
Who is in such 
a hurry to make 
Rahul Gandhi the 
prime minister? 
His mother, Sonia 
Gandhi? The Con-

gress Party? Or those who conduct 
opinion polls? Constitutionally, 
there is no bar on Rahul from be-
coming prime minister. He is an 
elected Lok Sabha member. His 
party has 206-odd MPs who will 
be too willing to elect him as their 
leader. UPA’s allies can write to 
the President extending their un-
conditional support to Rahul. But 
in Congress culture, such constitu-
tional niceties are often 
ignored or forgotten. 
No decision has been 
taken to topple Prime 
Minister Manmohan 
Singh through press 
statements. The allies 
haven’t met to express 
their non-confidence 
in him. But last week, 
Digvijaya Singh, known 
best for his destabilis-
ing acumen, unnerved 
the Government when 
he said that Rahul had 
matured and acquired 
all the necessary quali-
ties to become prime 
minister. Diggy forgot 
that there is no vacancy. 
M a n m o h a n  S i n g h 
has no plans to quit 
in favour of the prime 
minister-in-waiting 
either. Both Sonia and 
Rahul have expressed 
their full confidence 
in Manmohan Singh’s 
ability to lead the Gov-
ernment. Since she herself gave up 
the top job, Sonia can’t be faulted 
for inspiring the sudden syco-
phantic swing in Rahul’s favour.

Then, why is it that some Con-
gress leaders associated with the 
Gandhi Parivar miss no opportu-
nity to remind people that Man-
mohan Singh is a night watchman 
and Rahul will soon replace him? 
That too, at a time when the Gov-
ernment and the party are strug-
gling to defend themselves from 
an aggressive opposition and an 
agitated civil society over corrup-
tion and non-governance? When 
in power, Congressmen enjoy the 
present, but they always plot and 
conspire to secure their future 
too. For majority of them, Man-
mohan Singh is a soon-to-be-past 
prime minister. Digvijaya and his 
clones are emboldened by opin-
ion poll results on Rahul’s rising 
popularity—barely a seven-year-
old in politics, Rahul has become 
the most sought after youth icon 
in the country. With little admin-
istrative experience or ideologi-
cal conviction, he is surprisingly 
perceived as India’s best prime 
ministerial candidate, leaving 
the incumbent prime minister 

far behind. More Congress lead-
ers, chief ministers, Union min-
isters and even civil servants are 
seen hovering around 12 Tughlak 
Lane, Rahul’s official address, 
than at 7 Race Course Road.

The stark reality is that Con-
gress leaders can’t think beyond 
the Gandhis as none have ever 
been able to acquire national ac-
ceptability on their own. If the 
Gandhis are their past, they will 
also ensure the rootless netas a 
prosperous future. Barring an ac-
cidental interregnum of five years 
between 1991 and 1996—when P 
V Narasimha Rao ruled both the 

country and the Congress—only 
a Nehru-Gandhi has dictated, di-
rected and decided the fate of the 
party. As long as a member of The 
Family was in power, no Congress-
man dared to name an outsider as 
a successor to the throne. Even 
when Jawahar Lal Nehru was 
around, the question “Who after 
Nehru?” was raised only when he 
fell ill. Once Indira took over in 
1966, the Nehru-Gandhi-Congress 
merger was complete; at one stage 
the breakaway faction was even 
known as Congress (Indira). With 
Mrs G began dynastic succession 
in Indian politics. All the powerful 
regional satraps who could have 
challenged her plans were either 
marginalised or thrown out of the 
party. Pushed to the wall during 
the Emergency, Indira inducted 
her younger son Sanjay Gandhi 
into politics, who virtually ran the 
government for two years. 

From 1975 to 1980, Congress-
men saw in him a natural in-
heritor. After his untimely death, 
Indira opted for son Rajiv Gandhi 
rather than any other senior Con-
gress leader. Her message was 
clear: only a Gandhi may succeed 
her—which is what happened after 

her assassination. Even before 
death, she had astutely made sure 
that key people were in place to 
ensure that only a Gandhi would 
be an acceptable alternative.

The reason the Congress 
slipped away from its First Fam-
ily after Rajiv’s death in 1991 was 
Sonia’s refusal to head the party. 
In 1996, once Narsimha Rao was 
defeated and defamed, Rajiv loy-
alists struck and also ejected AICC 
president Sitaram Kesari from his 
office, and handed the party over 
to Sonia Gandhi. Since she wasn’t 
interested in becoming the prime 
minister, Sonia predictably chose 

Rahul in 2004 to 
contest the elections 
from Amethi—Ra-
jiv’s former constitu-
ency. Three years 
later, in 2007, he was 
appointed an AICC 
general secretary 
with a clear mandate 
to create a new Con-
gress of young lead-
ers and set the tone 
for future politics.

