembled in India became part of the Indian armory.

Historical points in USA history
1835 and 1836.
It corresponded to the Second Seminole War in which the USA sought to redefine itself internally by
kicking the Native Americans off their land. This initiated a long drawn out struggle which eventually
resulted in capitulation by the Native Americans. Although in retrospect, we look at this as an atrocity
committed by the US government on the Indians, in the perception of the common people of that day, the
Indians were a threat to their freedom to expand and freely occupy the country.
Similarly, the years 1835 and 1836 also corresponded to the war with Mexico, specifically the
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winning of independence from Mexico by Texas in 1836. In fact, the "redefinition of self" theme was so
strong at that time that the United States even introduced a new flag.
1919 and 1920.
This corresponded to the Treaty of Versailles and the end of WWI. This was an important period in which
the USA was redefining itself, this time on the stage of global politics. The USA emerged for the first time
as a world power and world leader. The Treaty of Versailles was also looked at historically as being too
easy on the Germans, and a causative agent in the resurgence of Germany which led to WWII.
2002 and 2004.
This period will further the theme of redefining self for USA as a hyper power. The result will be to evolve
the USA's role as a world power with total domination. The effect of this new role will be to collect
support from allies towards the war on terrorism, with the USA in the lead. The USA took vigorous action
against foreign nations and imposed settlements on those nations. In the case of the American Indians in
the 1800s the result was much resistance and further struggle. In the case of the Germans in the 1900s, the
result was the resurgence of Germany and later war. With this in mind, it is likely that the USA will
actively pursue a larger, more powerful role on the world political stage. (This may include hegemonic role
over India)Whatever events result from the coming period, however, are unlikely to bring lasting peace.

American Perception of Asia and India
Vagueness about Asia has been until now the natural condition even of the educated American.
There has been little in his total setting to equip him with much knowledge or information--not to speak of
affinities--relating to Asia or things Asian. There is certainly nothing to compare with the intricate web of
bonds that tie him in so many different ways to Europe and things European-his near or remote origins,
cultural roots, language, religion, history, picture of the world. America was born and grew up in the
generations of Europe's world paramountcy; it outgrew Europe's power without ever severing the European
parental tie.
IN 1942, four months after Pearl Harbor, an opinion poll found that 60 per cent of a national sample
of Americans could not locate either China or India on an outline map of the world. By the war's end there
were more Americans who could identify and approximately locate such places as Chungking, Manila, and
Vladivostok. A smaller number could identify Okinawa, Osaka, Kyushu, and Java, although a majority,
even of college-educated people, were still unable to locate Singapore, and it had not yet occurred to the
pollsters in 1945 even to ask about place names in India.
The most enduring media images of India when growing up in America is Kipling's India with
Mowgli and jungle animals, Mother Teresa, and the Taj Mahal. India is always linked with the past and
with the British. There is never anything modern linked to our image until the current IT and BPO trends in
the business world. But for most Americans, it's still the British colonial image that most easily comes to
them. In the average American view, Indians are divorced from their image of Asia. The whole concept of
Asia is entirely different between the UK and the US. In the UK, Asians are those from the Subcontinent.
Chinese and Japanese are Orientals, not Asians in Britain. In the US, when they say Asians, it's Far
Easterners, not Indians. Indians are simply Indians. To Britons, India was Asia, while to the Americans,
Asia is the Far East.
Now American involvement in the Far East is first and foremost influenced by massive bloodletting during
WWII, Korea and Vietnam. If you look at American media of the Far East, there is an endless supply of
literature and movies about America's violent involvement with the Far East and especially China and
Japan. Therefore, the enduring image of China in American eyes is of war, competition and power. There
is a grudging respect for an enemy but also a feeling that China is rightfully part of the American sphere of
influence. While the British Raj left India more less peacefully under the passive pressure of Mahatma, the
Americans responded to the rhetorical question of "Who lost China" with wars around China's periphery
and direct combat with the Chinese in Korea.
So any attempt to compare the treatment of India and China should begin with the comparison
between the UK and American media. It is the British that reports on India and the American that reports
on China. The images of India and China are conditioned by the respective involvement of India to the UK
as a passive colony and of China to the US as a foe.
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Indians, unlike Chinese, never became such a visible part of American life; they never emigrated to
this country in such numbers, never became familiar figures, never acquired any comparable role in the
literature or lore of the land. There is, in addition, the special North American ambiguity about the word
"Indian." Thanks to the remarkable perpetuation of Columbus' historic error, the word Indian in USA
generally suggests American Indian, the Apaches, the Sioux, Sitting Bull, Geronimo, Hiawatha. As such it
is prefixed to a great many words in the American language; we all know Indian beads, Indian nuts, Indian
file, Indian war whoops, the Indian sign, Indian givers.
The reactions produced by most American-Indian encounters are rarely casual. Strong emotions get
involved. They are perhaps aggravated but are not caused by current political differences. Neither are they
in their essence specious or superficial, the product of crude "misunderstanding" or of the confrontation of
simple-minded stereotypes. The recurring patterns are too protruding and too insistent and are repeated too
far back in time to allow us the ease of any such cushioned interpretations. The uniqueness of all these
individuals, Americans and Indians both, could dictate the many varieties and particular combinations of
traits, attitudes, and feelings. Yet these many different kinds of Americans, mirroring in their reactions so
many different kinds of Indians, were very often speaking of precisely the same things, whether they were
reacting to them favorably or otherwise. The Indian compositely pictured here is not the whole man or
every man; each has his separateness. But he is a sum of all the resemblances seen in so many by so many
Americans. These make him no mere creature of these American perceptions. He is in some part truly this
Indian himself, with his charm, his generosity, his intellectual qualities, his capacity for friendship, and
also with his many nettles, in his mixture of "good" and "bad" recognizably a part of the contemporary
Indian reality. This is the Indian encountered, the elite counterpart of the American who figures in this
study and who also, by his recurring reactions, offers some clue to some of the qualities he holds in
common with his fellows. In the major features of his portrait of the Indian, as we have already tried to
suggest, there are many keys to the American's portrait of himself.
India from the past and it retains its full sharpness up to the present day. It appeared, vivid, clear,
and particularized, in the minds of a large majority.

It could be visual: sacred cows roaming the streets; mobs of religious fanatics
hurling themselves into the Ganges; naked ascetics, scrawny fakirs on nails; the
multiarmed goddess; the burning ghats; the skull-laden figure of Kali; Benares;
obscene Hindu sculpture, phallic symbols and erotic carvings on the temples.
It could be a judgment: a debased, hopeless sort of religion; a complicated,
alien mess; mystic nonsense; stupid taboos; horrible practices in a clutter of
cultural dead weights; a benighted, superstitious, fatalistic philosophy; fanatical,
barbarous religiosity; the elevation of animal life above the human. . . .
It could be a social commentary: caste system; untouchability; child
marriage, purdah, suttee; religion as a dragging burden on growth and
development; terrific waste from the animal cult, cows and monkeys sacrosanct
amid starvation; oppression of ignorance, of religious and caste prejudice; a
ridiculous idealization of poverty; religion as a sanction for barriers between
people.
When the great historian Perry Miller wrote his Pulitzer Prize–winning work, The Life of the Mind
in America, some three decades ago, he argued that the distinctive legal and religious mentality of a people
is central to understanding them. Religion in particular would seem to most powerfully account for what
the British writer A. N. Wilson noted as "the widening difference between Europe and the United States."
America remains a country in which religions are a major force, while for Europeans, God is "an
unnecessary hypothesis." The American theologian Cardinal Avery Dulles, a recent recipient of the red hat,
pointed out that religious countries tend to regard the death penalty as just, while godless nations such as
India see no greater good than life.
For years after India gained independence from Britain in 1947, India was perceived in US as a
massive pain to the United States, leaning to the left in politics and economics, throwing up trade barriers,
severely limiting U.S. investment, and generally acting superior. Much of that has started to change, and
India, while still socialist, is moving closer to the middle of the road. It also has been building a famously
first-class education system, turning out tens of thousands of technological experts who work in the home
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country and throughout the world. When the United States liberalized immigration laws in 1965, there
were only 25,000 Indian Americans. The 2000 census counted some 1.7 million. In 2003, the total is about
2 million. Indians are by far the largest recipients of work visas; in 2002 they accounted for 43 percent of
all H1-B visas issued. In academic year 2001– 2002, 66,836 Indian students attended U. S. colleges and
universities and India moved past China as the largest source of foreign students. The Indian-American
community is extremely well educated. Eighty-seven percent have finished high school and 58 percent of
those over the age of twenty-five have at least a bachelor's degree. They have been extraordinarily
successful economically. In medicine, in the business world, and especially in computers and information
technology, Indian Americans have excelled. Their median family income of $60,093 is the highest of any
ethnic group and well above the U. S. national median of $38,885.
In many ways, Indian Americans have become an increasingly sturdy and significant bridge
between the two countries, greatly enlarging U. S. understanding of India and Indian understanding of the
United States. The community's success in the computer, medical, and scientific areas has also markedly
improved the Indian image in this country. The image has received a further boost from the contribution of
Indian authors to contemporary English literature. At the time of Indian independence in 1947, few
Americans would have been able to name a single Indian author. With the exception of Nobel Prize winner
Rabindrinath Tagore and author R. K. Narayan, virtually no Indian had works generally available in U. S.
bookstores. Today, a host of writers from India and the diaspora (V. S. Naipaul, Anita Desai, Arundhati
Roy, Amitabh Gosh, Rohinton Mistry, Salman Rushdie, Vikram Seth, and Shashi Tharoor are among the
better known) have gained best-seller status and many prizes for their literary achievements.
Another area where India looms much larger in the United States is on Capitol Hill. Familiar with
the give-and-take of democratic politics, Indian Americans have become active participants in U. S.
political life and significant financial contributors to election campaigns. Ten years ago, Representative
Frank Pallone (D-NJ) took the initiative to organize a bipartisan India caucus in the House of
Representatives. Reflecting the growing significance of the community, membership in the caucus has
risen rapidly and, in 2003, numbers some 163— more than a third of the House of Representatives. In
2002, India's Parliament organized a parallel group, now some 80 strong, that is called the Indo-U. S.
Parliamentary Forum. Delegations from the forum have twice visited Washington to meet with their 38
counterparts, most recently in June 2003, and many India caucus members have traveled to India. In
addition to having a positive influence on bilateral relations, the two parliamentary groups provide an
important vehicle for Indian and U. S. politicians to gain greater understanding about each other's political
process.
Brand Management by other countries in USA:
India is under-represented in American academia compared to China, Islam/Middle East and Japan, among
others. Even the study of Tibet is stronger than that of India. Worse than the quantitative underrepresentation is the qualitative one: While other major countries positively influence the content of the
discourse about them, pro-India forces rarely have much say in India Studies.
China:
China is fortunate that its thinkers are mostly positive ambassadors promoting its brand. Chinese
scholars have worked for decades to create a coherent and cohesive Chinese Grand Narrative that shows
both continuity and advancement from within. This gives the Chinese people a common identity based on
the sense of a shared past -- one that maps their future destiny as a world power. Pride in One Unifying
Notion of the National Identity and Culture is a form of capital, providing an internal bond and a defense
against external (or internal) subversions that threaten the whole nation. Scholars play an important role in
this construction.
China's Grand Narrative is a strong, centripetal force bringing all Chinese together, whereas many
Indian intellectuals are slavishly adopting ideologies that act as centrifugal forces pulling Indians apart.
The China Institute's New York mission is to influence public opinion on China. It holds art shows,
language classes, lectures, films, and history lessons. Unlike the India-bashing films and lectures on many
American campuses these day (selected by self-flagellating Indian professors), the Chinese project a
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positive image of China. The key difference is that China's scholars are not trying to go public with China's
dirty laundry -- they are not trying to use international forums to fix domestic problems.
In sharp contrast, Indian academics often lack self-confidence and pride in India, and use every
opportunity to demean India internationally, and to justify this as a way of helping India's human rights
problems. These Indians seem too desperate to join the Grand Narrative of the West, in whatever role they
are granted admission, whereas Chinese scholars have not sold out to the same extent.
The China Institute also has many pro-China programs for Chinese parents and kids, K-12 curriculum
development, teacher training, student scholarships, and seminars for corporate executives and journalists.
The Institute has a successful program to teach Chinese-Americans to project a hyphenated identity that
combines both American and Chinese cultures, and they call this 'leadership training,' while South Asian
scholar often labor to undermine the Indian-ness of our children's identities, by equating Indian-ness with
chauvinism.
Pakistan:
A good analysis would also scrutinize the Pakistani government funded Quaid-e-Azam Chairs of
Pakistan Studies at Berkeley and Columbia. The appointments to these chairs are under the control of the
Pakistani government, and are rotated every few years. Note that this is accepted as normal and has not
attracted any criticism in the name of human rights activism and South Asian unity. These scholars hold
great influence over young impressionable Indian kids in college. It seems that the Pakistani government
has adopted a corporate- from academia. It is little wonder that the American media has interviewed more
pro-Pakistan scholars than pro-India scholars.
Pakistani scholars have established their leadership over South Asian Muslims' campus activism in
the US, and claim to represent Indian Muslims. Many Indian academicians have joined their bandwagon to
denigrate Indian culture style strategic planning process, while many Indian-American donors have not
approached this as competitive brand management.

