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PREFACE

Dear Colleague,

| am pleased to share with you this new repfartThe Brink: Indian Decision-Making and the 2001-
2002 Standoff The report, by Alex Stolar, a Herbert ScovilleaBPe Fellow at the Stimson Center,
examines the critical period in Indian-Pakistahatiens following the December 2001 attack on the
Indian Parliament.

The 2001-2002 Standoff was the largest military tizdiion since World War 1, and it occurred
less than four years after India and Pakistan’818&lear weapon tests. This report focuses on the
perceptions of Indian Government officials who grad with difficult decisions about responding to
terrorist attacks, limited war, and nuclear detecee The report also illuminates the many chaksng
of interagency coordination and message manageshginty tense crises.

This is the second Stimson Center publication tk lmto the dynamics between India and Pakistan
during the border confrontation. The firskS Crisis Management in South Asia’s Twin Peaksi€ri
by Stimson’s Co-Founder and South Asia ProjectdieMichael Krepon and regional expert Polly
Nayak, focuses on how policymakers in Washingtah @rs. diplomats in New Delhi and Islamabad
worked to manage the peaks of the confrontation.

| hope that these reports will be useful not owlythose who study India-Pakistan relations in kdept
but for those engaged in policy analysis on tesrarinuclear weapons, and crisis management. | am
grateful to Alex Stolar for producing such a contipgl study to add to the Stimson Center’'s work on
South Asia.

Sincerely,
Ellen Laipson, President
The Henry L. Stimson Center
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TO THE BRINK

The crackle of gunfire in central New Delhi on timerning of December 13, 2001 started a new
chapter in India and Pakistan’s tortured histor@utside India’s stately Parliament House, five
heavily armed intruders exchanged fire with segugtiards. Inside, much of that country’s
leadership—its Vice President, cabinet ministensl scores of parliamentarians—rushed for safety.
After a fierce half hour, the guns fell silent. @we were dead, including the attackers, and egghte
injured. No political leader was harmed.

Investigations in the following days revealed ttieg gunmen slipped past the parliament complex’s
outer gate in a sedan disguised as an officialckelind opened fire after failing to gain entrithe
parliament itself. The gunmen were quickly linkedthe Government of India to Lashkar-e-Taiba, a
terrorist outfit known to operate from Pakisfan.

For the next ten months, India and Pakistan maalinearly a million soldiers to the border
separating the two nuclear neighbors, and to time lof Control dividing the disputed territory of

Jammu and Kashmir. Twice, in January 2002 and #ga&in after another brazen terrorist attack in
May 2002, it appeared war was imminent.

In the half decade since the confrontation, promingcademics have concluded that India and
Pakistan never neared the brink. Kenneth Waltay wiade his mark arguing for the robustness of
nuclear deterrence shortly after the Cuban MisSiisis, has written, “what reason do we have to
believe that India’s and Pakistan’s crystal batks @douded...what reason do we have to believe that
military and civilian leaders on either side fal inderstand the dangers of fighting a conventional
war against a nuclear neighbot?Waltz’s logic of nuclear deterrence is straightfard: he argues
that “miscalculation causes wars” and that nuchkvaapons create “certainty about the relative
strength of adversaries.” Consequently, “nucleaapons make military miscalculation difficult and
politically pertinent prediction easy.”

Other scholars, as well, subscribe to the view thaiear deterrence prevented major conflict after
the attack on the Indian Parliament. In their 28G&ly of India-Pakistan relations, Sumit Ganguly
and Devin Hagerty apply Waltz's theory of detererio South Asia. They write that, “what
ultimately inhibited India was Pakistan’s possessibnuclear weapons. The fear of Pakistan’s resort
to a possible nuclear threat was paramount in tinesrof Indian decision-makers, thereby inhibiting

! Dugger, Celia. “Suicide Raid in New Delhi; Attackers Amdi#gDead,” The New York Times. December 14,
2001.http://select.nytimes.com/search/restricted/article?res=FO06 BSIBOZ778DDDAB0994D9404482

2 Dugger, Celia. “Group in Pakistan is Blamed by IndiaSuicide Raid,” The New York Times. December 15,
2001.http://select.nytimes.com/search/restricted/article?res=F30E 1FHBUEC768DDDAB0994D9404482+#