In fact, Congress 
leaders were all set 
to anoint Rahul as 
the prime minister 
had the party got an 
absolute majority in 
2009. According to 
a senior Congress 
leader, no Gandhi 
would ever agree 
to be head a coali-
tion in which he 
or she will have to 
deal with leaders 
like Mamata Ban-
erjee, Lalu Prasad 

Yadav or Mulayam Singh Yadav. 
Obviously, Rahul is in no tearing 
hurry. He was candid enough to 
admit at his first press confer-
ence that “my position gives me 
certain advantages to do certain 
things. I am the outcome of the 
system (but) that doesn’t mean I 
can’t change the system”.

His occasional forays into tribal 
hills and Dalit hamlets have 
yielded little political dividends. 
His policy of ‘Ekla chalo’ in Bihar 
and Uttar Pradesh hasn’t bet-
tered the party’s fortunes. His 
genuine attempts to democratise 
the Congress through elections 
have only brought the children of 
senior politicians into power. His 
core team of young MPs hasn’t 
been given significant any gov-
ernment or party responsibility. 
As the countdown to 2014 elec-
tions begins, it is not Rahul who 
is in a hurry. For he knows, he 
can grab the prime ministership 
if his party has the requisite sup-
port. But his promoters are keen 
to protect their own present and 
future even if it means killing the 
goose which may lay golden eggs 
in the long run, but not just now.
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In the early hours of May 2, people in Pa-
kistan were shocked to learn that in an 
overnight raid, the US had killed Osama 
bin Laden. Even before they could recover 
from the international embarrassment and 

domestic trauma, they were suddenly confronted with a 
brazen terrorist attack on the Mehran naval base in Ka-
rachi. People across the world have been shocked by me-
ticulous planning of this raid and the ability of a handful 
of terrorists to hold a numerically superior and elite 
force of commandos at bay for over 15 hours. Even more 
shocking were subsequent revelations that not only had 
Pakistani naval personnel helped the attackers, but had 
even planned and participated in the attack. 

For the first time after the 1971 Bangladesh conflict, 
the public in Pakistan is now questioning the abili-
ties and wisdom of the country’s armed forces. There 
has also been widespread revulsion at the torture and 
murder of journalist Syed Saleem Shahzad, following 
his revelations about the involvement of naval person-
nel linked to extremist Islamic groups, including the Al-
Qaeda, in the Karachi attack. An emboldened press in 
Pakistan has openly alluded to the widespread belief that 
the ISI was responsible for Shahzad’s murder. Moreover, 
people in Pakistan are joining others across the world in 
voicing concern about the safety of Pakistan’s nuclear ar-
senal. There are arrangements in place under which the 
fissile core of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons is separated 
from its explosive package. The weapons, thus unassem-
bled, cannot be used by terrorists. But the query does 
arise that if the armed forces themselves have links with 
extremist groups, what is 
to prevent a radical group 
from within the forces 
seizing control of nuclear 
weapons and holding the 
entire world to ransom? 

There is little doubt 
about the extent of radi-
calism within the ranks of 
the Pakistan army and ISI. 
Shahzad said that even be-
fore the 9/11 strikes, there 
were formal agreements 
between the ISI on the one 
hand and the Taliban and 
Al-Qaeda on the other. Moreover, just after 9/11, the 
then Director General of the ISI Lt-General Mehmood 
Ahmed assured both Mullah Omar and Osama in Kan-
dahar that Pakistan would neither mount operations 
against them nor would it arrest them. It is because of 
such assurances and links between the ISI and terrorist 
groups that Osama was hidden in Abbottabad; the Tali-
ban leadership lives in the Baluchistan capital Quetta; 
and Hafiz Mohammed Saeed wages jihad openly against 
India. In 1995, a serving Major General, Zaheer ul Islam 
Abbasi, attempted a coup against the Benazir Bhutto 
government, aiming to make Pakistan an Islamic State. 
Pakistan Air Force personnel attempted to assassinate 
President Musharraf in 2003. The then chief of the PAF 
Air Chief Marshal Mushaf Ali Mir, who died mysteri-
ously in an air crash the same year, was known to have 
close contacts with and sympathies for the Al-Qaeda and 
its terrorist affiliates.