Tibet:
Another good example of how soft power can be developed and projected via academic intervention
is the case of Tibet. Twenty five years ago, H the Dalai Lama asked his Western disciples to get PhDs from
top Western universities, and to become Buddhism professors in colleges. Today, almost every major US
campus has practicing Buddhists on the faculty, who project their spiritual identities very publicly and
confidently.
Even though Buddhism shares most of its meditation techniques with other Indic traditions,
Buddhism has become positioned as a valid research methodology for neuroscience, whereas Hinduism is
plagued with the caste, cows and curry images. Buddhism is explained intellectually and sympathetically,
not via an exotic/erotic lens. Buddhist scholars have a powerful impact on students, and serve as media
experts and public intellectuals. Buddhism has major Hollywood endorsements. India has nothing even
remotely comparable to the influence of Tibet House in building its cultural capital.
Japan and Korea:
The Japan Foundation and Korea Foundation are also great institutions worthy of study by NRI
donors. The Japanese have funded over fifty academic chairs in USA. Pro-Japan scholars occupy these
chairs, and they have close ties with scholars based in Japan; they are loyal to the Japanese identity and
culture. An ambitious teacher training program has certified thousands of Americans to 'Teach Japan' in
schools. The Japanese drive the Americans' study of Japan, and not vice versa as in India's case. The Korea
Foundation has sponsored a series of books on a variety of subjects on Korea and donates/subsidizes these
books to libraries worldwide.
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Weakness of Indian State:
Jaswant Singh in his book National Security has this to say: A conclusion follow – At the
cellular core of our Nationhood lays Indian Society. The strength then of the Indian Society is the
strength of the bone structure of our Nationhood. If our Society be enfeebled, whether on account of
the insensitivity of the State, or an uncaring and exploitive attitude of it, then our core will be
enfeebled. In turn, total national endeavor, in times of challenge and crisis, shall also be affected.
That is why I often reflect on how in India, the Indian State the entrant and essentially a political
variable, has become the greatest enemy of the Indian society. Our state does not come across as a
caring State; instead it has become an expletive State. The State has become an enemy of society
because it exploits every fold of particularity in our society, for the purposes only of the State.
Internal disorder is the weakest point of the Indian state. During 1970s and 1980s internal disorder
had made the polity to look inwards and become oblivious of the lurking danger to the state from the
outside. The arming of the neighbors to support to the insurgency was totally neglected as noted by Gen
Sundarji between mid 1970s to mid 1980s. External influence to create internal disorder is very high which
can confuse the decision making in the central political system. During the 1980s the Punjab problem and
Bofors scandal to remove Rajiv Gandhi and during the 1990s the Kashmir problem and social revolution
problems were timed to reduce the political union of India. India was put under maximum pressure during
those times to accede to international treaties such as NPT, CTBT etc.
Weak governance at the local level, state level and the central level erodes the confidence of the
citizens and erodes the credibility of the institutions. On top of this outside powers can meddle in the
institutions and undermine them in the eyes of the public leading to disorder and weak governance.
Special interest groups could co-opt the elite to change the rules for their needs. This undermined
the Indian democracy and structure for several decades after independence. The media can be bought to
create disorder and rumors; which has been exploited by the outside powers. Internal disorder totally
changes the Indian polity to look inward instead of outward. The polity is preoccupied with internal
problems especially any separatists movements which is monitored by the major powers constantly.
Secularism as practiced inside India makes sure that state support does not protect the Hindu way of
life and keeps the state machinery naked with respect to religion. Political structure with state governments
with weak governments is constantly watched by the other powers. The usual change of administration
with scandals and power politics has made the parties susceptible to outside influence and manipulation.
The elite for a long time had a uniform view which suited the major powers since they had to deal
only with the elite and not with the vast masses in India. India’s ideological “monotheism” was reflected in
its political system and became a weakness since they fell into groupthink. From the outset, Indian politics
was dominated by the Congress Party, whose power evolved out of the Indian National Congress. Until
very recently, one family has controlled that Party and still wields enormous influence in it today.
Jawaharlal Nehru was “Mahatma” Gandhi’s hand-picked successor to the National Congress, rising to
prominence in the late 1920s. Nehru became India’s first prime minister after independence and served
continuously in that office until his death in 1964. In 1966, his daughter and only child, Indira Gandhi (no
relation to the Mahatma) became prime minister, serving until her death by assassination in 1984, with only
one brief period out of office (1977-1979)
Even after 50 years the state has not funded money for research on Indian civilization and not even
tried to remove the controversy on Aryan invasion theory. The India and Hindu identity and history is not
supported by state funding and this is applauded by the secular media and polity. The Indian civilization is
not considered a premier civilization to be studied and preserved for the future generations. Since the state
is powerless to stop any diffusion of outside influence the other predatory religious groups have been able
to set up wings and have long term plan to change the demographics of India.
In the Indian system, power is centralized to a much greater degree at the level of the national and state
governments. Further, the centralized colonial state apparatus, right from its inception, was never designed
to serve the people. As an example, the government official at the district level was called a collector, his
primary role in the system was extortion, not service. Similarly, the power of the police apparatus devolved
downwards as a means of control of the local population for the benefit of the rulers, not as an arm of the
community for its own protection and service. The laws themselves were created and imposed in a topdown manner – and these laws were both alien to the people (the Indian penal code today is still based on
the penal code created by the British in 1860, with a basis in the British system) and were created and
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directed for the benefit of the ruler, not the ruled. This included laws that outlawed many of the traditional
sources of livelihood of the people, including textile manufacturing and metallurgy, as well as forms of
traditional medicine to further the economic interests of the British.
Furthermore, even in the administrative structure, there was a clear class system. To implement the
system on behalf of the rulers was the Indian Civil Service (later the Indian Administrative Service) that
was originally only open to whites. Later on, the ICS also included an elite section of Indians who had
been “made white” – i.e., who had gone through the colonial system of education and been indoctrinated to
identify themselves with the rulers rather than the ruled. The layer of native Indian clerks and “sepoys” at
the bottom were often enforcing rules and laws that they did not believe in on people who did not
understand them. These natives could, of course, never rise up to the ranks of the officers or aspire to join
their class.
At the top of this system was the Viceroy, drawing his authority from the Queen of England. It was
a centralized and alien power structure, sprawling like a gigantic bear on the aspirations of the people. An
understanding of this system and its origins is very relevant to understanding India today. This is because,
despite independence and democracy, the administrative system of India remains completely continuous
with colonial India (and completely discontinuous with pre-colonial India). While at the top layer the
authority of the Viceroy was replaced by the authority of the elected cabinet and the Parliament, the entire
structure of the government administration essentially remains colonial in its origin and attitudes. The postindependence socialist system further strengthened the approach of an essential patriarchic system – where
the state knew best and private enterprise was something to be controlled by spools and spools of red tape.
Along with the politicians, the popular media projected the image of the corrupt, greedy, rapacious
businessman, colluding with the corrupt politician and cruelly suppressing the people. The difficulties
faced by an honest businessman in the legitimate and necessary enterprise of creating wealth for himself
and for the nation were rarely appreciated. In the book, `India Unbounded', Gurcharan Das, former CEO of
Proctor and Gamble India, documents the insanity of the license Raj that sought to reduce business to the
same level of low-performance as the government. Companies could actually be penalized for producing
efficiently or more than the allotted quota.
Why Indians tended to study corruption largely as a symptom of social morality and culture? We
need to remember that the larger system also consists of the institutions of education and media, all of
which relate very differently to the people in the Indian context than in the United States. There is a
noticeable difference between social science programs in India and the United States in how they study
their own societies. The Indian elite intelligentsia tends to study their own society largely through
colonially inspired categories and lenses. As such, it is programmed to construct cultural blame for
criminal acts in a way that academics in the United States are not. This creation of culture blame (and
culture shame) is a phenomenon found in most colonial societies. It was an original construction of the
colonizing powers that set up and controlled the institutions to make the natives easier to rule by having
them accept the cultural superiority of their masters (and the relative inferiority of their own). Social
science studies in India thus show continuity from colonial times and institutions and a disjunction from
the people at large.

Hostility to Indian State, Indians, Hindus and Non Hindus
There are different perceptions to the hostility to Indians from west as well as Islamic countries.
The hostility has remained even after the Indian independence and globalization. If anything during the
decades of the cold war the Anglo Saxon west was allied rather cozily with the Ummah and very definitely
hostile to India (always referred to as Predominantly Hindu India by the western press). While one could
rationalize theUS/UK fondness for Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and the Gulf emirates as a direct result of Oil,
no such rationalization exists for befriending a poverty-stricken country without any resources like
Pakistan. The only reason is to make sure that Pakistanis not dominated by the powerful non-Muslim India.
For years after India gained independence from Britain in 1947, India was perceived in US as a massive
pain to the United States, leaning to the left in politics and economics, throwing up trade barriers, severely
limiting U.S. investment, and generally acting superior. This perception of superiority of Indians and
Hindus was/is resented by the western Elite very much. Churchill was an enormously complicated leader,
simultaneously capable of saving the Western world's freedoms and stifling the aspirations of an enslaved
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people. His record on India brooks no excuse: he called Indians and Indian religions ''beastly''; he derided
Gandhi (whose stature, historically, now exceeds that of Churchill himself) as a ''half-naked fakir,'' and
described the sight of Gandhi negotiating with the king's representative as ''nauseating.'' Churchill led his
nation to its finest hour in the fight against Nazi fascism, yet felt not a twinge of conscience in denying a
colored people's right to self-governance.
End of Cold war left one country untouched, which is India and the plans on India, was a subset
of the larger plans on the communist Russia. The policy of the cold war for south Asia was changed only
little and was continued for the rest of the 90s. After 91 there was a renewed impetus. One reason was the
death of Rajiv Gandhi which convinced the west and Pakistan that Indian political structure is permanently
weakened with no single party being really strong. The main weakness of the Indian state is seen as the
political weakness at the center with any party breaking the coalition and creating instability. Factiousness
at all levels are watched carefully.
There is no question that Hinduism is looked at both by Xtians and Muslims as a pagan faith and
definitely not on par with the revealed monotheistic faiths spawned by their prophet Abraham. The
geopolitics of this hostility to India in the aftermath of 9-11 is a topic of considerable interest
The combination of Ashrafs of Pakistan (the 22 leading families) and Anglo Saxons in the last 150 years
have looked at the non-Muslims of the sub-continent as a potential target for change and land they live in
as a long term potential geo-political landmass to be acquired to create a center of political Islam. Shah
Wali Ullah during the 1700 had described a vision to make India as a center of political Islam for the
modern world. This was after the Ottoman empire was defeated in Europe and Mughal empire was
defeated. The feeling among the Indian Muslims was that their position would be lower than the infidels
and hence they need to unite and create a common front of the Muslims to defend against the non-Muslims
of the sub-continent.
Leaders of the UK Hindu community recently strongly protested the statement made by the Earl of
Mar and Kellie in support of a claim by the Christian Medical Fellowship’s pastor Juge Ram that Hindus
were ‘‘lost, spiritually blind and Hinduism is a false religion’’. Responding to Juge Ram’s claim, the Earl,
James Thorne (Liberal Democrat MP) said: ‘‘They (the Christian Medical Fellowship) were not actually
telling any lies about the Hindu religion in the sense that they were not actually putting out any false
remarks which were possibly going to distort people or mis-educate them.’’ Official religious bodies take
up such stances about Hindus which distort perception about Hindus among the people of the host
countries.
The other political plan of weakening the Indian state into warring nations is advantageous to both Pakistan
and US AND China in the Eurasian landmass. Internal political changes are encouraged actively by
religious NGOs and parties with the support of the west and Islamic countries. What the western/Islamic
and sinic strategists have found out that there is no force of history from Indian society and non-Muslim
society. This makes sure that Indian/Hindu society cannot impose and change a community and society
once they become non-Hindu and lose their kinship in the old social order.
Western policy makers are acutely sensitive to the manner and tone of the Indian lawmakers and
policymakers. They are sensitive to any other ethnic community which makes comments on whites or
brings up colonialism especially Brahmins. The hostility of Indians to international treaty such as NPT was
noted by G Perkovich and he notes that Brahmins are sensitive to the notion of apartheid in any treaty.
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Chapter 20

