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Preface  

The Centre for Security Analysis was host to two public lectures by distinguished 

personalities on 26
th
 November 2005. Sir Michael Quinlan and Dr. Rahul Roy-

Chaudhury delivered two very interesting and informative public lectures. Sir Michael is 

Consulting Senior Fellow for South Asia, International Institute for Strategic Studies, 

London. He delivered a lecture on Global Nuclear Weapons Prospects. Dr. Roy-

Chaudhury, Research Fellow for South Asia, International Institute for Strategic Studies 

(IISS), London, spoke on India-Pakistan Peace Process Dividends. Lt. Gen. V.R. 

Raghavan, President, Centre for Security Analysis, made the opening remarks and Dr. 

M.R. Srinivasan, former head of the Atomic Energy Commission, chaired the 

proceedings. 



 

 

Opening Remarks 

By Lt. Gen. V.R. Raghavan 

Sir Michael Quinlan, Dr. Rahul Roy-Chaudhury, ladies and gentlemen, thank you very 

much for joining us today for this afternoonôs discussion on two fascinating subjects ï 

Global Nuclear Weapons Prospects and the India-Pakistan Peace Process Dividends. 

We have with us today, this team from the International Institute for Strategic Studies, as 

part of their South Asia program.  The IISS is the worldôs leading authority on political-

military conflict and is based in London. It produces some of the most well read and 

respected papers and books. Among its most famous titles is the Military Balance, which 

is considered the last word and the most authoritative document on the status, condition, 

and capabilities of military forces all over the world.  They also produce the Strategic 

Survey, an annual retrospective of the yearôs political and military trends and the Adelphi 

Papers, which are well researched and expensive to produce.  They also publish a 

quarterly called Survival, which is widely read and to which several international experts 

contribute. 

The IISS launched the South Asia Program in 2003, which is proof that South Asia, led 

by India, has now been recognized as an area of special focus and study in security issues. 

This programme was started by Dr. Rahul Roy-Chaudhury. 

Moving on to the introductions, the eveningôs proceedings will be chaired by Dr. M.R. 

Srinivasan, former head of the Atomic Energy Commission, a highly respected nuclear 

scientist, and often consulted on various issues by the Government of India even today. 

He advises the government particularly on the India-US nuclear deal.  

Sir Michael Quinlan is the Consulting Fellow for South Asia at the IISS in London.  He is 

a UK civil servant, primarily in the defence field.  He worked extensively on Nuclear 

Weapons Policy, Doctrine and Arms Control, both in the national and NATO contexts.  

The NATO nuclear doctrine was, in many ways, his contribution and he is an 

acknowledged expert globally on nuclear doctrine.  Some of his writings include a 



 

 

wonderful book called Thinking about Nuclear Weapons and he has recently written a 

highly respected piece on India-Pakistan nuclear deterrent stability and similar issues.  He 

has also lectured extensively on international security issues.  He is a visiting Professor in 

the Department of War Studies at Kingôs College in London.  He retired as the permanent 

Under Secretary of State in the UK Ministry of Defence, where he served from 1988 till 

1992. Later, he was the Director of the Ditchley Foundation, which runs a series of 

seminars and workshops in the United Kingdom on security related issues.  We are 

extremely happy to have you here, Sir Michael.  Thank you for accepting my invitation to 

visit Chennai. 

 

Lt. Gen. V.R. Raghavan, Dr. M.R. Srinivasan, Sir Michael Quinlan and Dr. Rahul Roy-

Chaudhury at the public lecture 

Dr. Rahul Roy-Chaudhury is a Research Fellow for South Asia at the IISS.  He initiated 

this program, which is now in its second year. He was a Senior Research Fellow at the 



 

 

International Policy Institute at Kingôs College, London in 2002-03. During 2000-02, he 

served in the National Security Council Secretariat in the Prime Ministerôs Office in India. 

Prior to his appointment to the Government, he was on the faculty of the Institute for 

Defence Studies and Analyses in New Delhi. 

On behalf of the Centre for Security Analysis, I extend a warm welcome to Sir Michael 

and Dr. Roy-Chaudhury. I also wish to thank Dr. M.R. Srinivasan for accepting to chair 

this eveningôs proceedings. 