3 Waltz, Kenneth iThe Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate RenedweScott Sagan and Kenneth Waltz.
W.W. Norton & Company, New York. 2003. p. 114 and.123

* Waltz, Kenneth iThe Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate RenedweScott Sagan and Kenneth Waltz.
W.W. Norton & Company, New York. 2003. p. 7-9, and 114
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a resort to all-out war’” Many Indian analysts, similarly, believed thatckear risks during the
confrontation were minimal because, in their viéndian leaders were in control of the standoff.
Bharat Warivwalla typified the view of many Indiamalysts when he wrote during the standoff's
second peak that, “[India enjoys] enough supesianter Pakistan in conventional arms to selectively
bomb Pakistani military installations...and thusnp@l Pakistan to widen the conflict along the entir
Indo-Pak border. Should [Pakistan] fail to contimidia’s conventional thrust, [Pakistan] would have
no choice but to escalate to the nuclear level.uM/@ do it or would it chicken out first? We are
better placed than our adversary to win this gafrdicken.”®

However, this certainty in the infallibility of detrence obscures the fact that we know little alioeit
deliberations of India’s war cabinet during thosm tharrowing months, and even less about
Pakistan’s calculations during the standoff. Tassay, based upon interviews with two former
members of India’s Cabinet Committee on Securityvall as other senior Indian national security
officials, begins to fill in the details of how andhy India’s leaders pursued the strategy they did
during the standoff.

The picture that emerges from these interviewsois lnowever, that of a clear crystal ball; on the
contrary, neither the Bomb nor the triggering evafthe crisis induced clarity into Indian decision
making. Like many key government officials duritiges of crisis, Indian leaders often were not on
the same page—failing to communicate, perceivingekeents differently, and championing different
courses of action during the crisis. Indeed, dudritical periods, Indian leaders appear to hasld h
disparate views and disagreed on such fundamessia¢$ as Pakistan’s likely responses to possible
Indian strategies and whether India was pursuingsaalatory or de-escalatory strategy.

Before proceeding further, several important caveaé in order. The first is that this essay selie
heavily upon interviews with former Indian leadei&/hile these interviews provide new insights on
the standoff, it is important to emphasize that mems imperfect and that the accounts provided to
the author might not have been completely candadiraay not provide a full understanding of key
events. Much more needs to be revealed aboutthigal period. Indian government documents
that would shed light on the standoff remain uridek and key. Many key players in former Indian
Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee’s war cabinigigluding Vajpayee himself, have yet to go on the
record about their deliberations during the stahdéiccordingly, until more of the key players from
both India and Pakistan share their recollectidmiaithe events of those ten months, the conclasion
reached in this essay must be considered tentative.

“T HE MOST DANGEROUS CHALLENGE SO FAR
TO INDIA’S NATIONAL SECURITY ”

After the attack on the parliament, India’s Cabi@mmittee on Security (CCS) assembled to
determine how to respond to what Prime Ministerpdgge termed, “the most dangerous challenge

® Ganguly, Sumit and Hagerty, Deviearful Symmetry: India-Pakistan Crises in the ShadoWuziear
WeaponsUniversity of Washington Press, Seattle. 2005. p. 180.

® Wariavwalla, Bharat. “In this ‘chicken game’, India knaitgsway,” Indian Express. June 6, 2002.
http://www.indianexpress.com/india-news/full_story.pbpntent id=3870
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so far to India’s national security.” In an interview withThe New Yorkés Steve Coll, Brajesh
Mishra, who was then India’s National Security Aghr and was widely considered Vajpayee’s
closest advisérdescribed that first CCS meeting following theaek:, “we debated, we talked, and
we came to the conclusion that the threat of nnjliection should be held up.” During the meeting,
Vajpayee ordered India’s armed forces to mobilimeviar? Pakistan, in turn, mobilized its military
to counter India’s display of force.