FUTURE
We are living at a time of massive change in human history. There are now 6 billion of us in 2000
sharing the planet. In 1900 there were just over 1 billion of us, and population is set to grow to 9 billion by
2050. Nearly half the population of the world lives on less than the local equivalent of what $2 per day
would buy in the US. Between one and two billion people live in abject poverty on less than the equivalent
of $1 per day. Demographic changes in Europe and North America is going to change the economic and
global outlook in the next 10 years.
The Population Reference Bureau projects India will become the world’s most populated country
with 1,628 million people by 2050, tailed closely by China with 1,394 million.
The population of India is expected to reach about 160 crore by 2051 before the 'steady-state' level is
reached. The total population, which stood at 102.7 crore in 2001, "is likely to be in the vicinity of 140
crore by 2026 and could well approach 160 crore by 2051," Prof Tim Dyson of the London School of
Economics and Political Sciences says in his study on India's population growth in the 21st century.
Around half of the growth in total population during the period, Dyson says, is likely to occur in the
northern states of Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh. "The populations of these states
will increase by 45-55 per cent during 2001-26. Uttar Pradesh and Uttaranchal will have about 27 crore
people by 2026. "The future fertility declines in these four states will be particularly crucial in determining
by how much India's population will grow in the decades beyond 2026," he notes.
Dyson, a professor of population and development in the Development Studies Institute of LSE, came up
with these figures at a seminar on 'India in the 21st century', organized by the Indian Institute of
Management (Calcutta) and LSE. The projections are based on official data and census reports. They
"employ what some would regard as fairly optimistic assumptions about the future demographic progress namely the total fertility rate will fall to around 2.1 per cent births per woman by 2016-21."
Noting that alternative projections suggest that the population could reach 170 crore by 2051 and still be
growing, Dyson says, "The only way a population of 150 crore will not be reached is through an event
such as an unexpectedly severe HIV/AIDS epidemic or perhaps, a full-scale nuclear war." The overall
decline in fertility rate over the last few decades, however, suggests that the population growth after 2026
would be modest and could reach a steady-state level around 2051. Dyson cautions that the population
growth would put unprecedented burden on 70 major cities, worsen the employment scenario and the
environment.
The US will increase its population from the existing 292 million to 422 in the next 43 years, while
Indonesia, with the current population of 220 million, will grow by 94 million during the same period.
Pakistan’s population will swell to 349 million by year 2050, making it the fourth most populated country
in the world, cautions a Washington-based population monitoring group. About 90% of the earth's people
live on 10% of the land. Additionally, about 90% of the people live north of the equator.

Population density of the continents:
North America
South America
Europe
Asia
Africa
Australia and Oceania

- 32 people/mi2
- 73 people/mi2
- 134 people/mi2
- 203 people/mi2
- 65 people/mi2
- 9 people/mi2

The population density of the planet (including all land area) is about 104 people/mi2. If Antarctica is
eliminated (since it has zero population density), the world population density rises only to 114 people/mi2.
The population density of the United States is approximately 76 people/mi2. For India it is around 320
people /sqMi
Climate change over the next 20 years could result in a global catastrophe costing millions of lives
in wars and natural disasters. A secret report, suppressed by US defense chiefs warns that major European
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cities will be sunk beneath rising seas as Britain is plunged into a 'Siberian' climate by 2020. Nuclear
conflict, mega-droughts, famine and widespread rioting will erupt across the world. The document predicts
that abrupt climate change could bring the planet to the edge of anarchy as countries develop a nuclear
threat to defend and secure dwindling food, water and energy supplies. The threat to global stability vastly
eclipses that of terrorism, say the few experts privy to its contents. 'Disruption and conflict will be endemic
features of life,' concludes the Pentagon analysis. 'Once again, warfare would define human life.'
An imminent scenario of catastrophic climate change is 'plausible and would challenge United States
national security in ways that should be considered immediately', they conclude. As early as next year
widespread flooding by a rise in sea levels will create major upheaval for millions.
Climate change 'should be elevated beyond a scientific debate to a US national security concern',
say the authors, Peter Schwartz, CIA consultant and former head of planning at Royal Dutch/Shell Group,
and Doug Randall of the California-based Global Business Network. Already, according to Randall and
Schwartz, the planet is carrying a higher population than it can sustain. By 2020 'catastrophic' shortages of
water and energy supply will become increasingly harder to overcome, plunging the planet into war. They
warn that 8,200 years ago climatic conditions brought widespread crop failure, famine, disease and mass
migration of populations that could soon be repeated. Randall told The Observer that the potential
ramifications of rapid climate change would create global chaos. 'This is depressing stuff,' he said. 'It is a
national security threat that is unique because there is no enemy to point your guns at and we have no
control over the threat.' Randall added that it was already possibly too late to prevent a disaster happening.
'We don't know exactly where we are in the process. It could start tomorrow and we would not know for
another five years,' he said. 'The consequences for some nations of the climate change are unbelievable. It
seems obvious that cutting the use of fossil fuels would be worthwhile.'
As temperatures rise during this decade, some regions experience severe storms and flooding. In 2007,
surging seas break through levees in the Netherlands, making the Hague "unlivable."
• By 2020, after a decade of cooling, Europe's climate becomes "more like Siberia's."
• "Mega-droughts" hit southern China and northern Europe around 2010 and last 10 years.
• In the United States, agricultural areas suffer from soil loss because of higher winds and drier climate, but
the country survives the economic disruption without catastrophic losses.
• Widespread famine in China triggers chaos, and "a cold and hungry China peers jealously" at Russia's
energy resources. In the 2020-30 period, civil war and border wars break out in China.
• In a "world of warring states," more countries develop nuclear weapons, including Japan, South Korea,
Germany, Iran and Egypt.
• "Disruption and conflict will be endemic features of life."

Ethnic and tribal groups which operate on a world scale will start raising creating links and
relationships. “Tribes", by Joel Kotkin (1992 Random House) shares a thorough and thoroughly
researched understanding of the origins and growth of "Global Tribes". He discusses the history and
economic impact of the diaspora cultures of the Jews, Japanese, Chinese, Indian and British. The economic
and social impact of the growth of five Global Tribes, and the changes that have, and will, come with them.
Each culture has in common that they are largely disconnected from the culture they find themselves in,
have a strong ethnic identity "a vocation of uniqueness", a strong work ethic, and a theology that allows
them to work pragmatically in the business community. The five "Tribes": the Jews, the British, the
Japanese, the Chinese, and the Indians have developed the "cultural capital" to attain disproportionate
economic success. Kotkin, an economic reporter and coauthor of The Third Century (Crown, 1988) here
offers a different paradigm for the future of the global economy, asserting that ethnic solidarity has been
and will continue to be an important force in world business. In trying to explain the material success of
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these particular "tribes," he emphasizes historical patterns common to them all: a strong ethnic identity that
allows the group to undergo economic and political changes without loss of essential unity; a global
network based on mutual trust and communal self-help; and an open-minded approach to the adoption of
scientific and technological innovations.

National Power:
RAND Corporation analysts led by Ashley Tellis recently developed one of the most
comprehensive and dynamic power-measuring models. The RAND group concludes that “national power
is ultimately the product of the interaction of two components: a country’s ability to dominate the cycles of
economic innovation at a given point in time and, thereafter, to utilize the fruits of this domination to
produce effective military capabilities that, in turn, reinforce existing economic advantages while
producing a stable political order, which is maintained primarily for the country’s own strategic advantage
but also provides benefits for the international system as a whole.” Tellis, et al, Measuring National Power
in the Postindustrial Age: Analysts Handbook (Santa Monica: RAND, 2000), p. 4. The RAND analysts
then detail five building blocks of power under the category of “National resources”: technology,
enterprise, human resources, financial/capital resources, physical resources. Three factors under the
category of “National performance” augment or detract from the utilization of national resources: external
constraints, infrastructure capacity, ideational resources. “Military capability” is the product of an
interaction between national resources and national performance. While interesting and realistically
detailed, this model is explicitly geared toward assessing the capacity of a state to achieve and sustain
global hegemony. Assessing the emergence of potential major powers does not seem to require a
model as detailed as that proffered by the RAND group.
Two recent volumes, by Stephen Cohen and Baldev Raj Nayar and T.V. Paul, similarly seek to
assess India’s power position. Stephen P. Cohen, India: Emerging Power (Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution Press, 2001), Baldev Raj Nayar and T.V. Paul, India In the World Order: Searching for MajorPower Status (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003). The Cohen volume is more interpretive, while Nayar and Paul complicate their analysis of India’s
capacities with an argument that the U.S. and other recognized major powers systematically prevent India
from entering these ranks. The problematic argument unfortunately distracts and detracts from the useful
analysis of India’s strengths and weaknesses. Nayar and Paul consider ten power indicators or “resources”,
in their term. Four “hard-power resources” are military power, economic power, technology, and
demographics. Six “soft-power resources” are normative, institutional, cultural, state capacity, strategy and
diplomacy, and national leadership.
India is caught in a vicious circle here. The central government’s fiscal deficit has run at a
debilitating ten percent of GDP since 1998. Insufficient funds remain for necessary investments in health,
education and infrastructure. Economists identify several methods for reducing the fiscal deficit, but in a
democracy, interest groups mobilize to block each of these pathways to fiscal solvency. India’s emergence
as a major global power will depend significantly on whether it can simultaneously mobilize investment to
improve the capacities of its poor and reduce its fiscal deficit.
To not to keep India hyphenated with Pakistan A US analyst George Perkovich has this to say -