 

 

Remarks of the Chair 

By Dr. M.R. Srinivasan 

A few years ago, people thought in terms of the world one day becoming nuclear 

weapons free.  Those of you who have followed the Pugwash discussions will know that 

several annual conventions have been held where they discuss the prospect of a nuclear 

weapons free world. But now it looks as though it is receding although there was a time 

when even President Reagan and President Gorbachev had thought that there would be a 

rapid reduction in nuclear weapon stockpiles and that perhaps less than a thousand for 

each of these two countries would suffice. Some suggested even lower numbers.  

However, in the last few years, the interest in discussing the elimination of nuclear 

weapons is declining.  In fact, there are sophisticated and not-so-sophisticated reasons 

given as to why nuclear weapons shall perhaps exist in perpetuity.  This debate is of great 

interest to all of us and I am sure after we have heard Sir Michael Quinlan, there will be 

many questions that we would all like to ask him. 

Dr. Rahul Roy-Chaudhury will speak on India-Pakistan Peace Process Dividends. He is 

an Indian and has worked in the Indian system. It will, however be interesting to listen to 

someone who looks at the progress or the lack of it from a distance and then objectively 

tells us where we are heading. I am sure that this subject will also evoke considerable 

discussion. 

So, without taking any more of your time, I would like to invite Sir Michael Quinlan to 

speak on Global Nuclear Weapons Prospects. 



 

 

 

Global Nuclear Weapons Prospects 

By Sir Michael Quinlan 

Thank you very much Mr. Chairman.  I have great pleasure to be here for the very first 

time in Chennai. It is a pleasure to be with the CSA especially under the superintendence 

of my old and very much admired friend General Raghavan, and it is a privilege to be 

operating under the chairmanship of someone so distinguished in the nuclear field. I find 

that rather frightening; especially since I am neither a scientist nor a military man and my 

acquaintance with the nuclear field comes entirely from bringing a general thinking to 

bear upon the issues of nuclear doctrine, nuclear policy and nuclear arms control in a 

succession of posts as I made my way precariously up the bureaucracy for about thirty 

years and I also make it clear that this lies in the past.  The reason I make that clear is that 

I donôt in any way whatsoever, speak for the British government; I donôt have a brief for 

them and I suspect that they would disagree with a fair amount of what I might 

irresponsibly say. So, the opinions I express will be mine and mine alone. 

The global nuclear scene is a large canvas and I shall paint on it only rather patchily in 

the time available but if I do not cover what interests you, let us engage further in our 

discussion afterwards. 

I will first speak about the general international scene, the multilateral scene concerning 

nuclear non-proliferation, to which we all give at least lip service, and then to touch 

rather more specifically on a range of national or regional issues. The non-proliferation 

regime is centred upon the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty, not an immensely popular 

treaty here in India but a fact nevertheless. It has been, I believe, on the whole a 

beneficent one over the last 35 years. This is particularly true when we think back to the 

time when President Kennedy predicted 25 or 30 nuclear weapon states by the year 2000. 

That hasnôt happened and the treaty, I think, has played a part. 



 

 

There is a review conference every five years to see how things are working out within 

the regime, of which the treaty is the keystone and the most recent such conference was 

in May this year.  It was, in outcome, somewhere between a non-event and a fiasco.  It 

spent almost all its time in procedural wrangling, no doubt concealing issues of substance 

but the participants didnôt get beyond the formalities of procedural argument.  They 

didnôt manage to get on to serious matters like the problem of Iran, which I will examine 

in detail a little later. Nor did they discuss how to extend more widely the Additional 

Protocol which has been developed and accepted by many countries for improving the 

powers of inspection which the IAEA can exercise, in my opinion, to the benefit of all. 

Why it did quite so badly is a matter of speculation. Some cynics suggested that it 

actually suited the United States possibly because it meant that the conference never 

really managed to debate the fact that in the previous conference in the year 2000 under 

the Clinton administration, the United States had undertaken 13 steps as part of the 

conference, and the present administration has no intention of fulfilling even some of 

those steps. 



 

 

 

Sir Michael delivering his lecture on Global Nuclear Weapons Prospects 

I donôt regard the conference outcome, disappointing as it was, as having been an outright 

calamity. I believe the regime centred on the treaty remains robust and it is so because it 

is in the interest of most of the signatories.  It is not just a favour done by the non-nuclear 

countries to the five formally recognized nuclear ones; it is primarily a bargain among the 

non-nuclear countries themselves so that they are not forced to engage in arms races or 

fear them as they would have thirty or forty years ago.  Nevertheless, it is clearly a bad 

thing that the conference went so badly and one must earnestly hope that the next one in 

2010 would be better prepared and more successful. 

