
The Worrisome Neta-Babu Nexus is Flourishing and In Control

Practising politi-
cians are rarely 
prophetic as they 
live only in the 
present .  They 
refuse to read 

the writing on the wall if it is po-
litically inconvenient. They don’t 
mind killing their conscience to 
serve their fake drawing room 
constituencies. This is exactly 
what our ruling establishment is 
doing when dealing with Pakistan. 
All of them concede that Pakistan 
is almost a dead nation, yet they 
want to engage those who aren’t 
safe even in their own country. 
They live at the mercy of those 
who pose a threat to India. 
While bloodthirsty fundamen-
talists continue to demolish all 
the civilised and democratic 
institutions of Pakistan, large-
hearted leaders from the US 
and their Indian fellow travel-
ers continue to lobby for a dia-
logue. They have no logic. They 
don’t even have an idea about 
whom to talk to. For them, a 
healthy and stable Pakistan 
represents a golden future. 
These regular yatris from Luty-
ens’ Delhi to Lahore are more 
concerned about their evening 
parties where champagne is 
spilled than about the blood 
spattered all over the streets of 
Pakistan and in Mumbai dur-
ing 26/11.

If any more evidence of Pa-
kistan being the most favoured 
and safest haven for terror-
ists was required, it was there 
in the form of the audacious 
attack on the Karachi naval 
base last week. Earlier, the 
US army killed the Badshah 
of Terror Osama bin Laden in 
an area that was barely a few 
kilometres away from the seat 
of Pak military establishment. In 
the US, David Headley left no one 
in doubt during his ongoing trial 
that he was trained and funded 
by the Pakistan’s dreaded and un-
constitutional ISI.

Headley even gave details about 
the names of Pakistani officials, 
terror funds and terror attacks 
planned against India. Yet Indian 
peaceniks have turned their backs 
to the facts and plugged their ears. 
While American opinion makers 
are furious over Headley’s rev-
elations and confessions, Indian 
authorities have chosen to hide 
behind diplomatic camouflage.  
While the US is waging its war on 
ISI-sponsored terror, Indians are 
debating through media and TV 
channels on how to make Paki-
stan a stable and viable state. Pre-
dictably, the US is speaking with a 
forked tongue. One argues for the 
safety of their country and its stra-
tegic interests. Another advises 
India to wait and watch, which 
means let the ISI divert its terror 
outfits to hit at will on Indian soil.

It is amazing that our lead-
ers and cheerleaders for Paki-
stan behave like ostriches. In 
private, however, they admit 
that Pakistan is the global god-
father of terror. Even a hardcore 
diplomat-turned-politician like 
Natwar Singh admitted during a 
TV interview, which he gave as 
India’s foreign Minister in 2004, 
that Pakistan was a failed state. 
But fearing diplomatic disaster, 
he withdrew his remark before 
it was telecast. He, and all those 
who both preceded and followed 
him to South Block, held almost 

similar views but never spoke 
their mind in the presence of 
colleagues or fellow diplomats. 
Hardly a day passes without 
women losing their husbands, 
children their parents and moth-
ers their children in Pakistan, but 
its rulers instead of flushing out 
the killers boast about targeting 
India and that too on the floor of 
their parliament. General Pasha, 
the man whose ruling passion is 
harbouring and training terror-
ists isn’t bothered about the im-
plications of his warmongering.

Why should he? He was, after 
all, addressing a captive house 
that enjoys only a token mandate 
from the people of Pakistan. None 
of them dared question the ISI 
chief about his dangerous plans to 
attack Indian defence and civil in-
stallations. Meanwhile, as Pasha 
was spewing venom, our lead-
ers were still talking about talks. 
From Prime Minister Manmohan 
Singh to most Congress leaders, 
all pleaded for an incensed India 
to ignore the hawkish boast of 

a frustrated military establish-
ment across the border. Moreo-
ver, American leaders visiting 
the subcontinent were exhorting 
their Indian counterparts to re-
strain themselves from speaking 
the same language as Pakistanis. 
Even the American collaborators 
in India are more active now than 
they have ever been before. Using  
foreign-funded think tanks, they 
have mounted pressure on Indian 
political, corporate and social cir-
cles to prevent the Government 
from taking any sort of action 
against Pakistan. None of them 

has spoken out for the 
repatriation of 45 fugi-
tives, including Dawood 
Ibrahim who lives like a 
monarch in Pakistan. Not 
even a single NGO has de-
manded the dismantling 
of terror camps operating 
across the LOC. Instead, 
they go about collecting 
crowds and inviting Pak 
chatteratti and glitteratti 
to participate in Indian 
cultural festivals in re-
turn for generous remu-
neration. Even India’s 
hawkish Home Minister 
P Chidambaram admit-
ted in a candid interview 
that while India has a lim-
ited capacity to undertake 
an Osama-type operation 
in Pakistan, it has con-
straints. It is clear that 
even his hands are tied. 