India passionately seeks to decouple or de-hyphenate Pakistan from India.
Treating the two states like twins diminishes India. India is greater than Pakistan
in every regard except one: nuclear weapons. But, unfortunately for India and the
world, nuclear weapons are great equalizers. The world, including of course the
U.S. government, fears the humanitarian horror that nuclear weapons could
unleash in South Asia, but also the dangerous disordering effects on the
international system. So, when Pakistan, or terrorist groups affiliated with it,
instigates a crisis in Kashmir, and India responds by threatening military
retaliation, the world worries that the escalatory process could lead to nuclear
war. We know that this fearful reaction might play into Pakistan’s interest. But
the fact that India naturally threatens military escalation makes it impossible to
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discount the possibility of warfare that could lead to nuclear use. Nuclear
weapons gave Pakistan this capacity to stay in the game, to continue to pop up
and grab India by the dhoti. Neither the U.S. nor India has the power to compel
Pakistan to do otherwise. Neither one of us can take over Pakistan; and neither
would benefit from the results of economically strangulating Pakistan. Thus,
neither India nor the U.S. can escape from the reality that we have to deal with
Pakistan.
The Future of Indian Nationalism:
One prominent analyst George Perkovich says - The prominence and power of the Pakistani Army,
intelligence services and jihadis will not diminish as long as the prominence and power of the Hindutva
agenda are rising in India. These two internal dynamics are related; they feed on each other. Pakistanis
cite the RSS and VHP as proof that Hindus are out to destroy Muslims and, of course, Pakistan. The RSS
and VHP, of course, use the prominence of Islamist parties and terrorist organizations in Pakistan as proof
that Muslims are evil. My point is simply that pursuit of the Hindutva agenda will only tighten the
handcuffs, the hyphen, that connects Pakistan to India. The only way for India to liberate itself from
Pakistan is through pluralist liberalism, not cultural nationalism.
Will India gain greater global respect as a decidedly Hindu nation in a 21st century world defined in
civilizational terms? Or, as the writer Raja Mohan has suggested, will India win global power and respect
as an exemplar of the Enlightenment project into Asia? Arguments can be made in behalf of either course.
Yet, if analysts of international power are correct, then the most empowering course will be the one that
provides the greatest mass of the Indian populous with the education, infrastructure, and political-economic
liberty and security necessary to lead productive lives. The most successful course will be the one that
strengthens the cohesion and allegiance of the greatest number of India’s diverse citizens and groups. In
an inherently pluralistic society, pluralism, not cultural nationalism, offers the only viable model to release
the creative energies of a vast population. Or so it seems at least to this observer.
Thus, at the same time India is generating the material economic and military resources to become a
major global power, the Indian political system struggles to clarify the nation’s essential identity. The
outcome of this struggle cannot be predicted. Yet, the character and conduct of the struggle will
profoundly affect India’s cohesion and stability. It also will affect the way the rest of the world regards
India.
Keeping the Americans Down
The new European game is "keep the Americans down" by pressing the United States to think and
act like just one more European country: socially massive, militarily modest, and morally imperial. This
game is particularly enjoyable because so many Americans of the commentator class support these ideas.
President George W. Bush’s first trip to Europe brought out the full European bill of particulars on the
transgressions of America. If you paid close attention, you might notice that the charges fall into two main
categories.
First are matters involving expansion of the reach of law. The Bush administration is being
excoriated for its dissatisfaction with one international treaty agreement after another, from the 1972 AntiBallistic Missile Treaty to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the proposed International Criminal Court,
the Kyoto Treaty on the global climate, the Biological Weapons Agreement, and more. To the Europeanist,
any skepticism toward these texts is bad per se; Americans who point out the legal dangers in the drafts are
sneered at.
The other cause of Europeans’ dismay with America involves issues of right and wrong, and the
American administration is wrong all down the line: on the death penalty, abortion, euthanasia, health care,
gender issues, and the way American officials have conducted our foreign and defense policy. The recent
assault on former secretary of state Henry Kissinger launched by the British polemicist Christopher
Hitchens was a spurious farrago that failed to take hold in the mainstream American media but has caught
the attention of European magistrates.
These two groups of complaints might be labeled "law" and "religion," categories that define
America’s differences from Europe. When the great historian Perry Miller wrote his Pulitzer Prize–
winning work, The Life of the Mind in America, some three decades ago, he argued that the distinctive
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legal and religious mentality of a people is central to understanding them. Religion in particular would
seem to most powerfully account for what the British writer A. N. Wilson noted as "the widening
difference between Europe and the United States." America remains a country in which religions are a
major force, while for Europeans, God is "an unnecessary hypothesis." The American theologian Cardinal
Avery Dulles, a recent recipient of the red hat, pointed out that religious countries tend to regard the death
penalty as just, while godless nations see no greater good than life.
America is a country of preachers and lawyers, and no citizen thinks that he or she need be ordained
or admitted to the bar to act like one or both. As long as this remains the case, the United States won’t
become just one more European country.
None of the above adds up to a set of guidelines for foreign policy. But then America really has not
had a foreign policy since the Cold War ended a decade ago. Henry Kissinger has just published a tract
entitled Does America Need a Foreign Policy? in the rather forlorn hope of convincing US citizens that the
answer is yes. Rather than lead the way, US have tended to react to foreign ideas and events. As long as
US continue to do so, US at least should be alert to the fact that some want USA in, some want USA out,
and some just wish USA would come down to their level.

India
Global trends conflict significantly in India. The size of its population—1.2 billion by 2015—and its
technologically driven economic growth virtually dictate that India will be a rising regional power. The
unevenness of its internal economic growth, with a growing gap between rich and poor, and serious
questions about the fractious nature of its politics, all cast doubt on how powerful India will be by 2015.
Whatever its degree of power, India's rising ambition will further strain its relations with China, as well as
complicate its ties with Russia, Japan, and the West—and continue its nuclear standoff with Pakistan.
No one can predict the future. You can only make deductions from what one sees today.
India’s internal disorder and weak central political structure is considered the main weakness of the
Indian state. The coming elections in 2004 and later will create sufficient disorder some of which may be
triggered by external agencies will bring the country to external danger. Pakistan is extremely sensitive to
the political instability inside India.
Does India have a plan for the final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir? If so, what are its essential
elements? While there may not be a publicly discernable Indian game-plan, there is the possibility of
durable peace in Kashmir. Events subsequent to the Kargil war of 1999, the terror attacks against America
on September 11, 2001, and a shift in international public opinion regarding Kashmir all provide an
opportunity for India settle the Kashmir question. These factors are, however, rooted in deeper changes
within the Indian polity, including the growing consensus on economic and political decentralization and
an ambition to increase India’s international influence, which may increase India’s willingness to commit
itself to a potentially more long-term and imaginative course for its Kashmir policy.
Projections in the International Energy Agency' s ( IEA) World Energy Outlook 2000, forecast
India's share to be 5.9 percent of the world GDP of US$ 67.3 trillion in 2020 (in terms of US$ 1990
purchasing power parity, PPP) . In absolute terms it works out to US$ 8.76 trillion. By the same year China
is projected to achieve a 20.8 percent share of world GDP.
Bharat Verma in Indian Defense Review ( BRM) says - As per Western estimates, by 2025, India is
likely to emerge as the third largest economy in the world. These predictions require an upward revision, as
there exists a parallel black economy that runs in tandem. However, every time the Indian subcontinent
generated wealth, foreign invaders in one fashion or the other managed to plunder it, either due to lack of
military muscle or the inability of its rulers to employ military power profitably to defend it. The reasons
are not difficult to fathom as they lie broadly in two inherent failings. First, to secure the physical
boundaries of India, we need to influence our strategic frontiers to act as the first line of defense.
Irrespective of how much military power we generate, mere deployment of the military instrument on the
borders by itself is inadequate, as this tends to get grounded, without lucrative spin-offs. The military
surplus lost over the last five decades in Kashmir and the Northeast is stupendous. Due to this myopic
bogging down on land frontiers, we overlooked a simple fact that India is geographically placed to be
a maritime as well as a Continental power. Unless and until, we endeavor to lend stability, within a
cooperative framework, to our strategic frontiers in East, West and Central Asia, peace dividends will not
accrue. Therefore, benevolent India should position itself as the natural economic hub in Asia. Efficiently
backed by powerful integrated military wherewithal to safeguard its areas of influence. Second, after
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independence, out of fear, we were neither ambitious enough to wrest strategic space from others
attempting to encircle us, nor did we evolve strategies to force them to contend for political space in our
vicinity. For example, our fears began to show after the Pakistani nuclear tests at Chagai. Since then the
fear of a nuclear strike by Pakistan and its potential for destruction has become manifest in all our planning
for war and peace. The policy of No First Use itself reflects our fears. Pakistan stands assured that it need
not fear a pre-emptive nuclear attack from India. This whittles away the deterrence value. Another evident
fear has been the reluctance to take offensive action against terrorist bases in PoK, despite an edge in
conventional forces. The sum total of these fears was obvious when the leadership hesitated to take
Operation Parakaram to its logical conclusion. They were ready to go up to the edge but no further.
Primarily, the lack of national ambition to secure our areas of influence, and the inability to
expand strategic space were born out of slavish attachment to Anglo-Saxon perceptions that subtly
wanted us boxed within the subcontinent. Our intellectuals, by and large were wedded to promoting
the Anglo-Saxon and Western analyses, which are usually detrimental to our interests. For example,
the latest theory being advocated by American surrogates in India, is that Beijing will throw us out after
taking the advantage, like an used condom, if we join the China-India-Russia trilateral. Subsequently, it
would be too late to participate in the America-Israel-India trilateral. Therefore, we will be left standing in
the cold! This kind of strategic folklore, planted through instruments of soft psychological warfare has kept
Indians restricted to the subcontinent. Despite our territorial independence, mentally our elders were
boxed-in by Anglo-Saxon security prescriptions and paradigms. They have been handicapped in visionary
thinking and decisive military action, in pursuit of our national interests.
The lack of national ambition to expand India’s influence with a national identity derived from the
civilizational identity has been observed by other powers. The colonization of the mind over a long time
and subverted education after independence has made the national identity deviating from the core identity
and this has made Indian influence diluted in regional areas. Indians have failed to increase its cultural
influence in the regional areas and near abroad after independence. This has been the biggest success of the
colonial and western powers in the last 100 years from 1900.