Another broad issue in the multilateral dimension is the progress of what is called the 

Proliferation Security Initiative which was launched by President Bush a few years ago as 

an optional but strongly pushed multilateral initiative whereby participating countries 

agreed to do a variety of things to try and prevent, or at least impede, the movement 



 

 

internationally of material that might be of use to potential proliferators, of whom the 

United States disapproved.  More detailed information is available in an Adelphi Paper 

on the Proliferation Security Initiative by Mark Valencia that gives a very good overview 

of it.  It is not altogether easy to judge how well that initiative is working partly because 

we are given very little information about what exactly is done under it, what 

interceptions have been made on the high seas, that being one of the steps contemplated.  

There is no doubt that the PSI has a variety of difficulties.  There are problems about the 

legitimacy of interception on the high seas and its compatibility  with the Law of the Sea.  

There are problems about the sharing of intelligence and on whether information can be 

shared with all the participants.  And there are problems also of definition ï what are the 

materials whose movement we wish to interdict because so much that might be of use to 

the malevolent is dual use material that could have totally innocent purposes. It continues, 

therefore, to be beset by a range of difficulties.  I think however, that it has been of use if 

only to get attention, as a way of heightening awareness of the problem.  But I suspect 

that there will be a better future for an increasing network of bilateral agreements 

between countries about how they are to deal with the risks of trade in these undesirable 

materials.  

But a more systematic and dependable initiative in this territory is the step that was taken 

by the United Nations Security Council last year, the Security Council Resolution 1540, 

which required all countries to take a wide range of steps to prevent materials which 

could create Weapons of Mass Destruction capability from getting into the hands of 

potential terrorists. That resolution was passed under Chapter VII of the UN Charter 

which means it is mandatory, and not optional. A lot has been done by many countries, 

including India and Pakistan, to give effect to that initiative but there is a lot more to it 

than just passing good laws. Implementation is a hard and complicated slog and there is a 

long way to go on that. However, I think this has been a good step in the non-

proliferation armoury and a good start has been made. 

Moving on to more specific things, there are two countries which worry people in the 

current international scene.  They are North Korea and Iran.  Let me take North Korea 



 

 

first as being the country which is the nearer of the two to having an operational nuclear 

weapon capability. They certainly have missiles which could deliver nuclear weapons 

and it is widely conjectured that they have surreptitiously built up a stock of fissile 

material which could make perhaps 6 to 8 - a single figure number - nuclear weapons.  

None of this is certain - North Korea of course tells us nothing that we can regard as 

reliable about all this. In my opinion, it is possible that like Saddam Hussein who let the 

outside world believe that his capability was more than it actually was, North Korea may 

indulge in a similar tactic. Nevertheless North Korea is plainly a problem country under a 

somewhat enclosed government, paranoid - at least concerned - about every sort of fear 

around it. We have had a rollercoaster ride with encouraging general agreements 

punctuated by a series of disagreements about what a particular commitment means and 

who is to move first.  I will not attempt to forecast what the outcome will be but for the 

moment, I am moderately encouraged by two things. The first is that China is fully 

engaged and it clearly cannot be in Chinese interest to let North Korea emerge as a fully 

operational nuclear power. The second reason is that, partly because of the focus on 

North Korea and upon other parts of the world, the climate of suspicion in which North 

Korea now operates makes it much less easy than it would have been during the 1990s 

for North Korea to act as an active proliferator, whether of weapons or of delivery 

systems. 

Moving on to Iran, I would recommend to the conference a very extensive special 

assessment produced by the IISS a few months ago on what is known about its uranium 

capability. We are in a much more uncertain condition with respect to Iran than with 

North Korea and that is partly because we do not know what Iran may intend in the long 

run. Iran is not a closed monolithic autocracy like North Korea. There are different 

factions; there are real divergences argued about. Mr. Rafsanjani publicly criticised his 

new President, the one who beat him in the election, very severely only recently. That 

does not happen in North Korea. There are different factions with different objectives and 

no agreement yet.  But there is certainly a common feeling that Iran is entitled to have a 

fully operational civil nuclear capability. Whether to extend that to a latent nuclear 

weapons capability or even to an operational nuclear weapons capability is a debate 



 

 

within Iran itself and it is impossible to see who is going to win at this stage. This is 

especially true amid the incentives or disincentives created by the pressures from the 

international community, led by the three major countries of the European Union, with 

Washington operating a little uncomfortably in the background. While it is impossible to 

predict the outcome, negotiations will at least give us time, which in itself has value.  It is 

interesting to speculate just how much it would matter, why and to whom, if Iran did 

eventually emerge as an operational nuclear weapons power. 