As the mobilization commenced, with the Indian publamoring for war, India’s diplomats initiated
an urgent round of diplomacy aimed at avoidingastetl The day after the attack, Indian Foreign
Secretary Chokila lyer met with Pakistan’s seniovay in New Delhi, Ashraf Jehangir Qazi. lyer
told Qazi that India had evidence implicating Lash&-Taiba in the attack. lyer presented a set of
demands to Pakistan.

At a news conference later that day, Indian ExieAftairs Minister Jaswant Singh made those
demands public. Pakistan, Singh told the presfecemce, must terminate the activities of Lashkar-
e-Taiba (LeT) and another Pakistan-based terronganization, Jaish-e-Mohammed (JeM). The
offices of these organizations must be closedr fir@ncial assets frozen, and their leaders dethin
Singh said?

Pakistan’s President, General Pervez Musharratktyucondemned the attack but his unwillingness
to act on India’s demands infuriated politiciand\Niew Delhi. On the evening of December 21, 2001,
Prime Minister Vajpayee assembled the CCS. Dutiegmeeting, Vajpayee decided to recall India’s
High Commissioner to Pakistan. For all of the apsity that colors the India-Pakistan rivalry, the

two South Asian neighbors have steadfastly maiathidtiplomatic missions in each others capitals,
headed by High Commissioners in the tradition ef British Commonwealth of Nations. Not since

the 1971 India-Pakistan War—when the Indian armgihatingly crushed the Pakistani army, cut

Pakistan in two, and helped establish modern daygBadesh—had either nation recalled its High
Commissioner. Indian Foreign Ministry spokespersiimipama Rao explained the decision:

Since the December 13 attack on Parliament, we se®e no attempt on the part of
Pakistan to take action against the organizationslved. India’s Foreign Secretary
had, in a meeting with the Pakistan High Commissiaon December 14, elaborated
on some of the steps that were required...in viewhisf complete lack of concern on

"“Punishment will be as big as crime: Vajpayee,” The Timdadif.. December 18, 2001

8 Khare, Harish. “Brajesh goes after a powerful inningsg Hindu. May 26, 2004.
http://www.hinduonnet.com/2004/05/26/stories/2004@EA®1100.htnSee also: Joseph, Joskll the PM’s
Men.” Rediff. June 16, 2004ttp://www.rediff.com/news/2004/jun/16specl.himd Chawla, Prabhu. “The
Importance of Being Brajesh Mishra,” India Today. April @02. http://www.india-
today.com/itoday/20010402/cover-brajesh.shtml

° Coll, Steve. “The Stand-Off: How jihadi groups helpeovoke the twenty-first century’s first nuclear crisis.”
The New Yorker. February 13, 2006. Pg. 126 Vol. 814¢0.

10 Aneja, Atul. “Lashkar responsible for attack, says Jasw@he’Hindu. December 15, 2001. See also: “Pak
will study evidence against Lashkar, Jaish,” The Times a&lidecember 14, 2001. See also: “Govt hames
Lashkar, tells Pak to act,” The Times of India. December 141,.200
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the part of Pakistan and its continued promotioncadss-border terrorism, the
government of India has decided to recall its Highmmissioner in Islamabdd.

Shortly after the first of the year, India’s armiedces completed its build up along the border with
Pakistan. Yet, with his troops poised to strikelihn Defense Minister George Fernades emphasized
to reporters on January 2, 2002, that, “efforts being made to defuse the situation through
diplomatic intervention*

At Pakistan’s Army Headquarters in Rawalpindi andskarraf's Presidential Palace in Islamabad,
the view was increasingly bleak. Along Pakistan&stern border, America®peration Enduring
Freedom aimed at rooting out Al Qaeda and the Talibamfifghanistan after the 9/11 attacks, was
in high gear. And now along Pakistan's easterrdéigra half million Indian troops were being
mobilized for war. On January 2, 2002, Mushareahinded India’s leaders of the stakes, issuing a
thinly veiled nuclear threat that Pakistan’s cogéincy plans reflected its capacity of responding to
aggression “in a manner that would cause unacdept&mage to the enemy’” Following
Musharraf's saber rattling, at an election rallyhis home state of Lucknow, Indian Prime Minister
Vajpayee responded in kind, warning, “no weapon ldidee spared in self-defence. Whatever
weapon was available, it would be used no matteribounded the enemy?