South Asia
Regional Trends. The widening strategic and economic gaps between the two principal powers, India and
Pakistan—and the dynamic interplay between their mutual hostility and the instability in Central Asia—
will define the South Asia region in 2015.
• India will be the unrivaled regional power with a large military — including naval and nuclear
capability—and a dynamic and growing economy. The widening India-Pakistan gap—
destabilizing in its own right—will be accompanied by deep political, economic, and social
disparities within both states.
• Pakistan will be more fractious, isolated, and dependent on international financial assistance.
• Other South Asian states—Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, and Nepal—will be drawn closer to and more
dependent on India and its economy. Afghanistan will likely remain weak and a destabilizing
force in the region and the world.
Wary of China, India will look increasingly to the West, but its need for oil and desire to balance Arab ties
to Pakistan will lead to strengthened ties to Persian Gulf states as well.
Demographic Challenges: Although population growth rates in South Asia will decline, population still
will grow by nearly 30 percent by 2015. India's population alone will grow to more than 1.2 billion.
Pakistan's projected growth from 140 million to about 195 million in 2015 will put a major strain on an
economy already unable to meet the basic needs of the current population. The percentage of urban
dwellers will climb steadily from the current 25-30 percent of the population to between 40-50 percent,
leading to continued deterioration in the overall quality of urban life. Differential population growth
patterns will exacerbate inequalities in wealth. Ties between provincial and central governments
throughout the region will be strained. This is being monitored carefully by the institutions.
Resource and Environmental Challenges: Water will remain South Asia's most vital and most contested
natural resource. Continued population and economic growth and expansion of irrigated agriculture over
the next 15 years will increasingly stress water resources, and pollution of surface and groundwater will be
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a serious challenge. In India, per capita water availability is likely to drop by 50-75 percent. Because many
of the region's waterways are interstate, water could become a source of renewed friction. Deforestation in
India and Nepal will exacerbate pollution, flooding, and land degradation in Bangladesh.
With respect to fresh water, although three large watersheds ( the Brahmaputra, the Ganges and the Indus)
serve the region, the per capita availability of fresh water is much lower compared to other watersheds in
the world. The per capita fresh water availability is estimated to be only 2,854 cubic meters ( m³), as
compared to the world average which exceeds 8, 000 m³. With increasing urbanization, the most critical
challenge for the region will be that of water.
With respect to energy, which is so essential for industrialization and economic growth, South Asia fares
poorly. The estimated reserves position, particularly that of oil and gas in the region, is not very
encouraging. For instance, crude oil reserves are estimated to be just six billion barrels of the world's 1,009
billion barrels ( 0.6 percent). In per capita terms this comes to 4.6 barrels compared to 169 barrels per
capita in the world. The region has only 85 trillion cubic feet of natural gas reserves out of the world's 5,
016 trillion cubic feet of total gas reserves ( 1.69 percent). The coal reserves in the region, amounting to
195 billion metric tons out of the world's 1, 427 billion metric tons ( 13 percent), give its people 147 metric
tons per capita in contrast to the world average of 235 metric tons.
Consequently, in the energy sector as a whole, South Asia is a major energy-importing region. The
growth in population, urbanization and incomes will lead to further increase in energy imports, with greater
dependence on the Persian Gulf region. This will have a considerable influence on the politics of the
region. The relative scarcity of critical natural resources in South Asia has profound implications for
regional growth strategies, calling for much greater participation in international trade as well as deeper
integration with the world economy.
India in 2015: Indian democracy will remain strong, albeit more fictionalized by the secular-Hindu
nationalist debate, growing differentials among regions and the increase in competitive party politics.
India's economy, long repressed by the heavy hand of regulation, is likely to achieve sustained growth to
the degree reforms are implemented. High-technology companies will be the most dynamic agents and will
lead the thriving service sector in four key urban centers—Mumbai, New Delhi, Bangalore, and Chennai.
Computer software services and customized applications will continue to expand as India strengthens
economic ties to key international markets but still will be niche. Industries such as pharmaceuticals and
agro-processing also will compete globally. Numerous factors provide India a competitive advantage in the
global economy. It has the largest English-speaking population in the developing world; its education
system produces millions of scientific and technical personnel. India has a growing business-minded
middle class eager to strengthen ties to the outside world, and the large Indian expatriate population
provides strong links to key markets around the world.
Despite rapid economic growth, more than half a billion Indians will remain in dire poverty.
Harnessing technology to improve agriculture will be India's main challenge in alleviating poverty in 2015.
The widening gulf between "have" and "have-not" regions and disagreements over the pace and nature of
reforms will be a source of domestic strife. Rapidly growing, poorer northern states will continue to drain
resources in subsidies and social welfare benefits.
CIA/NIC conference paper on US and Asia ties for the next few decades has this to say about India:
US-Indian relations may turn out to be a less stable and less predictable version of American relations with
France. Ironically, India’s democratic character may make it difficult for the United States to deal with in
the future, partially because of the individuals that may be involved and partially because of structure.
There are a number of questions that need to be answered in order to understand India’s emerging place in
the world. First, what is India’s commitment to multipolarism? Second, what does India want, tangible
gains or prestige? Third, is India obsessed with being autonomous and, if so, what are the implications of
that? There are a number of crisis points that could throw India off balance. One obvious one is a conflict,
either deliberate or accidental, with Pakistan. A second is the prospect of internal terrorism within India.
India has 150 million Muslims who have not mobilized yet; a small but significant minority might do so at
some point.
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Pakistan in 2015: Pakistan, some analysts concluded, will not recover easily from decades of political and
economic mismanagement, divisive politics, lawlessness, corruption and ethnic friction. Nascent
democratic reforms will produce little change in the face of opposition from an entrenched political elite
and radical Islamic parties. Further domestic decline would benefit Islamic political activists, who may
significantly increase their role in national politics and alter the makeup and cohesion of the military—once
Pakistan's most capable institution. In a climate of continuing domestic turmoil, the central government's
control probably will be reduced to the Punjabi heartland and the economic hub of Karachi. Pakistan is set
to become the third most populated state by year 2050. At present Pakistan is the seventh most populated
country in the world. In Pakistan, at an average eight children are born each minute. Two among these
eight don't survive for a host of reasons. The birth of 2,59,200 babies in a month contribute to increase the
aggregate population of the country by 3.15 million every year, according to a report of social welfare and
population ministry.
Although Pakistani leaders often describe the dispute over Kashmir as the "core issue" between India and
Pakistan, Pakistani policy is driven by a deeper fear of India and about Pakistan’s national identity.
Pakistan’s approach to the resolution of the Kashmir dispute has been characterized by a series of tactical
moves, lacking a coherent strategy or a planned end game. Only a sustained peace process can address the
multiple factors that give rise to Indian and Pakistani suspicions about each other’s intentions and Pakistani
tactics designed to prolong the conflict in the hope of eventually altering the status quo. Pakistan does not
have a clearly thought out endgame in Kashmir and attending to its insecurities could be one of way of
ensuring the emergence of a realistic endgame without violence.
Future of Pakistan as per Stephen Cohen is very uncertain. Pakistan possesses the human material to
become a modern state, but it has been squandered for three generations by an elite in the belief that the
country’s critical strategic location will be enough to get it through difficult times. And now that the
“distant future has arrived,” Pakistan is unprepared to face a fast-changing world, according to Stephen P
Cohen, head of the South Asia program at the Brookings Institution.
In his new book – The Idea of Pakistan – to be published in Pakistan in October by Vanguard
Pakistan, the eminent South Asia scholar Dr Stephen Cohen charts out six possible scenarios for
Pakistan’s future; from the indefinite continuation of the present military-directed order to the rise
of authoritarianism to the country’s breakup to the emergence of an Islamist state to a major war
with India and its aftermath.
Dr Cohen considers it a reasonable possibility that in five years (2010)Pakistan will be “pretty much
what it is today”. Pakistan’s present political and social order, dominated by an oligarchic establishment
with the military at its core and a centre-right ideology strongly resistant to social or political change, could
continue “indefinitely”.
Pakistan, he argues, has “rented” itself out to powerful states such as the US, China and Saudi
Arabia. The establishment is prone to much wishful thinking that something or someone will come to the
country’s rescue because of its location. “Pakistan now negotiates with its allies and friends by pointing a
gun to its own head,” he observes. Gen Musharraf, he believes, will resist radical change in foreign or
domestic policy. He himself is “replaceable”, having little standing beyond his position as army chief.
Pakistan, he points out, has again become strategically important, the army’s role seems unchallengeable,
the establishment is content and the opposition is divided.
However, writes Dr Cohen, Pakistan is subject to tremendous demographic pressures and it is
anyone’s guess if its domestic institutions will have the strength to cope with them. Without massive
investment, Pakistan will fall further and further behind as a modern state when compared with its peers.
It is also an open question, he writes, if Pakistan will alter its fundamental opposition to India and
ease its “obsession with Kashmir,” thus paving the way for economic growth.
If the present system persists, there might also be little change in relations with neighbors, notably
India. “As for the Islamists … the establishment will continue to use Islamist forces and outright terrorists
as instruments of diplomacy in dealing with its neighbors, and even at home to balance liberal forces and
perhaps divide the conservatives,” according to one scenario.
Dr Cohen maintains that the “current system may continue if its leadership is able to do a few things
reasonably well – such as repair the economy, contain the Islamist radicals, and maintain good relations
with powerful states while avoiding a major confrontation with India. This is not impossible, nor even
improbable, but it is also unlikely.”
According to the South Asian expert, the full restoration of democracy in Pakistan falls on the “side
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of the improbable rather than the unlikely”. An “astonishingly large” number of Pakistanis are committed
to democracy and politicians who may not be able to make it work nevertheless like to try. The Pakistani
elite is in nominal favor of democracy but is not comfortable with the idea of mass democratic politics.
Civilian leaders will have to display a level of tact and competence that has not yet been evident. A
democracy where the military takes its order from civilians is impossible until the army retreats from its
role as guardian of the state. He says if Pakistan becomes an established democracy, religion is likely to
play an ancillary or subordinate role as in Catholic Poland or Jewish Israel. Pakistan has to work out if it is
a Muslim, an Islamic or a democratic state or some combination of all three.
The scenarios for Pakistan’s future include one Dr Cohen calls “authoritarian Pakistan”, according
to which Pakistan does not have a social basis for totalitarianism because it is fragmented and
underdeveloped, making state penetration difficult.
The army, he maintains, is an unlikely source for a “great” leader. Musharraf thinks he could be a
Sadat but he has turned out to be a Barak. He has also shown political ineptness, but with luck he could
evolve into a Husni Mubarak. “If he resembles any past Pakistani leader, it is General Yayha Khan.”
Dr Cohen is of the view that Pakistan is in many ways a weaker state now(2004) than it was
10, 20 or 30 years ago. A fresh challenge to the army’s integrity could come from several directions.
However, if the army became divided on fundamental issues, then “all bets are off on the future of
Pakistan”. He considers war between India and Pakistan “an ever-present possibility”. A major war
could cause a split in the army between hawks and doves along ethnic, sectarian or even ideological
lines. Pakistan today is less able to handle the consequences of a major war than it was 10 or 20
years ago.