I would now like to speak of the five countries which are acknowledged under the treaty 

as possessors of nuclear weapons. France is facing no new key decisions in the nuclear 

field. Although you will occasionally hear criticism within France of the precise scale of 

their capability, there is a strong domestic consensus in favour of France remaining a 

nuclear power. Franceôs experience in the last 150 years has been bitter and nuclear 

weapons are the guarantee that it cannot be humiliated again. This is why there is very 

little likelihood, in my opinion, that any sort of domestic pressure will emerge for France 

to disarm.  

I have very little to say about China because we know very little about what its capability 

actually is. There was a very interesting article in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 

recently, which suggested that we have been exaggerating the operational reality of what 

China has. China doesnôt tell us, nor is it likely that it ever will, but it was an interesting 

sidelight on what the facts are.   

On Russia, the prime concern remains that she still has a very large holding, 3000 

according to current estimates, of non-strategic weapons, i.e. weapons not covered by the 

Moscow Treaty ï weapons that are not of intercontinental capability. It is very hard to see 

what the real defence case is for an army far bigger than the comparable US Army. In 

themselves, they donôt worry me, as it would a defence person, except because of the 

risks there may be in that large country with many internal problems of leakage or 

unauthorized seizure. A lot has been done over the last ten years both by efforts within 

Russia and by external assistance like the Nunn-Lugar program where the US has put 

hundreds of millions of dollars into assisting Russia to manage its armoury and the 



 

 

European Union has made its own contribution.  This is an area in which even very small 

risks need to be taken very seriously. 

Let me touch now upon the United States.  I admit to being a bit uneasy at the rather 

cavalier attitude in the Bush administration about the general authority, consistency and 

legitimacy of the international regime centred upon the NPT.  I have already mentioned 

the evident desire of this administration to look the other way from the 13 steps which 

were agreed to by its predecessor in 2000. Another example is the recent agreement 

between the United States and India, when Prime Minister Manmohan Singh visited 

Washington, about assistance and cooperation in the nuclear area as part of the 

developing US-India relations. Quite a lot of my friends in the United States arms control 

community are uneasy or sharply critical of that as being a departure from the letter and 

the rigour of the non-proliferation regime. It is going to be very interesting to see whether 

the US Congress and the Bush administration come to a consensus about how to strike a 

balance between the advantages of the purity and consistency of the non-proliferation 

regime and the massive and growing importance of the bilateral US-India relationship. It 

seems possible that the Congress may not easily be brought to the same view of how that 

balance should be struck. 

In other respects, I think the US does better than it is sometimes given credit for.  It has 

over the last dozen years made massive reductions in its strategic and non-strategic 

armoury.  I am not a great fan of the Moscow Treaty that was concluded early in the Bush 

administrationôs time. It seems more an act of political theatre than a serious arms control 

measure. Nevertheless, the reductions made have been considerable and I believe that the 

current claims that the US is developing a whole new armoury of weapons and that they 

have developed some markedly new pre-emptive nuclear doctrine are ill founded and do 

the US less than justice.   

We in the United Kingdom have been in the nuclear business since very soon after the 

Second World War and we have reduced our capability.  We still have just one type of 

system, the Trident Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles on four submarines and the 

force which was brought in the early 1990s is aging. It is likely that at some point in the 



 

 

next few years fairly substantial investment decisions will have to be taken about whether 

to renew the life of a force like the present one or to move to a different kind of force or 

to get out of the business altogether. The debate is only just warming up and my old 

friends in the campaign for nuclear disarmament are already active. Mr. Blair has made it 

clear that in his judgment we should stay in the business. 

The likelihood is that we would like to stay in the business almost as a matter of national 

psychology. I am not myself an absolutist. I donôt take the view that we ought to stay in it 

whatever it costs or get out of it whatever it costs. My own mind is not fully made up and 

I think the debate has still some way to go. 

Let me turn finally with a touch of trepidation and humility to South Asia.  In an article in 

the most recent issue of our institute journal, Survival, I argued that the nuclear scene 

seems to me, on the whole, more stable and less worrying than when I had written a 

comparable stocktaking five years ago. I continue to believe that there has been important 

improvement. But I think that there are still ways in which the situation could be 

improved and I will speak very briefly on three of them. 