It is not just the safety of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal 
that has concerned the international community. A 
number of close associates of the infamous Dr A Q Khan 
have faced detention for reportedly unauthorised links 
with Osama and Taliban leader Mullah Omar, and for 
their readiness to pass on nuclear technology to radical 
Islamic groups. Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto described Pakistan’s 
nuclear weapons programme as its contribution to the 
“Islamic Civilisation” in his prison memoirs. But apart 
from its concerns about the impact of radicalisation on 
the safety and security of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons, 
India has a more immediate concern. Under siege do-
mestically and internationally, because of recent events 
that have dented its image and credibility, Pakistan’s 
military could well seek to divert attention by getting its 
“assets” to stage a spectacular terrorist attack on vital in-
stallations in India, replicating the attack on the Karachi 
naval base. Are we prepared for such an eventuality?

   The writer is a former diplomat

Now that the party is winding down in Egypt, no one 
really wants the army to stick around but nobody 

quite knows how to ask them to play ball or leave. After 
all, the consequences are rather scary. Ask Hossam el-
Hamalawy, a popular blogger and TV presenter, who 
has suggested that any institution that is a tax benefici-
ary from the public is open to questioning. A seemingly 
reasonable request but one that saw him facing ques-
tions at a military headquarters the following day. 

The TV presenter isn’t alone in being hauled up by 
the army for comments they perceived as unacceptable. 
Michael Nabil, a blogger, has been sentenced to three 
years in prison for his persistent attacks on the mili-
tary; and Bothaina Kamel, a liberal and the first female 
presidential candidate, has been charged with libel for 
insulting the military, according to a report in the New 
York Times on May 31. The military is also pressuring 
the media for “protecting its image” and limiting (read 
censoring?) criticism of it.

The Egyptian military finds itself in the dock for such 
actions as well as a damning report on May 30 in which 
it was revealed that it conducted forced virginity tests on 
female demonstrators detained in an earlier protest. The 
report by Amnesty International, which quoted female 
detainees, has caused outrage. 

As a Pakistani national, this is familiar territory for 
me. The military in Pakistan was a holy cow. Since Gen-
eral Pervez Musharraf liberalised the media—ironically 
in the early 2000s—a newfound voice meant everything 
could be placed under the microscope except the armed 
forces. Laws are in place to protect questioning anything 
that goes against the national interest of the country, 
except that anything really can be defined as national 
interest. There is a fine line between what can be seen as 

questioning and insulting the institution—at least that is 
how militaries in both Pakistan and Egypt seem to feel.

So journalists are frequently rounded up for explain-
ing their remarks or other intimidation techniques are 
applied to scare them into “submission”. In Pakistan, 
the death of Osama bin Laden opened a new chapter for 
the media. Whether the army knew of bin Laden’s ex-
istence or didn’t, either case was a massive intelligence 
failure and the media went all out. An embarrassed but 
still defiant military found itself in the dock.

Why does the military view itself as the sole defender 
of honour and who decides at what point does criticism 
go from being appropriate to unacceptable? And why—
when they feel their action has caused them insult—is 
the punishment more severe than it would be in a civil 
court? Isn’t the military, in essence, accountable to the 
government? The governments of both Pakistan and 
Egypt (once it holds its elections in September) are 
democratic in nature and one of the foundations of such 
governments is free speech—which the military says is 
OK if you want to slam former President Hosni Mubarak 
or President Asif Ali Zardari but don’t apply those rules 
of free speech to the armed forces.

It’s no wonder that Pakistanis and Egyptians are stand-
ing up and rejecting these double standards. Account-
ability can’t be an exclusive domain. No one is buying it 
anymore. Undoubtedly the consequences are frightening. 
Kamel was questioned for six hours before being charged. 
That pales in comparison to the death of Pakistani jour-
nalist Saleem Shahzad on May 30—tortured and shot 
and found in his car, allegedly for trying to expose the link 
between intelligence agency and Al-Qaeda. While some 
voices can be silenced, others refused to be—and it is usu-
ally the brave journalists that refuse to kowtow.

   The writer is the editor of Al Arabiya English
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Last month, the Supreme Court, 
while dismissing the bail appeal of 
five policemen who allegedly killed 
a businessman in a fake encounter, 
said: “In cases, where fake encoun-
ter is proved against policemen in 

a trial, they must be given death sentence, treat-
ing it as the rarest of the rare cases.”