As tension continued to mount, leaders from Indid Bakistan, the international community, and the
media focused on the upcoming South Asian Assaciafor Regional Cooperation (SAARC)
summit which was to be held at a Kathmandu mountagort. Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee,
Brajesh Mishra, and Jaswant Singh were schedulettéad the summit, as were Musharraf and his
Foreign Secretary, Abdul Sattar.

In the days before the summit, Pakistani officegpeared hopeful that talks between top level mdia
and Pakistani officials would take place on theekitks of the conference. And India, for its pdit]
not rule out the possibility of a dialogue duriing summit.

“W E COULDN’T SUCCEED IN THAT ATMOSPHERE "

On January 5, 2002, the SAARC summit commencedtinBuhe opening ceremony, each head of
state gave an address. At the conclusion of Muafisispeech, in a stroke of grand political theate
the general dramatically announced that, “as | g®pn from this podium, | extend a genuine and
sincere hand of friendship to Prime Minister Vajpay Together we must commence the journey for
peace, harmony and progress in South ASiaMusharraf left the dais and Vajpayee, surprisedse

and shook hands with Musharraf. Not to be out ddoeing his speech to the assembled heads of
state, Vajpayee remarked, “I am glad that Presitfergharraf extended a hand of friendship to me. |

1 «Angry India recalls High Commissioner to Pak,” The Timé#dia. December 21, 2001.

12«peployment completed, says Delhawn January 2, 2002.

134JCSC reviews counter-strategyyawn January 2, 2002.

4 Shukla, J.P. “No weapon will be spared for self-defende® Fhe Hindu January 2, 2002.

5 Naqvi, Jawed. “Musharraf offers sustained talks: Handshitkevajpayee charms Saarc,” Dawn. January 5,
2002.
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have shaken his hand in your presence. Now PrasiMasharraf must follow this gesture by not
permitting any activity in Pakistan or any territoit controls today which enables terrorists to
perpetrate mindless violence in Indid.”

According to Brajesh Mishra, Musharraf's public Idimacy greatly irritated the Indian leadership.
Mishra explained that, “General Musharraf was fafidheatrics...infructuod$ theatrical moves—
they don’t succeed but Musharraf is very fond 6tit

Far from the glare of reporters and their camelaswant Singh and Abdul Sattar met in a hotel room
at the Kathmandu resort hosting the sunithitAccording to Musharraf, Western diplomats, most
notably U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell, wapplying great pressure on India and Pakistan to
talk and defuse the crisi8.

However, in an interview, Singh said that his d&sions with Sattar did not contribute to any
reduction of tension. Singh explained that a sedkterrorist attacks preceding the attack on the
parliament cast a pall over his meeting with Saitad prevented de-escalation. According to Singh,
“that SAARC meeting followed too soon after AgradtJuly 2001 India-Pakistan Agra summit
which was torpedoed by terrorist attacks in Kashmihere after ¥ October there was a terrorist
attack on the State Assembly of Jammu and Kashnarvee had the incident on Parliament of 13
December...[there was] a degree of profligacy by $taki in the use of terrorism or terrorist
instruments as instruments of state poli€y.”

However, when citizens of New Delhi, Mumbai, Isldrad, and Karachi read their morning papers
on January 7, 2002, they would have believed teagatalation was in the offing. C. Raja Mohan,
India’s leading foreign affairs journalist, repaftthat, “India and Pakistan appear to have workdd o

a road map that could help take them beyond theeptecrisis and begin a substantive political
dialogue in the coming days.”

Describing a “relaxed mood,” Raja Mohan wrote tlitite External Affairs Minister, Jaswant Singh,
the National Security Adviser, Brajesh Mishra, gRdkistani Foreign Minister] Sattar were seen
consulting each other and exchanging pieces ofrgapeAnwar Igbal, of United Press International,

18 |bid.

I “Infructuous” is a term commonly used in Indian newspapvhich means "unprofitable, unfruitful,
ineffective." See “Know your English,” The Hindu. October 2601.
http://www.hinduonnet.com/2001/10/16/stories/13160Bub

18 Interview with Brajesh Mishra, November 7, 2006.

19 See Naqvi, Jawed, “Pakistan seeks de-escalation: Musharnaéy¥éajhold brief meeting.” Dawn. January 6,
2002. See also: “Pakistan’s Musharraf, India’s Vajpayee hdid,talapan Economic Newswire. January 5,
2002.