For the past few months, 
as more and more evi-
dence against Pakistan’s 
patronage of terrorism 
surfaces, Indian movers 
and shakers retreat further 
into their shells. While 
candlelight peace proces-
sions and seminars have 

almost vanished, so have those 
who were aggressively advocat-
ing an offensive against Pakistan; 
instead they are seen participat-
ing in seminars and conventions 
abroad. Escaping the summer 
heat seems to be more important 
than turning up the heat on Paki-
stan. Suddenly our over-enthusi-
astic defence chiefs also have lost 
their bravado and have stopped 
giving vent to their inner feelings. 
Defence Minister (Saint) A K An-
tony always preaches tolerance, 
even in the wake of serious provo-
cation. Chidambaram must have 
reflected the mood of the nation 
if he sought a level-playing field 
for Indian forces when he met US 
Secretary for Homeland Security 
Janet Napolitano. Chidambaram 
should have demanded the 
destruction of the evil empire of 
terror, whose access to Pakistan’s 
nukes will always be an ominous 
possibility. It can be done with 
US cooperation. Or if need be, in 
spite of them.
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In an era of scams, it is a matter of gratifica-
tion that we have not faced any graft allega-
tions in defence purchases. In the days of the 
Cold War, there were very few defence pur-
chases from countries other than the Soviet 

Union. All purchases from Moscow were on contracts ne-
gotiated with the Soviet government. Payments were in 
Indian rupees, financed through soft, long-term credits 
extended by Moscow. But, virtually every purchase from 
European companies—be it Bofors from Sweden, Mirage 
2000 fighters from France, or Jaguar strike aircraft from 
the UK—was accompanied by suspicions and allegations 
of corruption. After the Soviet Union collapsed, there 
have been allegations of corruption on the acquisition of 
frontline SU 30 MKI aircraft from Russia. Similar allega-
tions have marked some defence purchases from Israel.

Why then have there been no allegations in the past 
six years during A K Antony’s tenure? Defence officials 
have high praise for his sense of probity and integrity, 
but complain about delays in decisions to address seri-
ous shortfalls in essential weapons and equipment. It is 
no secret that even as China’s defence build-up contin-
ues and Pakistan is getting substantive assistance from 
China, our army is desperately short of vital artillery and 
transport helicopters. There have been no acquisitions of 
155 mm artillery guns ever since the Bofors scandal broke. 
When India was about to acquire an excellent gun from 
Singapore, with provisions for indigenous manufacture, 
Antony cancelled the deal because of corruption involving 
a mid-level official. Excessive bureaucratic caution has 
marked every other acquisition, ranging from submarines 
and helicopters to submarines and combat aircraft.

The acquisition of Medium Multi Role Combat Air-
craft (MMRCA) has become a high priority to counter 
the serious threat we now 
face from growing Chi-
nese-Pakistani military 
cooperation. Pakistan is 
acquiring 10-12 squadrons 
of the JF 17 and a couple 
of squadrons of J 10 fight-
ers from China. The lat-
ter is an Israeli variant of 
the F-16. The Chinese Air 
Force (PLAAF) already has 
350 “fourth generation” 
fighter aircraft and is set 
to deploy an estimated 300 such combat aircraft based 
in the Lanzhou and Chengdu military regions, border-
ing India. The IAF is today hopelessly under-equipped, 
with barely 29 out of its 39.5 squadrons combat-ready. 
After a slow selection process, in which dozens of IAF 
officials have evaluated competing bids from the US, 
Sweden, Russia, France and the European Eurofighter 
Corporation comprising UK, Germany Spain and Italy, 
we have shortlisted two aircraft—the French Rafale and 
the European Eurofighter Typhoon. Sadly, it will take up 
to two years before the first MMRCA arrives. Is this at all 
a desirable state of affairs when tensions with China and 
Pakistan could escalate any time?