We, the police, are a divided lot on this 
issue. Many of us have raised eyebrows and 
heckle. Our most important plea is that the 
laws are insufficient to deal with the new di-
mensions of crime, particularly terrorism, 
naxalism and organised crime. The legal sys-
tem does not give us enough time to examine 
and interrogate the accused. It does not trust 
the policeman’s testimony and thus compels 
him to evade the due legal process. We also 
complain that the courts are tardy and un-
cooperative. We moan that witnesses don’t 
come forward to depose. Our bellyache is that 
forensic and related infrastructure to secure 
even apparently available evidence is almost 
non-existent.

Another plea is that public exhorts (read ex-
pect) us to lynch the “guilty”. However, the issue 

is: will the public support us when we 
face the doomsday? Never. If we commit 
an illegal act on somebody else’s behest, 
then at the best it is a private contractual 
arrangement between the two parties 
that lacks legal sanction. 

Also, how do we justify an encoun-
ter? Let’s assume the District Super-
intendent of Police is a district judge. 
How would he conclude that an alleged 
criminal is guilty? Would he do it by 
sketchy historysheets and ill-prepared 
crime records? 

In the police, crime record main-
tenance is perceived as a trivial job. 
Would he do it by over-used and un-
reliable stock witnesses? Or by biased 
wisdom of his juniors who are eager to 
hoodwink him to please a rival don? 
How would he, even for his personal 
satisfaction, assess and verify that the situa-
tion warrants compromising liberties of life 
and principles of natural justice?

Now the question is why we do it, if at all we 
do it. Is it because a rival gang has tipped us 
to eliminate its enemy with the help of “legal 
system”? And if we do it on our own, we must 
be ready to bear the brunt of the future. In 

fact, we should not expect any support from 
any quarter. We “think” society and victims of 
crime look up to us for justice. Do they really 
look up to us or we don’t allow them to go be-
yond us? Or we do it for personal glory, faster 
promotions, medals and appreciation letters? 

Or, we want to be the “poster boy” of 
the criminal justice system? 

When laws do not give us enough 
rope to interrogate the accused, 
courts are allegedly slow, and foren-
sic and other basic infrastructure is 
missing, then why should we take the 
“self-defined” high moral ground of 
being the saviour of society and stage 
a fake encounter?

Most of us are naive enough to not 
know that a part of us creates Frank-
enstein and another part destroys 
it. Ironically, very often, both parts 
are unaware of who created and de-
stroyed the Frankenstein. Blissfully, 
willingly, blindfolded, ostrich-like. 

The idea is not to ridicule and be-
little the committed efforts of those 
who have fought and are still fight-

ing terrorism, naxalism and organised crime. 
Be it Punjab terrorism, North-eastern in-
surgency, Naxalite movement, Kashmir ter-
rorism or Mumbai 26/11, Indian police have 
proved its mettle while working with severe 
legal, infrastructure and mindset handicaps. 
But we need to bring systemic changes in laws 
that suit our working environment. We must 

capitalise on our big victories in Punjab and 
North-East to bring changes in our penal, 
procedural and evidence laws. We did think 
of innovative changes but not as much as nec-
essary that promotes collaborations among 
different parts of the criminal justice system 
to fight terrorism and organised crime. 

In 1970’s and 80’s, Bollywood used to por-
tray police inspectors as honest, enterpris-
ing and committed protagonists. But of late, 
its diction and metaphor has changed to our 
detriment. Therefore, it is not just enough to 
be good police officers; we need to go out in 
all those areas that affect our profession—be 
it polity, media, cine world, judiciary or bu-
reaucracy. We need to initiate a dialogue with 
civil society, the executive, the polity and the 
judiciary to make them realise that police 
face unique challenges. We need to take new 
wings to touch new highs of professionalism, 
supported by laws and infrastructure. Yes, it 
is utopia. But even if it is so, let’s wait for it. 
Let the law give us sanction and specify due 
process to kill somebody (innocent or not in-
nocent). The idea is to be an accountable and 
professional police force of a civilised society.

The writer is Joint Commissioner, Delhi Police. 
E-mail him at tajendraluthra@rediffmail.co
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Since General 
Musharraf libera-
lised the media in 
2000s, a newfound 
voice meant ev-
erything could be 
placed under the 
microscope except 
the armed forces.

If the Pakistan 
armed forces 
themselves have 
links with extrem-
ist groups, what 
is to prevent a 
group from within 
seizing control of 
nuclear weapons.

Why Blame Police for Fake Encounters When the Laws are Inadequate?

Congress leaders can’t think beyond the 
Gandhis as none have ever been able to ac-
quire national acceptability on their own. 
If the Gandhis are their past, they will also 
ensure rootless netas a prosperous future.

Policemen during the Batla House encounter