First is the issue of dialogue between India and Pakistan. Let me make it clear, to pre-

empt critics, that I am not assuming that Indian capability is just about Pakistan, I know it 

is not. The foreign secretaries of India and Pakistan acknowledged in a statement last year 

that the nuclear arms of the two countries were a factor for stability and I think that is 

right but it doesnôt happen automatically. It does require attention and work to make it so, 

just as in the Cold War stability at reasonable cost was achieved largely by the dialogue 

that was conducted from the end of the sixties in arms control negotiations, between 

adversaries who were not less suspicious of one another than India and Pakistan appear to 

be.  I think there is real scope for doing something to enhance stability in that regard and 

one of the things which may be most difficult is for each side to recognize that the other 

side is entitled to deterrence.  In other words if you want stability, you should not build 

up your forces in types, numbers or deployments, which appear to rob the other side of 

the ability to retaliate. Such an action will create suspicion, political instability and arms 



 

 

races.  Dialogue therefore is the best way to achieve the confidence to avoid such a 

situation. 

My second point is partly related to that and it is a matter essentially for India; it is the 

issue of ballistic missile defence.  Your government has made no definite commitment 

either way: whether to go for ballistic missile defence or not.  There have been 

discussions both with the Americans and with the Israelis.  I shall not attempt to go into 

the considerations now. I will be happy to discuss them, in the discussion later.  But I 

would just say that in my view that decision needs to be made with considerable care. 

The third point concerns proliferation risks, both internal and external. Clearly Pakistan 

has a special record to live down and India has a good record to maintain.  But I think 

both countries need to make sure that their defences, whether they are constructed under 

the Proliferation Security Initiative or under UNSCR 1540, are in good shape.  We have 

just come from Pakistan and I am modestly encouraged that Pakistan takes this seriously 

and is genuinely ashamed of the AQ Khan affair, even if they do not wish to take action 

against him retrospectively in a way that many in this country would like. I think there is 

recognition that it must not happen again and that Pakistan has a reputation to restore. 

To conclude, I think our global condition in the nuclear weapons scene is neither at high 

risk of these weapons being used nor can we foresee reaching the completely nuclear 

weapons free world that Article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty hopes for. I do not 

expect it to see it myself and I do not think my children will see it but I hope my 

grandchildren have at least a sporting chance.  But it wonôt be achieved by arms control 

measures or the like.  It seems to be rather like the Berlin Wall that came down 

eventually not because people insisted it be taken down but because the political 

conditions which made it useful or relevant ceased to exist. In the long run, I think we 

shall get to the nuclear weapons free world only by political developments, which means 

that people come to conclude that they donôt need them any more.  Meanwhile, though, 

there are plenty of things to be done ï there is a substantial agenda in which I think India 

is an important player. 



 

 

India -Pakistan Peace Process Dividends 

By Dr. Rahul Roy-Chaudhury 

 

It is a privilege to be here today, in Chennai, under the aegis of the Centre for Security 

Analysis. We at the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), in the past two 

years, have learnt a tremendous amount from our interactions with the Delhi Policy 

Group and the Centre for Security Analysis and this is a relationship that we treasure and 

look forward to continuing. 

Let me focus on two objectives of the presentation looking at the India-Pakistan Peace 

Process Dividends. The first objective is to assess the achievements of the peace process 

so far in the past year and a half or two years. The second objective will be to examine 

the challenges and identify the opportunities for the peace process in the forthcoming 

months.  But before I begin this, I think it is important to have a quick look at the various 

phases that the peace process has gone through and what we mean by the current peace 

process. 

We have seen three phases of the peace process and are on the verge of seeing a fourth 

phase, which is still not entirely clear. But the first phase really dates back to the period 

soon after the border confrontation between India and Pakistan in 2001-2002 when there 

were attempts by the leaderships in the two countries to initiate a process of dialogue of 

some sort. President Musharraf made various overtures and Prime Minister Vajpayee, in 

his speech in Srinagar in April 2003, extended his hand of friendship to Islamabad. This 

was the start of the peace process that I am referring to. 

The second phase of the peace process took place in the period soon after the former 

Prime Ministerôs speech, until about May 2004.  This was the period when both countries 

carried out unilateral confidence building measures; they restored communication links, 

transportation links etc, but there were no official level talks between the two countries. 



 

 

The third phase took place soon after the new government took power in Delhi in May 

2004 and this was a phase when we saw both confidence building measures as well as 

official level dialogue. In terms of official level dialogue, the period from May 2004 till 

date is important. This is a dialogue which comprises the eight baskets of the composite 

dialogue and the official technical expert level dialogue. 