Dr Cohen concludes after playing with different scenarios, “Given the omnipresence of the military,
Pakistan will remain a national security state, driven by security objectives to the neglect of development
and accountability and unable to change direction because of a lack of imagination and legitimacy. The
performance of Pervez Musharraf as both army chief and president over a four-year period has left much to
be desired. It is hard to see how four more years of Musharraf’s leadership will dramatically change
Pakistan’s future – but then it is hard to envision any other leader doing much better.”
Pakistan Army remains professionally oriented:
The Pakistan Army’s orientation has remained essentially professional though it has used Islam in the
service of that goal, according to a new book by Stephen P Cohen, who authored a book on the army in
1985.
Despite the army’s “considerable accomplishments” since independence, Pakistan, he observes, is a
state “hopping on one strong leg”, the army, which retains its élan and professionalism though that has not
always translated into political and strategic success. Its educational system, he points out, produces
officers who are unwilling or unable to challenge long-held strategic and political beliefs. Its better
officers are impressive “by any standard” but are “afflicted with strategic tunnel vision”.
However, the army remains the single most important political force in Pakistan and “civilians of all
stripes have to face an army-defined reality. Because it believes it is Pakistan’s guardian, and because it
has the means to enforce this belief, the army will remain the most important institution in Pakistan
for many years,” he predicts.
Dr Cohen, who heads the South Asia program at the Brookings Institution, writes that since the
army thinks it has the only true professional ability to handle national security and the national interest,
Pakistan is likely to be in for along spell of direct and indirect military rule. The army, in his opinion, is
unlikely to become “Islamic” but Islam will continue to play a role in its approach to domestic
politics and foreign policy. Even the “secular” Pervez Musharraf has fond common cause with Islamic
parties and like Ziaul Haq, he has used them to balance and pressure more liberal or centrist forces.
He also believes that the army is unlikely to split apart and a civil war is unlikely as the
corporate identity of the army remains very strong and there are few factions of divisions in it,
“certainly none based on ethnic, religious or sectarian differences”.
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Officers of Musharraf’s generation show no sign of changing Pakistan’s overall orientation, though
they believe in the centrality of the army in domestic and foreign affairs. No longer do Pakistani officers
boast, he notes, that one Muslim is worth five Hindus but the prevailing view remains that Pakistan
can continue to harass “soft” India. Because of nuclear weapons, Pakistan can withstand considerable
Indian pressure and will usually find foreign support.
The writer believes that the army’s image of itself, its role in Pakistan, and Pakistan’s place in
the world is unlikely to change soon. The army has a strategic and political role legitimized by
religion and geopolitics and from the army’s perspective, Pakistan needs a safe environment, which
makes some risk-taking acceptable abroad if it makes the country more secure and stable at home.
Given the fact that Pakistan’s domestic political and economic order is likely to be “disappointing at best”
further experiments are likely. “It is conceivable that Musharraf (or more likely, a successor) will
attempt to change the pattern, perhaps declaring a new martial law, or adopting a demagogic
political style, or even, like Zia, flirting with Islamic ideology.” None of these is likely to be any more
successful that the present arrangement, he adds.
Dr Cohen believes that the army may one day become a route to political power, but its
preoccupation with purely military problems will ensure that its professional orientation will dominate.
To reverse Pakistan’s decline, he writes, “Pakistan’s military leaders must come to a better
understanding of the new international environment and a more objective assessment of India, as well as
Pakistan’s own deep structural and social problems. Pakistan is a case in which an excellent army depends
upon a failing economy, a divided society, and unreliable politicians. The army lacks the capability to fix
Pakistan’s problems, but it is unwilling to give other state institutions and the political system the
opportunity to learn and grow. Its tolerance for the mistakes of others is very low, yet its own
performance, when in power, has usually dug the hole deeper.” Khalid Hasan
Other Regional States: Prospects for Afghanistan, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka in 2015 appear
bleak. Decades of foreign domination and civil war have devastated Afghanistan's society and economy,
and the country is likely to remain internationally isolated, a major narcotics exporter, and a haven for
Islamic radicals and terrorist groups. After 9/11 the reconstruction of Afghanistan and restoration of
democracy will improve the situation. Bangladesh will not abandon democracy but will be characterized by
coalitions or weak one-party governments, fragile institutions of governance, deep-seated leadership
squabbles, and no notion of a loyal opposition.
Security and Political Concerns Predominate: The threat of major conflict between India and Pakistan
will overshadow all other regional issues during the next 15 years. Continued turmoil in Afghanistan and
Pakistan will spill over into Kashmir and other areas of the subcontinent, prompting Indian leaders to take
more aggressive preemptive and retaliatory actions. India's conventional military advantage over Pakistan
will widen as a result of New Delhi's superior economic position. India will also continue to build up its
ocean-going navy to dominate the Indian Ocean transit routes used for delivery of Persian Gulf oil to Asia.
The decisive shift in conventional military power in India's favor over the coming years potentially will
make the region more volatile and unstable. Both India and Pakistan will see weapons of mass destruction
as a strategic imperative and will continue to amass nuclear warheads and build a variety of missile
delivery systems.
The Pakistani psyche was moulded to suit the migrants' fear of sub-nationalism rising and
swamping their rootless identity, the Punjabi's 'loss of power' and the abating of their predominance, the
fervent focus on Islam as the savior and uniting force and impertinently, a contrived fear of India. This
resulted in a tussle between these various powerful focal points in the governance of Pakistan. This, in
turn, resulted in a schizophrenic morass in the quest for a national identity.
This unholy power struggle amongst the various vested interest groups and the mullahs lead to a
chaotic state which was neither democratic nor representative. The Pakistani military and to some extent
the bureaucracy will continue to be at the helm of affairs in the governance of Pakistan.
It is too deep seated for any quick change. The migrants, who are intellectually superior and form
the bulk of the bureaucracy, will continue to ensure their supremacy and not allow sub nationalism to
surface or else they are doomed to oblivion. Till today, even after 56 years of independence, they are not
accepted as a part of Pakistan and are still referred to as Mohajirs. Likewise, the self proclaimed 'superior
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race' Punjabis will not abdicate their predominance and they have the Army [70% still is Punjabis] to put
their money where their mouth is!
Pakistan will be belligerent for the next 5 years since it finds its position degrading
comparatively to India. It may make an attempt to wage a war to create the atmosphere of turmoil
inside Kashmir or to get attention from outside powers. Due to increasing international pressure
after 9/11 against jihad and other terrorists initiatives being thwarted by outside powers, Pakistan
may try to initiate large scale riots inside India as well as jihad revolution inside India using the
Muslim minorities. The jihad plans inside India proper with the Indian Muslims have started
appearing in Pakistan press in 2003 and even in the literature of FRIENDS groups (which is an ex
military think tank chaired by ex COAS Gen Aslam Beg).
Pakistan may try to create instability in the CBMs (Confidence Building Measures) and other
negotiations with India. Precisely this instability that the Pakistanis seek to portray to the super
powers and other powers to draw concessions to survive the current bad phase of Pakistan’s history.
Foreign governments warn their citizens against visiting Pakistan. This despite the fact that the
desperate acts of terrorism in many instances, are a reaction against the political and social system
operating in their individual homelands. The radical Islamic ideology, revived by the United States no
doubt, merely helps them take the ultimate step.” Some may be seduced by the rhetoric of charismatic
figures like Osama bin Laden, but at the core of their attraction are authoritarian regimes and issues of
social justice," says John Esposito, author of numerous books on Islam including his recent book 'Unholy
War: Terror in the Name of Islam'. According to Stephen Zunes, Chairman of the Peace and Justice Studies
Program San Francisco University : "Studies show that there is a clear pattern that makes people
susceptible to reactionary clerics. Social dislocation caused by wars, economic policies that destroy
traditional rural economies and the lack of political pluralism are the main reason."
More often than not, say experts, the only thread linking Islamic terrorists is their embrace of an
interpretation of Islam, far outside the mainstream, that extols martyrdom, ascribes satanic characteristics
to their enemies and regards armed struggle as an essential element of faith.
Imposing ban on a few extremist outfits while leaving their leaders and founders free to spit fire in
the society will not solve the deep-rooted problem in Pakistans society. A serious and long-term planning
is needed to eradicate the menace of intolerance and fanaticism. Review of and change in the courses of
syllabi and text books are urgently needed. The rulers and opinion leaders who believe in democratic
values and tolerance for dissent should come forward openly, leaving aside their defensive attitude for
immediate political interests and openly confront obscurantism in society. A well-planned and consistent
struggle is required to get rid of the ghost of Ziaul Haq that still haunts the society.
Chapter 21

SOLE SUPERPOWER
So who are the potential competing powers of the US? One of the CIA open source document has a
sanitized version of the world in the medium term scenario.
Interstate Conflicts
Over the next 15 years, the international system will have to adjust to changing power relationships in key
regions:
• China's potential. Estimates of China beyond five years are fraught with unknowables. Some
projections indicate that Chinese power will rise because of the growth of its economic and
military capabilities. Other projections indicate that the array of political, social, and economic
pressures will increasingly challenge the stability and legitimacy of the regime. Most assessments
today argue that China will seek to avoid conflict in the region to promote stable economic growth
and to ensure internal stability. A strong China, others assert, would seek to adjust regional power
arrangements to its advantage, risking conflict with neighbors and some powers external to the
region. A weak China would increase prospects for criminality, narcotics trafficking, illegal
migration, WMD proliferation, and widespread social instability.
• Russia's decline. By 2015, Russia will be challenged even more than today to adjust its
expectations for world leadership to the dramatically reduced resources it will have to play that
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role. The quality of Russian governance is an open question as is whether the country will be able
to make the transition in a manner that preserves rather than upsets regional stability. Russia
decline in population due to demographics will create more pressure when it is slated to reduce to
100 million by 2050 from 150 million in 2000.
Japan's uncertainty. In the view of many experts, Japan will have difficulty maintaining its
current position as the world's third largest economy by 2015. Tokyo has so far not shown a
willingness to carry through the painful economic reforms necessary to slow the erosion of its
leadership role in Asia. In the absence of an external shock, Japan is similarly unlikely to
accelerate changes in security policy.
India's prospects. India will strengthen its role as a regional power, but many uncertainties about
the effects of global trends on its society cast doubt on how far India will go ( this is an indirect
way of saying that Indian society does not fit in the modern world and cannot adapt to fast
changing world). India faces growing extremes between wealth and poverty, a mixed picture on
natural resources, and problems with internal governance. ( This is a common conclusion of many
western analyst and they predict in extreme case anarchy due to problems of governance). In the
final point made by the analyst that the connection between reforms, more rapid growth and rising
living standards does not appear to be widely understood or recognized. Unless this is understood
and proper policy responses put in place by the authorities, ambitious growth target would appear
a mere pipedream and forsaken fortune to millions.

The changing dynamics of state power will combine with other factors to affect the risk of conflict
in various regions. Changing military capabilities will be prominent among the factors that determine the
risk of war. In South Asia, for example, that risk will remain fairly high over the next 15 years. India and
Pakistan are both prone to miscalculation. Both will continue to build up their nuclear and missile forces.
India most likely will expand the size of its nuclear-capable force. Pakistan's nuclear and missile forces
also will continue to increase. Islamabad has publicly claimed that the number of nuclear weapons and
missiles it deploys will be based on "minimum" deterrence and will be independent of the size of India's
arsenal. A noticeable increase in the size of India's arsenal, however, would prompt Pakistan to further
increase the size of its own arsenal.
Russia will be unable to maintain conventional forces that are both sizable and modern or to project
significant military power with conventional means. The Russian military will increasingly rely on its
shrinking strategic and theater nuclear arsenals to deter or, if deterrence fails, to counter large-scale
conventional assaults on Russian territory.
• Moscow will maintain as many strategic missiles and associated nuclear warheads as it believes it
can afford but well short of START I or II limitations. The total Russian force by 2015, including
air launched cruise missiles, probably will be below 2,500 warheads.
As Russia struggles with the constraints on its ambitions, it will invest scarce resources in selected and
secretive military technology programs, especially WMD, hoping to counter Western conventional and
strategic superiority in areas such as ballistic missile defense.
China's People's Liberation Army (PLA) will remain the world's largest military, but the majority of the
force will not be fully modernized by 2015. China could close the technological gap with the West in one
or more major weapons systems. China's capability for regional military operations is likely to improve
significantly by 2015.
• China will be exploiting advanced weapons and production technologies acquired from abroad—
Russia, Israel, Europe, Japan, and the United States—that will enable it to integrate naval and air
capabilities against Taiwan and potential adversaries in the South China Sea.
•

•

In the event of a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue, some of China's military objectives—
such as protecting the sea lanes for Persian Gulf oil—could become more congruent with those of
the United States. Nevertheless, as an emerging regional power, China would continue to expand
its influence without regard to US interests.