2 “Musharraf rejects India’s demand for handing over crimihdlse Press Trust of India. January 6, 2002,
See also: Powell speaks to India’s Foreign Minister,” ThesPrasst of India. January 5, 2002. See also:
Sharma, Ashok. “Indian, Pakistani leaders meet informalSoath Asian summit, troops remain on alert,” The
Associated Press. January 6, 2002.

2 Interview with Jaswant Singh, December 13, 2006. Ogra Summit, see “Agra summit at a glance,”
BBC News. July 17, 2001. http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hild/south_asia/1430367.stm

%2 Raja Mohan, C. “Road map for de-escalation,” The Hindu. Jar§;&002.
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also reported that Pakistani Foreign Minister $adtad Indian NSA Mishra worked together on a
document, and that Vajpayee and Musharraf met dis vigbal wrote that the meetings caused a
“change of heart.” An unnamed Indian official wasoted as saying that the meetings caused, “an
abrupt change in temperature...the tone and tenoctanged.?® Jawed Nagqvi, of PakistanZawn
newspaper, similarly reported that, “President BPeriusharraf and Prime Minister Atal Behari
Vajpayee met for a few minutes in Kathmandu on @yrfdr talks that were believed to set the stage
for a revived peace process between India and aakfé

In an interview, however, Brajesh Mishra paintedvexy different picture—a picture of futile
diplomacy which failed to ameliorate the crisis. edoribing his meeting with Sattar, Mishra
explained, “There were two Pakistanis there. Thag some paper. | looked at it and asked Prime
Minister Vajpayee if he wanted me to engage in piiklic diplomacy. He said we’ll engage without
giving up our basic points. We tried for half amuh but we couldn't succeed in that
atmosphere...although | engaged in that conversatimt more than half an hour—there was
nothing that could come out of >

The purported meeting between President MushanfPaime Minister Vajpayee was equally futile
according to Mishra. Indeed, Mishra rejected thtiam that Musharraf and Vajpayee met at all,
explaining, “No—{it was] like this: A holding roorfor the dignitaries to await their transportation t
come—half the size of this room [Mishra’s officerjaybe even less than half the size. Prime
Minister Vajpayee went in and Musharraf was waitamg there were two or three other heads of
government...and they quietly left the room givinga@pportunity to Prime Minister Vajpayee and
President Musharraf to talk. Nothing happened.wds not the right time or place to engage in
discussions. Musharraf was told his car was waitiHe left, and we left®

Diplomacy had failed. India and Pakistan’s frosiations precluded any diplomatic resolution.

“A LL THIS WAS UNANIMOUS "

It remains unclear if India’s Cabinet Committee ®ecurity decided to attack Pakistan. The opacity
of the CCS obscures whether Vajpayee reservediiwétf the decision to order an attack or whether
this decision would have been made by the CCSatblidy. Likewise, it is impossible to discern
whether there would have been a single green tighision, or if the CCS would have evaluated its
options in stages—for instance, making individua/ng-go decisions on mobilizing troops,
escalating the crisis, and then finally attackiradsiBtan.

In an interview, Lalit Mansingh, who then was segvias India’s Ambassador in Washington,
emphasized that during the crisis, he “worked hHard&ommunicate to Washington [that] this is
serious—[the] Government of India would take stefithout hesitation.” “Deterrence,” Mansingh

2 |gbal, Anwar. “India, Pakistan flirting with peace,” UniteteBs International. January 6, 2002.

24 Naqvi, Jawed. “Pakistan seeks de-escalation: Musharragfayeg hold brief meeting,” Dawn. January 6,
2006.

% Interview with Brajesh Mishra, November 7, 2006.