 

Dr. Rahul Roy-Chaudhury delivering the lecture on India-Pakistan Peace Process 

Dividends 

The fourth phase that we may be on the verge of seeing is what can be called earthquake 

diplomacy.  This is the phase that could have started with the tragic earthquake in 

Kashmir on the 8
th
 of October. These are early days yet but we have seen limited 

cooperation, though significant in some areas, between the two countries. But as I said, it 

is still not clear whether this phase, the fourth phase, is actually a phase or not. 



 

 

In terms of assessing the dividends of the peace process, there is a general acceptance by 

both sides on one major issue, which is that the peace process has improved the nature of 

bilateral diplomatic relations between the two countries. There is now no significant 

concern or insecurity of both countries moving towards a conflict like in 2001-2002.  But 

within this broad overview of bilateral relations, there are six key issues that we really 

need to take cognizance of in assessing the impact of the peace process. In each of these 

six issues which I will go through, the verdict really varies from success to mixed results 

to failure and we need to look at all of them together. 

The first issue is the ceasefire on the Line of Control and the Siachen glacier.  This is 

from all accounts, a positive development. It is a win-win situation. There was 

considerable scepticism when the ceasefire was initiated in November 2003 but it has 

held. There have been minor allegations of violations by both sides, particularly in the 

early part of this year. On the other hand, there has been an encouraging statement by the 

foreign secretaries of both countries calling for the continuation of the ceasefire. The 

armies of the two countries are also keen on continuing the ceasefire. So, the ceasefire is 

one of the key dividends of the peace process, which is accepted by both Delhi and 

Islamabad. 

The second key issue is the official composite dialogue and the official technical expert 

level talks.  There have been mixed results on this. First, there has been progress on the 

nuclear dimension: the nuclear confidence building measures of these talks and most 

recently, the agreement on the pre-notification of ballistic missile flight tests by both 

sides, which essentially means that prior to the test firing of ballistic missiles both sides 

would notify the other of the test in advance and provide other data to each other.  While 

some people see this as positive, there are others who feel that this is really just 

formalizing something that was taking place in any case in an informal manner. The 

verdict, I think, is still strongly on the positive side, that an agreement has taken place and 

to all extents is expected to continue. 

The second area of progress on nuclear confidence building measures is the hotline which 

has been set up between the two foreign secretaries in order to reduce the risk of a nuclear 



 

 

emergency. The first use of this hotline, of course, took place just after the earthquake 

which was not related to nuclear issues.   

Having said this, there is a lack of progress on most of the other aspects of the composite 

dialogue and that is something which one needs to assess when one is looking at the 

overall impact. So, in terms of the composite dialogue, there have been mixed results 

demonstrated by the success in the nuclear area but absence of success in other areas. 

The third key issue is really the future of Kashmir and what we have seen in the last few 

months is that Kashmir has assumed centre-stage in the peace process. We have seen 

some very positive developments taking place in the last few months. The bus service 

across the Line of Control between Srinagar and Muzaffarabad has resumed in April 

2005 after nearly sixty years. The visit of the All Party Hurriyat Conference (APHC) 

delegation to Muzaffarabad and to Islamabad is also important. There have been meetings 

by the Indian Prime Minister with the APHC.  Five border crossings on the Line of 

Control have also been opened after the earthquake for relief assistance and for 

movement of civilians from divided Kashmiri families.  These are all positives as we go 

into the future of Kashmir. There is also some prospect of trade across the Line of 

Control.   

On the other hand there are people who would argue that this really does not amount to 

much in the overall scheme of things and that these are confidence building measures and 

not movements towards substantial progress on the resolution of the Kashmir issue.   

The fourth key issue is that of cross-border infiltration and violence. This has had mixed 

results. There has clearly been a concerted effort on the part of President Musharraf to 

counter terrorism and extremism in his country. We have seen this particularly after the 

July 7
th
 bombings in London and the discovery of the origin of the bombers who carried 

out the attack. Unfortunately this has not gone as far as it could have in terms of 

implementation and even after the earthquake we have seen that cross-border infiltration 

continues; there have been attacks on key politicians in Kashmir and the status of militant 

infrastructure and militancy is not clear.  Last month there was a series of bomb blasts in 



 

 

Delhi which now have been linked to the Lashkar-e-Toiba which has its base in Pakistan.  