 While the US has complained that we have rejected 
their offers of F-16 IN and F/A 18 combat aircraft, An-
tony, who can hardly be called “pro-American,” has been 
quite generous in purchases of US defence equipment. 
Defence contracts with the US during Antony’s tenure 
have been substantial and included six C 130 J Super 
Hercules, 10 C 17 Globemaster Transport aircraft and 12 
Poseidon Maritime Reconnaissance Aircraft, apart from 
a troop-carrying ship, the Trenton. India is also set to 
purchase a substantial number of light howitzers for its 
Mountain Divisions and consider an offer of 197 heli-
copters for the army from the US, after having scrapped 
a deal with Eurocopter, following American protests. 
The US has won these contracts without competitive 
bidding, primarily because acquisitions are through 
“Foreign Military Sales” arrangements and there cannot 
be accusations of kickbacks. Whether these purchases 
are cost-effective can certainly be debated. Our armed 
forces need to be equipped with modern weapons and 
equipment they need, well in time. Our antiquated and 
slow-moving defence acquisition procedures need to be 
amended, if the country’s security is to be guaranteed.

 The writer is a former diplomat

Recently, when I called for Abbotta-
bad-type operation against Pakistan to 
apprehend or eliminate terrorists hid-
ing there, I was roundly criticised by the 
Peace-With-Pakistan-At-Any-Cost (PW-

PAAC) wallahs for even making this suggestion. Their 
reasons are (i) We should not take advantage of the 
current discomfiture of Pakistan; instead we should 
sympathise with Pakistan and assure it of our good-
will and support; (ii) This will weaken the hold of the 
military there and strengthen the civilian government; 
(iii) Since Pakistan has already threatened India with 
retaliatory action if India were to emulate the US, this 
will lead to an all out war with Pakistan; (iv) The war 
may not be restricted to conventional weapons; Paki-
stan may even use nuclear weapons against India; (v) 
The US-type operation is against our civilisational, cul-
tural and democratic values; and (vi) Geography can’t 
be negotiated and therefore India has no alternative but 
to talk to Pakistan. I was, therefore, encouraged when 
I saw in this esteemed newspaper that according to a 
Star News-Nielsen survey 81 per cent of the respond-
ents in India felt that India should undertake such an 
operation. Obviously, all of us Indians want peace with 
Pakistan but not at any cost. 

When the Pakistani soldiers in the garb of local 
tribesmen infiltrated into India in the summer of 1999, 
India did not hesitate to commit its troops to throw out 
these intruders. We did so because we knew that they 
were not Kashmiri freedom fighters but regular Paki-
stani soldiers in another dress. How are the 26/11 at-
tacks any different? Was it not an attack on India, fully 
financed and supported by the ISI which is the most 
powerful element of the Pakistani army? The trial which 

is going on in Chicago has revealed how the ISI planned 
every detail of this operation and controlled it till the 
end. We have evidence now of what we have known all 
along—it is the Pakistan army and government which 
is supporting cross-border terrorism against India and 
Indian establishments elsewhere like our embassy in 
Kabul. This, therefore, is an undeclared war against 
India like the Kargil war. If we met the aggression in 
Kargil resolutely, then why should not we meet this ag-
gression equally resolutely? 

The fear of a nuclear war is not our fear alone. 
Pakistan also has to worry about the consequences 
of a nuclear attack on India. But the more basic 
question is, has the exercise of the nuclear option by 
India led to a policy paralysis? This was not at all the 
objective of the nuclear weapons policy we adopted in 
1998. India cannot constantly live under the fear of a 
nuclear attack from Pakistan. This bluff will have to be 
called, and the sooner the better. 

What is the basic problem between India and Paki-
stan? It is not the issue of Jammu and Kashmir; it is not 
the distribution of river waters; it is not Siachen or Sir 
Creek; it is the rejection of India by Pakistan from the 
day Pakistan was born, not the other way round. India 
has accepted Pakistan, but Pakistan has not accepted 
India. This mindset is the biggest roadblock to normali-
sation of relations with Pakistan. India must, therefore, 
make it clear to Pakistan that we shall not tolerate a sin-
gle act of cross-border terrorism; that the perpetrators 
of such an attack shall be punished wherever they be, 
including in Pakistan, and that if it leads to an all out 
war with Pakistan, so be it. The threat of war sometimes 
is a bigger guarantee of peace than appeasement. 

The writer is a senior BJP leader and former finance minister
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The Neta  and the 
Babu, both mentioned 
disparagingly, are a 
“necessary evil”. They 
represent the two sides 
of the same coin—gov-

ernance. With over 60 years of re-
lationship between these two, it is 
time to take stock as to how they are 
evolving, and to consider if the trend 
is conducive for good governance. 