China by 2015 will have deployed tens to several tens of missiles with nuclear warheads targeted
against the United States, mostly more survivable land- and sea-based mobile missiles. It also will
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have hundreds of shorter-range ballistic and cruise missiles for use in regional conflicts. Some of
these shorter-range missiles will have nuclear warheads; most will be armed with conventional
warheads.
The rise of China and India is the most important economic force in the world. Together, they
account for 40% of the global population of working age and 18% of the global economy, on the basis of
purchasing power parity (PPP). For two decades, their economies have been growing twice as fast as the
rest of the world. On present trends, it will take just two decades before their share of the global economic
pie will match their share of the global population. Indeed, in a decade, China's economy should surpass
that of the US and India’s should be bigger than Japan's (using PPP).
This is mean reversion on a historical scale. Before industrialization, per-capita income was roughly the
same among major economies (see A Century of Unrivalled Prosperity, Rudi Dornbusch, April 1999).
Living standards in the West took off in the 19th century after the industrial revolution. India and China's
agrarian economies could not compete in the global marketplace, and were able to stand on their own only
in the 1950s. Then, economic planning that was supposed to be a short-cut to industrial progress turned
out to be a cul-de-sac.
Later, economic liberalization at home and globalization abroad triggered two decades of sustained
high growth for India and China. For the first time in two centuries, they are key players in the global
economy. Moreover, they may determine global economic cycles in future, as they now account for the
majority of global growth.
China adopted the East Asian model of export-led growth — and with a vengeance. Overseas
Chinese provided the expertise in manufacturing outsourcing, and in turn enjoyed much cheaper labor and
infrastructure than at home. As China's age dependency (proportion of non-working to working
population) declined, much of the income from exports was recycled to build up the infrastructure
necessary to keep the export sector competitive. Such a virtuous cycle delivered average annual rises of
8% in per-capita income over the past 25 years; the number of people living in town and cities doubled to
40% of the population in the same period.
India's relatively higher age dependency ratio was a hindrance to emulating China's success in
manufacturing exports. Growth came from: (1) rationalizing its domestic economy (i.e., improving total
productivity) and, more recently, (2) exporting IT and IT-enabled services. In the past 25 years, India's
per-capita income has expanded by 3.2% per annum and urbanization has lifted to 28%. Growth in percapita income has been back-end loaded, at 4.3% in the past 10 years from 2.4% in the previous 15 years.
China's most successful policy initiatives have been in modernizing its infrastructure, allowing labor
mobility, welcoming foreign direct investment (FDI) and embracing competition. About 150 million
workers have migrated from the farms to the dynamic local economies of coastal China. Money that these
factory workers remitted home has helped develop the interior provinces. Competition in local markets has
kept down prices, and as such has allowed wages to stay low and globally competitive.
India has an established commercial class. Economic liberalization has been of the more traditional
variety, with the private sector mainly driving the turnaround of the past decade or so. Conspicuously
successful have been the local entrepreneurs who created world-class companies after seizing the
opportunity offered by the outsourcing of IT services.
China has relied on administrative power and flexibility, rather than market forces, to guide capital
formation. Capital allocation is inefficient and prone to corruption, as a result of which non-performing
loans have piled up in the banking system. China's government recognizes that radical reform is necessary
to avert a financial crisis. State banks are to be listed. NPLs are being sold. Global banks are being
allowed strategic stakes in Chinese banks to bring in best-practice standards and practices. Even so, China
is many years away from an independent and market-driven financial system.
China's rise is no longer a matter of the future. It is already the fourth largest economy in the world,
and it is growing at three to four times the rate of the first three. It is now the world's largest importer and
exporter of many commodities, manufactured products and agricultural goods. It will soon be one of the
largest exporters of capital, buying companies across the globe.
India is growing with impressive resilience and determination. And because of its size, it adds
another huge weight to the Asian balance. East Asia has now been in a long boom for over 30 years.
Asians are also the world's biggest savers, and their savings have financed the deficit spending of the
United States. While there may be temporary reversals for a year or two, the long-term trend is clear.
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Take an important example: one of the reasons that the United States has been able to dominate the
global economy has been its awesome lead in science and technology. But here too, Asia is gaining
strength. From computer science to biotechnology, one can see the beginnings of Asian science. It's at a
very early stage, but again, the arrow is moving in only one direction. Physical Review, a top science
journal, notes that the number of papers it publishes by Americans has been falling dramatically, from 61
percent in 1983 to 29 percent last year. The journal's editor told The New York Times that the main reason
was China, which now submits 1,000 papers a year.
With economic growth comes cultural confidence and political assertiveness. The West has long
taken Asia for granted, seeing it as an investment opportunity or a stage where Great Power rivalries could
be played out, as in Vietnam and Korea. But this too will change. China and India are both proud and
ancient civilizations. They are also large internal economies, not totally dependent on exports to the West.
(In the wake of the East Asian crisis of 1997, all the East Asian tiger economies collapsed. But China and
India grew solidly even when demand from the West dried up.) This rise of confidence is just beginning—
it's clearly visible in trade negotiations—and will only grow with time.
The United States will remain the most powerful country in the world. But the gap between it and
these new Great Powers will slowly shrink. And to continue thriving, it will have to adjust to the rise of
Asia. Asians should also hope that America focuses on this new world, because only the United States can
ensure that Asia's rise happens in a way that is beneficial to both Asia and the world. Otherwise, the
challenge from Asia could easily produce a retreat into fear, protectionism and nationalism all around.
Europe? Downward trajectory in both economics and population. France and Germany are remnants of a
dying "Old Europe" being slowly overrun with muslims.
Russia? Downward trajectory in population and even if it goes back economically from the pits it's at now,
it wouldn't ever come close again, not with a population barely half the size of the US.
Japan? Downward trajectory with an aging population and an economy in the doldrums for the past
decade.
China? Third world pretender with most of its most energetic and far-sighted people educated in the US.
I've said before, China is growing in spite of its commie government not because of it. A China that could
challenge the US must have its leaders from the tens of thousands of students educated in AMERICAN
colleges. If these people don't take control then China is NO challenge in the long run, not even to India let
alone the US. But if they do take control and with America's missionary attitude towards China, you'll end
up, in 2050, with a China in the American sphere of influence. This is exactly what US have in mind for
India also. India is also a target of slow change internally, which is not very obvious to much of the
intelligentsia. At the end by creating a lobby which is of American sphere of influence inside India (leftists,
converts etc) US will make the country impotent and under the wing of America. Then you have pax
Americana for the next millennium.
India? In the long run, we have the best chance. The only thing that can challenge the American
democratic free market system is a similar system. Because our history is with Britain and the US harbors
no colonial attachment to the subcontinent, India can grow rich prosperous with relatively little American
interference.
India will not be left alone to develop to challenge in future. It will be worked on and made sure that it can
create minimum potential trouble. Its political center will be weakened and its social cohesion and internal
troubles will be increased to make the country impotent and inward looking.
Because of the current containment policies of the USA, other powers are not going to be friendly forces
with the USA. Containment policies are conducted against powers that aren't friendly to begin with.
This is another blind eyes. US policy papers says that they are looking out for long-term potential rivals either friendly or democratic. Containment polices are done for everybody in this new century and get used
to it.
Predicting a weakening of the American position in view of such a field is like predicting that the
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hare will lose the next race against tortoises simply because it had won the last ten sprints and you're
hoping for an upset.
It would be a major upset for usurping of American power in the next 50 years. One cannot say it
can't happen but it would a major, major upset.
Because of the current containment policies of the USA, other powers are not going to be a friendly
forces with the USA. Containment policies are conducted against powers that aren't friendly to begin with.
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Chapter 22

ISLAMIC WORLD AND US
Britain, which once considered itself the center of the world, called the eastern geography beginning
from Morocco and stretching to the Philippines, the Near East, Middle East and Far East according to the
distance. The middle part of this region included most of the Islamic world. However, the U.S. 'Greater
Middle East' project covers the entire Islamic world, the Philippines to Morocco, and also includes the
Turkic Republics.
The map of the Middle East was drawn by the British. While drawing it, rivalry between the
countries and features that would cause more fragmentation on the basis of ethnicity were taken into
consideration instead of natural borders. For instance, as Idris Bitlisi said to Yavuz Sultan Selim, Turkey's
natural security border in the south is the Aleppo-Kirkuk line and while this line was taken into
consideration in the Misak-I Milli [National Charter in 1919], such an artificial southern border was drawn
for Turkey that Kurdish people were spread between Iran, Turkey, Iraq and Syria. The Baluchis were
spread between Afghanistan (India), Pakistan and Iran. Besides, each Muslim country was made to have
problems with its neighbors by their own governments. According to American economist L. LaRouche,
who predicted one-and-a-half month in advance that an event like September 11 would take place, these
plans date back to 1979. And the use of the expression 'Greater Middle East' began in 1995.
No matter what it is called, this plan has three legs overlapping each other. Economy is the first.
The U.S. is a producer country; so it needs raw materials, sufficient energy, crude oil and a market as well.
The countries in the 'Greater Middle East' all have the necessary raw materials, energy, crude oil, and most
importantly of all, the market potential. These countries will receive money for the raw materials, energy
and crude oil they provide to the United States and will give this money back to this country in order to
consume American goods. In addition, the U.S., after putting European economies on the line in 1970 by
using crude oil producing countries in the 'Middle East' through OPEC, will now prevent producing
countries in Europe, particularly Germany, Russia and also China from being its rival by taking a much
broader geography under its control.
The second leg of the 'Greater Middle East' project has religious, cultural and civilization
dimensions that are also connected to the first leg. As a whole world view, Islam has its own consumption,
life, manner, clothing and even nutrition model. It does not condone extravagance, hedonism, material
desire and emphasis on the passions. Whereas all these are the basis of the modern civilization, culture and
world view that the U.S. today epitomizes. So, the Islamic world should be modernized in that sense in
order to make it a real consuming market. Hence, it would not be in vain to present the operation the U.S.
started against the Islamic world after September 11 as a civilization battle. The 'role model' given to
Turkey and planned to be implemented by the current government in the 'Greater Middle East' project, is
mostly related to that area and the issue of women in this area is very important. The 'headscarf' issue
should be viewed from this angle as well. If the U.S. has any intention of extending democracy, that
requires rival capitals, to the Islamic world, this will be put into effect only if this part of the world
becomes a market through this way.
The third leg of the project is Israel's security. Everyone is aware of the Jewish influence on the
U.S. administration and particularly on the American rightist conservatives.
US ECONOMY
US labor shortage for the next 20 years; between 2005 and 2025; will drive world economy and
strategic security and alignment. A white paper based on research by labor economist Anthony Carnevale,
former chairman of President Clinton's National Commission for Employment Policy, forecasts a "skilled
worker gap" that will start to appear the year after next and grow to 5.3 million workers by 2010 and 14
million 10 years later. (Including unskilled workers, the gaps will be 7 million in 2010 and 21 million in
2020.) The cause of the labor squeeze is as simple as it is inexorable: During this decade and the next, the
baby boom generation will retire. The largest generation in American history now constitutes about 60
percent of what both employers and economists call the prime-age workforce -- that is, workers between
the ages of 25 and 54. The cohorts that follow are just too small to take the boomers' place. The shortage
will be most acute among two key groups: managers, who tend to be older and closer to retirement, and
skilled workers in high-demand, high-tech jobs.
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A worker scarcity driven by demographics -- the fate predicted for the U.S economy during the next
two decades -- is rare in history, but not unknown. The baby boomers who are 70 M were born between
1945 and 1965. They will start retiring in 2005 until 2025. When shortage occurs during this period, the
value of labor invariably rises, just as the law of supply and demand would suggest. The most recent
worker gap arose in the 1950s. A mild shortage of younger workers cropped up in that decade partly
because restrictive laws choked off immigration during the 1930s, even as the Great Depression cut the
U.S. fertility rate by more than a quarter. The relatively small generation born during the Depression would
enter the workforce just as the post-World War II boom lifted demand for new workers. "The scarcity of
labor led to wage premiums for the Depression babies," says Nicholas Eberstadt, an economist at the
American Enterprise Institute. "That contributed to the postwar prosperity experienced by the boomers'
parents."
To find a mismatch between successive generations as deep as what lies in store in the United States
in 2005-2010, Eberstadt says, you have to go back another 600 years. Beginning in 1348, the Black Death
wiped out 30 to 50 percent of Europe. In England, the plague produced such a severe labor shortage that
grain rotted in fields during the 1349 harvest. Peasant farmhands, who made up the vast majority of the
surviving labor force, demanded pay hikes to compensate for the extra work demanded of them.
Landowners responded by ramming wage controls through Parliament. Eventually, the overworked
laborers launched the Peasants' Revolt of 1381, one of the greatest working-class rebellions of the Middle
Ages.
Although the revolt was quickly repressed, the persistent labor shortage wound up driving many
landlords out of direct cultivation. Instead, they outsourced production by breaking their estates into
parcels that they rented out, sometimes to ambitious peasants. Those yeomen entrepreneurs gave rise to a
new gentry during the Renaissance. In the same vein, skilled American workers who currently fear
downward mobility may emerge as a privileged elite in the 21st century. For those workers, such an
outcome would be a welcome reversal of fortune -- no revolt necessary.
AFTER 9/11
One member of Council of Foreign Relations was quoted as saying that the entire previous
perception of the southern edge of the Asia/Midest from morocco to Indonesia cannot be considered
homogenous
Block anymore with similar ethnicity and religion. Implicit in this is that the India a non-Muslim
population is also potentially considered as part of the Muslim block after it has gone through changes of
Islamization and balkanization. This has been the unstated policy for the last 40 years. Some western
authors and analysts consider India to be Muslim country in the same level as Indonesia, Pakistan and
Bangladesh. Recently C Raja Mohan in his new book about India’s foreign policy – Crossing The Rubicon
says to the readers that India is Muslim country which is the perception among the International strategic
community even now after independence. India has been known for the last 500 years as a Muslim nation
and will take several decades for this perception to be removed since the basic culture of non-muslims in
India is not exposed to the world yet.
Throughout the cold war India was considered a candidate for change for geo-political goals and
Pakistan was an ally of this goal. The non-Muslims of the sub-continent and most of the south east Asia are
considered ripe for change and conversion to any of the Abraham religions. Pakistan and China were two
core countries in alliance to create an anti-US block and also oppose India.
There is also another debate of Muslims/Islamic civilization and their future. Arab Muslims (300M)
are considered different from non-Arab Muslims (700M). By bringing the non Arab Muslims into a
political leadership the west can handle them in much better manner than the Arab countries since most of
the non-Arabs have been colonized. This aspect is being studied seriously by some think tanks in the west.
The future of India and Hindus for a major part is dependent on the Plans of the West particularly the US ,
for the Islamic world and Pakistan in the sub-continent. Their dependence on oil from the Middle East and
close relations with Saud family and ashrafs of Pakistan will keep India in a strategic hole and long term
debilitating situation.
Consider Pakistan, which plays a central role in Huntington’s treatment of the Islamic world.
Huntington sees Pakistan, because of its role in supplying the Afghan resistance to the Soviets, as a
leading power in the Muslim world and a key potential partner in any anti-American alliance
between Islam and East Asia(China). But what is not discussed is that US is actually in support of
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the China/Pakistan axis where China will get access to Indian Ocean through Pakistan and Pakistan
will get all support to carve itself a larger role in India. US would have liked this axis since it solves
all its problems in the Middle East for Oil and Jewish homeland and makes its alliance with the
Islamic world almost permanent. China would be allowed to grow as the leading power in Asia and
create for itself a large economy.
Of course, that all changed after September 11, when President Bush forced Pakistan to fall in with
America or be deemed an enemy, after which Pakistan switched sides. Will the change hold? That is an
open question. Certainly President Pervez Musharraf has enjoyed considerable success to date, with
relatively few domestic protests erupting against his tilt toward America. Yet the murder of journalist
Daniel Pearl and other terrorist incidents make it clear that Musharraf’s government will face continued
internal pressure from Islamists. Pakistan’s tilt toward America is an attempt by a “secondary”
civilizational power to stifle a cultural “fault-line” war that could cut against its own interests.
Yet that only begs the question. What is the source of Pakistan’s interest in moving toward closer
cooperation with the West in the first place? The military and economic advantages of being part of the
Western camp are the carrots held out by President Bush to President Musharraf.
Yet the new pattern of alliance is clearly unstable. Musharraf, as noted, is still under internal pressure from
Islamists, and an American attack on Iraq may yet produce a change of mood within Pakistan, just as
fighting between Israelis and Palestinians has put pressure on moderate Arab leaders to cut their ties with
Israel. And even if Pakistan’s American alliance holds, the nation may turn into a “torn country” — a
society unable to resolve the contradiction between its global economic and security interests and its
cultural center of gravity. Nor is a future American tilt toward India inconceivable. A civilizational alliance
between victims of Islamic terror could put further pressure on Pakistan’s pro-Western stance.
Western governmental concerns in Pakistan today:
- Any conflict with India that could plausibly lead to nuclear escalation [pre-9/11]
- Anything that threatens Musharraf’s control of the Pakistani nuclear infrastructure [post-9/11]
- Anything that threatens to bring anti-Western Islamists to power in Pakistan. [mostly post-9/11]
Just as India threatened Pakistan in Parakram in order to get the West to pressure Pakistan,
Musharraf has lowered the nuclear threshold not so much as to intimidate India, but to invite
Western pressure and forestall such action. Pakistan believes it can make the negotiating table work
to it's benefit.
In short both parties expect the West to deliver them their final victory. Pakistan because of
its military and economic disadvantage, India because this is believed to be the cheapest and most
politically acceptable option.
Both have been disappointed because neither party really understands the West (and Western
relations with the other party) well enough to compensate for their lack of leverage. ( Indian policy
makers have not sufficiently understood the relationship of the west with India and Pakistan)
Pakistan's case is complicated by the fact that it's lack of resources have been further constrained by
the fragmentation of the power system.
In fact both parties find that drawing the West in has left them with fewer options than before.