So there are clearly mixed results on cross border infiltration and violence. 

The fifth issue is people-to-people contact and this, from all accounts, is a success. It is at 

an all time high. There has been a large amount of contact, of people going across to 

either side, of getting to know each other better in that sense; there has been release of 

fishermen and there has been release of prisoners as well on a humanitarian basis. So, this 

issue of people-to-people contact is a success. 

The final issue is what I loosely call earthquake diplomacy. There has been some 

cooperation to which I have alluded earlier, particularly in terms of the opening up of the 

five crossing points on the Line of Control.  In addition, India has provided some relief 

assistance to Pakistan; it has pledged 25 million dollars. There has been telephone 

communication between the two Kashmirs and there may be helicopter flights in the no 

fly zone on a case-by-case basis. These few measures could bring about a greater 

cooperation between the two countries, channelled through relief assistance, possibly as a 

catalyst to the fourth phase of the peace process, but it is still early days yet. 

This has not gone through without its problems.  There have been problems of 

atmospherics; the problem of bunkers, who built what and when, about helicopters - the 

use of Indian helicopters or not - and clearly differing proposals on opening of the Line of 

Control between Islamabad and Delhi.  

In terms of the key challenges for the future, there are three major challenges for the 

peace process as we go along. The first challenge is the ability of both India and Pakistan 

to reconcile differing approaches to the peace process. If we take the first of this three-

point aspect, Delhi believes that confidence building measures are critical to build trust 

and once trust is established both countries can resolve the Kashmir issue or move 

towards resolving the Kashmir issue.  Islamabadôs view is slightly different though it has 

agreed to confidence building measures. Its view is that it is very important to resolve the 

Kashmir issue first; this would build trust and everything else would follow. Both 



 

 

countries have adopted nuanced positions in both areas but this will remain a challenge as 

to how both countries can really go at it together. 

The second part of the differing approaches is in terms of linking progress on confidence 

building measures with the composite dialogue. The concern of Islamabad is that the 

confidence building measures may continue but it may distract from the primary issue of 

Kashmir and there is concern in Islamabad that progress in the composite dialogue may 

possibly need to be linked to confidence building measures for the real issue to be 

resolved. 

The third aspect of differing approaches is the linkages within the composite dialogue: 

whether one can solve one aspect of the dialogue as opposed to another aspect. For 

example, can both countries move towards a resolution of the Siachen and Sir Creek 

dispute without moving towards the future of Kashmir. That is a key challenge again for 

the future. 

The second key challenge is the ability of both countries to reconcile their varying 

concerns. Indiaôs concern is clearly on ending cross-border infiltration and violence and it 

is therefore cautious over any reduction or withdrawal of military forces from Kashmir. 

Pakistanôs concern is very different. Pakistanôs concern is the lack of progress on the 

future of Kashmir, which is why Islamabad is keen to put across proposals to reduce 

Indian forces in Kashmir in certain sectors and a proposal to open up the Line of Control. 

But as Indiaôs concern is very different from Pakistanôs, we again have problems in the 

ability to reconcile these varying concerns. 

The third key challenge is the ability to actually reconcile contrasting solutions to the 

Kashmir issue. Indiaôs view is very clear as expressed by Prime Minister Manmohan 

Singh last year that there can be no second partition of the country. Having said that, 

there could well be some space for negotiations and resolution beyond a bottom line such 

as this. Pakistanôs view on the other hand is that the Line of Control is the problem and 

not the solution and that the Line of Control as an international border cannot and will not 

take place. President Musharraf has also provided certain other suggestions including the 



 

 

recent one of de-militarizing both sides of the Line of Control and the proposal for self-

governance on both sides, which has not really gone down very well in Delhi. So that is 

the third challenge. 

However, there are opportunities which need to be looked at seriously in order to boost 

the peace process.  One critical opportunity is the ability to bolster the ceasefire, to put 

more teeth into the ceasefire, to ensure that if any violation does take place in the future it 

is easily resolved by both countries, to have more opportunities for flag meetings to take 

place between the two armed forces. 

Another opportunity is the ability of both countries to disengage and re-deploy in the 

Siachen and Saltoro range. This is something on which both countries feel they could 

reach a common understanding by early January next year, but it is not clear that this will 

take place. 

Yet another opportunity is to build intra-Kashmiri contacts and dialogue to enhance trade 

and commerce linkages between the two Kashmirs and to carefully choreograph a 

reduction of Indian troop levels in Kashmir with an easing of cross border infiltration and 

violence. 