Over 200 years till Independence, 
the governance was left exclusively 
to the bureaucracy headed by the 
Indian Civil Service (ICS). Political 
control from Whitehall was remote, 
leaving nearly all decisions to local 
authority. The British ensured that 
the viceroy and governor came from 
the political class, and the rest of the 
top bureaucracy constituted by the 
ICS. The district collector and su-
perintendent of police had immense 
powers for local decision-making; 
the chief secretary ran the state much 
like the Cabinet does today; and the 

home secretary or finance secretary 
was the respective de facto minister 
in the department.

In 1947, all this changed. The 
immediacy of local control in the na-
tional and state capitals, and then in 
the divisions, districts and at village 
level became a stark reality. But the 
creators of our Constitution forgot 
to take this change into account and 
to define checks and balances in the 
relationship between the permanent 
and political executive. The legiti-
mate demand for an effective Lokpal 
is recognition of this blunder.  

In the first decades after Inde-
pendence, the politician did not rec-
ognise his authority that was implicit 
in the Constitution. This was also a 
period when people entered politics 
not to make money but to contribute 
to governance. With the era of short-
ages in the 1960s and ’70s, and the 
business community revelling in the 
licence raj, politics became a lucrative 
profession. Then started the trend 
of undesirable elements entering 
politics—the “politician-mafia-bu-

reaucrat nexus” was an official docu-
ment from the then home ministry. 
Another blow was Indira Gandhi’s 
call for “committed bureaucracy”—
what started as commitment to poli-
cies moved on to ministers and then 
individual politicians, reducing the 
public servant to a “private” one. 

With politics becoming a lucrative 
business (witness the heavy “invest-
ments” to get elected as MLA or MP), 
it became essential for the politi-
cian to ensure “cooperation” from 
the bureaucrat at all levels. This im-
plied that collectors and police chiefs 
needed to be changed at short notice 

if they did not instantly obey verbal 
orders; postings of police inspec-
tors and tehsildars hitherto finalised 
within the district being hijacked by 
a computer in the chief minister’s of-
fice; and having pliant secretaries and 
chief secretaries at the secretariat to 
ensure change of policy, procedures 
or licensing deals. Senior bureau-
crats who would willingly tango with 
their “master” found lucrative post-
ings, social and financial rewards, 
and got elevated. Others who were 
too “dense”, upright or unwilling to 
“collaborate” quickly got sidelined.  

As it’s very difficult for a politician 
to create a policy or open a lucrative 
transaction without the active col-
laboration of a bureaucrat, positions 
such as special assistants and advis-
ers started embellishing the office of 
ministers. Immense authority being 
vested in the prime minister’s secre-
tariat as well as chief ministers’ of-
fices has encouraged this trend.

For example, A Raja could never 
have achieved “immense success” 
in damaging the system without the 

active connivance of officials sur-
rounding him. It is often forgotten 
that two secretary-level officers re-
fused to play ball with Raja—one was 
sidelined and the other resigned in 
disgust. The system permitted Raja 
to handpick his official cohorts in 
furtherance of his nefarious designs. 
Similarly, Suresh Kalmadi was given 
a free hand to identify his “team”.

Postings, transfers, and assign-
ments are now done arbitrarily, and 
exclusively geared for the personal 
benefit of the politician concerned 
and the chosen civil servant who 
plays ball. While intellectual and 
moral dishonesty were manifest in 
the first decades of Independence 
among the higher bureaucracy, fi-
nancial dishonesty was very rare, but 
this can’t be claimed anymore. For-
tunately, the system still produces 
a large number of officials who are 
knowledgeable, dedicated, incor-
ruptible and un-influencable. The 
country has to thank them that the 
system has not entirely collapsed.

The writer is a former cabinet secretary
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India has accepted 
Pakistan, but 
Pakistan has not 
accepted India. 
This mindset is the 
biggest roadblock 
to normalisation 
of relations 
with Pakistan.

The Indian Air 
Force is today 
hopelessly 
under-equipped, 
with barely 29 
out of its 39.5 
squadrons fit for 
air combat. 

As more and more evidence 
of Pakistan’s patronage of 
terrorism emerges, Indian 
movers and shakers retreat 

further into their shells.

AFP PHOTO/A. MAJEED

AFP PHOTO/ ASIF HASSAN