% Interview with Brajesh Mishra, November 7, 2006.
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said, “we were prepared to disprove that. We doare if Pakistan has nuclear weapons—there is a
price to be paid®

India’s National Security Advisory Board (NSAB)—vdhi is composed of recently retired military
officers, diplomats, and intelligence officials—to@ similar, although somewhat less hawkish,
stance. According to the board’s chairman, Ambdms&.V. Ranganathan, after the attack on the
Parliament, “many members of the board were keanthiere should be some retaliation in a manner
that will drive home the lesson about terrorism #rat India would be proactive in responding...the
consensus of the NSAB was that while it is goodhtow the alert of the army and the rest of it,e¢her
should be nothing provocative done by India sihiaeais quite clear that international opinion was in
favor of India.”®

After the SAARC summit, the CCS met daily to reeeimtelligence briefings from India’s armed
forces and intelligence services and to delibesaténdia’s strategy? The dynamics of the CCS are
unclear since members take an oath of secrecydiegateir deliberation¥ Brajesh Mishra added
to the opaqueness of its proceedings by statimgnimterview that during the crisis, “the political
leadership had one voice—only one voice—and that ®dame Minister Vajpayee’s voice. No
dissent. No urging to the contrary on the padmyf other leader or ministet*”

Mishra said that, “the major objective of the maaition—or mass mobilization as some could call
it—was to tell Pakistan that if they did not stdystterrorist activity that we would have no choice
except to attack™® After the failure of diplomacy at the SAARC sunrindia’s choices were
narrowing.

Mishra recalled, “There was a unanimous decisiolett&akistan know this kind of thing would not
be tolerated. A unanimous decision to mobilizeurfanimous decision to cross the Line of Control
and the border...all this was unanimotrs.”

When asked of Mishra’s description of the Cabinetntittee on Security’s unanimous decisions,
Jaswant Singh, citing his oath of secrecy, saidninnterview, “I do not disagree with what Brajesh
has said but | cannot add to it or subtract fraifi‘itin his memoirs, Singh quotes from his notes at
the standoff's outset that the objectives of Ingliahobilization were to, “defeat cross-border
infiltration/terrorism without conflict; to contaithne national mood of ‘teach Pak a lesson’; anihén

27 Interview with Lalit Mansingh, August 6, 2006.

2 Interview with C.V. Ranganathan, October 17, 2006.

2 Interview with Brajesh Mishra, November 7, 2006.

% Interview with Jaswant Singh, December 13, 2006.

31 Interview with Brajesh Mishra, November 7, 2006.

32 Interview with Brajesh Mishra, November 7, 2006.

33 Interview with Brajesh Mishra, November 7, 2006. ldavndensed Mishra’s quote. This is his original
guote: “There was a unanimous decision to let Pakistan Kmewind of thing would not be tolerated. A
unanimous decision to mobilize. A unanimous decisiaradss the Line of Control and the border. The
Americans came—'Sir, please listen to Musharraf'—they had sodieations on what he would say. So we
said ‘OK.’ After that statement of General Musharraf,dbeision was to postpone any action across the
border and the Line of Control—all this was unanimous.”

3 Interview with Jaswant Singh, December 13, 2006.
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event of war, to destroy and degrade Pakistan’sfighating capabilities.” Singh writes that his mos
taxing challenge during the confrontation was ta dedia’s military chiefs to, “recognize
‘restraint’...as a strategic asset, for avoidingftict.” >

By January 6 or 7, 2002, according to Mishra, Ind&s ready to cross the international border and
the Line of Control in Kashmir. In an interview,sanior Indian army officer then posted in the
Punjab stated, “By the"6we were 100% prepared.” He added, “Yes, we wetave gone in a few
days before Mid-January—January"11 was all set. Orders given, rehearsals camigd>®

“W E WERE ON THE POINT OF LAUNCHING A FULL SCALE WAR "

What would have happened if war had broken out detwindia and Pakistan in January 20027?
India and Pakistan's war-ridden history may serv@aguide. Since independence in 1947, the two
South Asian neighbors have fought four wars. alrstrokes, fighting in the past has taken place—
and would presumably take place in a future corflic three attack corridors: in Kashmir, where
the Line of Control divides the Old Princely Statelammu and Kashmir; in the plains of the Punjab,
in northern India; and in the Thar desert whicladtiies the border between the Indian state of
Rajasthan and the Pakistani province of Sindh.