India in the past always followed the path of least resistance. The only circumstances that would encourage
it to take decisive action would be if
(a) Western interests in Pakistan change to the point that India is free to take action. This is possible,
though the it is equally likely that the West would directly intervene in Pakistan on its own terms.
(b) Public and political consensus in India agrees that any price is worth bearing. The Pakistanis might go
to far, or better yet media penetration and better median economic conditions of the victims mean that
others can no longer distance themselves.

Current Status of Pakistani Elite:
Most of the elite in Pakistan believe that Musharraf is the best statesman ever produced by
Pakistan... he is far more honest than Sharif and Bhutto by his declaration of assets and he has cleaned up
1/10/06
© India Research Foundation
303
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

many things in Pakistan. A couple of years ago he believed that the military could settle the various
disputes with India... however as of now he is realizing that Pakistan cannot militarily compete with India
and jihadis cannot wrest Kashmir from us. He has probably realized that India is not going to break apart
into smaller nations
He has now perhaps reluctantly given up the terror angle and is clamping down on... all the Jihadi groups
for the long term benefit of Pakistan...
He may be a realist... we should take this opportunity to mend historic wrongs.. In my wild flight of
fancy Pakistan Occupied Kashmir(POK)may be returned to a neutral zone administered by India for
holding elections under the Simla accord...
Muslims in Kashmir may choose India... or perhaps a joint governing strategy may come about...
Whatever happens.. things in Pakistan stand a critical edge.. if Musharraf is sincere then GOI must ensure
reforms in Pakistan should not be hindered.. (however no need of lowering our guard)...
If infact, Pakistan buckles down to stopping terror then we can talk.. but we can offer sweeteners..
Musharraf cannot be seen in Pakistan as getting nothing in return.
Why don't moderate Muslims speak up in favor of President Bush and Prime Minister Tony Blair
when they resolve "to crush global terrorists who hate freedom"? One of Pakistan's most respected former
army chiefs supplied a chilling explanation: Because the "terrorists" are the "freedom fighters" of a
"Muslim world facing unprecedented oppression and injustice." Beg said the Bush-Blair "strategy to
combat global terrorism" is "a declaration of total war on freedom movements and it is the Muslim world
that will be at the receiving end." The anti-coalition resistance in Iraq and Afghanistan, as seen by Beg, is
"a new reality emerging – a surging tide of their élan and vitality." By the standards of Pakistan's coalition
of six politico-religious parties that govern two of Pakistan's four provinces, and hold 20 percent of the
seats in the federal assembly, Beg is a moderate.
Musharraf estimates the number of extremists at "no more than 1 percent of the population." That's
1.5 million religious fanatics who are holding, according to Musharraf, "99 percent of the population
hostage." But what happens when the moderates nuncupative – only to echo the extremists? That
certainly appears to be the case of Beg, a soft-spoken man who is a leading geopolitical thinker in a
country that is one of nine nuclear powers in the world. Pakistan is also a Muslim nation where antiAmericanism is the issue that unites all shades of political opinion.
Beg argues it is the United States that originally sponsored the rent-a-jihadi, or holy warrior, when
the CIA sought the support of jihadis from all over the Muslim world to fight the Soviet occupation of
Afghanistan in the 1980s. Some 60,000 mujahidin passed through a system that was sponsored by the
United States, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. Their numbers are now growing daily, says Beg, and they "form
the core of the global Muslim resistance ... engaged in fighting in Chechnya, Palestine, Kashmir,
Afghanistan and Iraq." "They are highly motivated, selfless and fearless people, obeying no earthly
authority," he says, "they are hard to subdue by military force, and recognize no international borders in
pursuit of their goals ... they have frustrated the designs of the two superpowers are surging forward to
carve out their own destiny."
The Bush administration dismisses the "Islamic resurgence" by "maligning such liberation
movements as terrorism," but, adds Beg, the United States will soon find that Iraq and Afghanistan are
"quagmires" from which "safe exits" will become increasingly difficult.
As for Osama Bin Laden and al-Qaida, "all wars of liberation have splinter groups who lose sense of
direction and indulge in wanton acts of terrorism." But the United States only has itself to blame. Because
U.S administrations failed to grasp elementary psychiatry, as understood by the Pakistani general: "The
substrata of human senses – the mental reality which constitutes the socio-cultural interpretations, and are
the inner springs of individual and social behavior – are ironically overlooked.
The perceptions based on membership in marginalized groups, the deprived sensibility accumulated
through sufferings, discriminations and denial of justice and fair play, dissolve hope and
expectations and lead to what sociologists have termed anomie – a mental state where death or life
ceases to have any meaning or relevance. In the war on terror, who are the culprits – the promoters
of anomie or the perpetrators of violence?"
Beg's use of anomie is America's alleged lack of ethical values, which, in turn, begets violence, ergo
bin Laden is not responsible for ; America is. This is a switch on the still widely held belief in the
1/10/06

© India Research Foundation
2001-2006 All Rights Reserved

304

CONFIDENTIAL

IRF100.0/2006

Muslim world that the CIA and Mossad were co-conspirators in the plot whose objective was to
provide a rationale for military intervention in Afghanistan and Iraq.
This taradiddle also had its roots in Pakistan when Gen. Hamid Gul, a former head of the InterServices Intelligence agency, a classmate of Beg, said he had evidence the U.S. Air Force was also
involved in the plot (i.e., the fact that no U.S. fighter planes took off to shoot down the hijacked aircraft).
Both Beg, the head of a think tank, and Gul, who is "strategic adviser" to politico-religious parties, are
held in high regard by the Pakistani military. There are no quick fixes for change. Despite all the
constantly repeated assurances given to the United States about reform, Pakistan's madrasas, or religious
schools, are still churning out 750,000 jihadi-prone male teenagers a year with the same hateful views of
America, Israel and India. The fossilized clerics in charge have stood their ground – with Wahhabi clergy
money still reaching them from Saudi Arabia.
An estimated total of 5 million young men have passed through the system over the past 13 years.
The madrasas were the spawning grounds of Taliban. Today, a resurgent Taliban in Afghanistan continues
to enjoy the same logistical support – and casualty insurance.
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END NOTES:

The material in this document is neither original nor is it primary research material. Most
of the topic discussed in this manuscript is available as open source. The main
importance of this manuscript is that it connects the various topics which affect India;
together to create a large big picture of the events in the past, the present and the future.
It connects social sciences, anthropology and history with political analysis, geo-politics
and military affairs. The west by controlling the media is controlling the current Indian
perception of the truth, by controlling the political debate the west is controlling the
political philosophy inside India and by controlling the education system and infiltrating
the system, west is controlling the future generations of India. The big picture as shown
in this document may sound far fetched and may also sound unbelievable and even a
conspiracy. But the reader has to do further research and figure out for themselves what
is going on that is affecting the security of India and people of India for over a century.
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