To conclude, we can come to four broad conclusions.  The first is that unless the peace 

process is bolstered through compromises by both countries and through opportunities 

which are taken - the earthquake diplomacy which I have mentioned - it is likely that the 

process will slow down considerably and that will be of considerable and serious concern 

not only to both countries but also to the region and the international community. 

The second conclusion is that it is imperative in many ways to attempt to bring in a new 

phase of the peace process to build on relief assistance that the earthquake has provided 

and move towards improved and far better relations between the two countries. 

The third conclusion is the importance of both countries focusing on Kashmir specific 

deliverables along with bilateral economic and commercial cooperation. By deliverables I 

mean issues including intra-Kashmiri trade, the Siachen glacier dispute etc.   



 

 

Finally the way one is looking at developments as we go into the next few months is 

some sort of effort to bring about a soft Line of Control in Kashmir.  This would be an 

interim measure which may take place in the short term but this would also help to move 

towards a resolution of the Kashmir issue in the longer term. 



 

 

 

DISCUSSIONS 

Prof. Gopalji Malviya  

Sir Michael, what, in your opinion is the role of China and how long can the world trust it 

to play a role in bringing about peace in the region, given that China is an essential part of 

the six-nation initiative that opened a dialogue with North Korea? 

Dr. Roy-Chaudhury, you spoke about opportunities and challenges. I wish to suggest that 

the economic component to opportunities might perhaps sustain this relationship a little 

longer because I feel that the calm on the border does not indicate a durable peace. 

Perhaps intense all-round economic activity will be a kind of pressure on the ruling 

league of Pakistan to sustain the peace process. 

Sir Michael Quinlan 

It seems to me inconceivable that there will be a solution to the problem of nuclear North 

Korea without China playing a crucial part. There are of course lots of things on which 

China has an uneasy relationship with the West, if I could use that label to include Japan, 

and particularly with the United States.  Nevertheless, the relationship as a whole is being 

moderately well managed at present. On this particular issue, it does seem to me there is a 

real convergence of interest between China and other players in the six-nation dialogue. It 

seems to me inconceivable that China would want a nuclear North Korea on her doorstep, 

partly because of the general dangers with having a state like North Korea, with its 

uncertainties, most of all irrationalities, in possession of nuclear weapons, immediately 

next to you. That in itself cannot be comfortable.  More particularly, I think China would 

have to reckon with the possibility that a full blown nuclear North Korea would cause 

South Korea and Japan to reconsider their own position as non-nuclear countries.  We 

discovered not very long ago that South Korea had done rather more than had initially 

been admitted in this territory. We know too that Japan has a considerable scientific and 



 

 

civil nuclear programme and could probably move to weapon capability quite swiftly. 

China cannot want that and they must realize that North Korea moving into this territory 

would at least increase the probability of unwelcome steps of that kind.  I do think on this 

matter there is a real convergence of interest ï whether China has yet come to the 

conclusion that she must exert all the pressure that the West would like to see, is not yet 

entirely clear. China, I think, would be uncomfortable with the notion of bullying another 

communist country to do what the US wants. Nevertheless, I think the convergence of 

interest is going to work in our favour and against the risk of an eventual nuclear North 

Korea.  

Dr. Rahul Roy-Chaudhury 

Well, Prof. Malviya, I couldnôt agree with you more. I think economic aspects are critical. 

It is very important to develop economic cooperation between the two countries. That is 

where I think there will be some challenges. The first thing will be in terms of the nature 

of the trade relationship between the two countries. Today, the level of unofficial trade is 

about five times higher than official trade. There are some problems in boosting trade 

between the two countries. There are similar production facilities, inputs and markets. 

But the main problem is that Islamabad will believe that economic cooperation with 

Delhi may be another attempt to bring both countries closer without moving towards the 

resolution of Kashmir. There is some hesitation on allowing India Most Favoured Nation 

status by Pakistan. There is considerable concern over allowing Indian investment into 

Pakistan precisely for this reason. 

But one critical issue would override all these factors and that is energy. That is really the 

aspect of a gas pipeline coming in from Iran or from Central Asia via Pakistan into India 

and the mutual dependency that this would create in both countries in their attempt to 

access the energy. But for this proposal, the first meeting between India, Iran and 

Pakistan, which was to be held next month, has now been postponed. There is 

considerable concern from Washington over energy relationships by both India and 

Pakistan with Iran. I think there could be substantive progress on the key issue of energy.  