Indian analysts suggested after the standoff thdanuary 2002 the Indian leadership contemplated
limited surgical strikes aimed at key targets irkiBtani Kashmir’ However, Brajesh Mishra
recalled that, “in January...we were on the pointaninching a full scale war. Whether surgical
strikes or this or that—it would have been a pérthe campaign.” He added that “it would have
been all out war® Jaswant Singh, however, disagreed, “I know theaen’t even a risk of a full-
fledged war or crossing the boundary or the Lin€oftrol.”®® When asked to explain the difference
between his view and Mishra’s, Singh demurred, ‘@iuespect for a colleague, | decline to answer.”

Vikram Sood, then chief of India’s external intghce agency, the Research and Analysis Wing
(RAW), declined to say how close India was to warirey this period. Sood, though, suggested in an
interview that, “as President Bush says, all oiomre on the tablé® Sood continued, “We came

to the assessment that a conventional war in thegssion of nuclear weapons was possible—a short
war, not a long war.” According to Sood, if Indiad crossed the Line of Control in January 2002,
Pakistan would not have “gone to the nuclear [lekight away but they would have tried to strike
elsewhere—and then threaten the ultimate weaford’ a subsequent interview, Sood clarified that
RAW'’s assessment that a conventional war was plessitder the nuclear umbrella was based upon
the assumption that this short war would be a éthivar with limited objective¥.

% Jaswant SingtA Call to Honour: In Service of Emergent IndRupa & Co. New Delhi. 2006. P. 268-9.

% Interview with a senior Indian military officer, SeptemBé&r 2006.

%" S00d, V.K. and Sawhney, Pravibperation Parakram: The War UnfinisheSlage Publications, New Delhi,
2003. P. 74.
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% Interview with Jaswant Singh, December 13, 2006.
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“2 Interview with Vikram Sood, February 1, 2007.
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When asked what would have happened during anualivar—a war along the lines that Mishra
envisioned and anticipated—Sood responded, “Onesrdibd&now; it is difficult to comment.”
Likewise, Sood said that he had “no firm commeritlomw RAW would have evaluated the nuclear
risks during an all out war. Finally, when askedd knew if any members of the Cabinet Committee
on Security were considering an all out war, Saamhlled, “No, | don’t know*

If these accounts are accurate, what is strikirtgpis differently India’s leaders conceived of Iridia
strategy during those crucial days in January 20@ajesh Mishra, India’'s National Security
Adviser, and Jaswant Singh, India’s senior diplgrappear to have held quite different views on the
most fundamental issue of whether India would &ttBekistan. Mishra, moreover, anticipated
launching a full-scale conventional war, while RA&ppears to have assessed that only a short,
limited war was possible under the nuclear umbreAad Vikram Sood, RAW'’s chief and the man
responsible for the CCS'’s intelligence briefinggswapparently unaware that Mishra envisioned an
all out war.

“l F YOU REALLY WANT TO PUNISH SOMEONE FOR SOMETHING
VERY TERRIBLE HE HAS DONE YOU SMASH HIM "

After the Parliament attack, the Indian army apatéd launching a major offensive, notwithstanding
RAW's intelligence assessments that apparentlytedionly toward limited military options. India’s
military mobilization, code name@peration Parakramplaced Pakistan in a precarious position.
Following the 9/11 attacks, the Pakistani Army dgeld its 11 and 12 Corps to the Afghan border to
support the American hunt for fleeing Al Qaeda kradand foot soldiers. Now the Pakistani
military, which is roughly half the size of India'was simultaneously facing a severe Indian threat
along its western border. Outnumbered and poaokitipned to defend against an Indian attack,
Pakistan’s military planners quickly redeployed #nmy’s 11 and 12 Corps to the Indian bortfer.

Given Pakistan’s vulnerability to attack duringstiperiod, it is worth keeping in mind Pakistan’s
nuclear redlines—lines which, if crossed, mightvoice Pakistani leaders to use nuclear weapons
against India. Lt. Gen. Khalid Kidwai, a confidasftPresident Musharraf and the Director-General
of Pakistan’s Strategic Plans Division, set fortkiBtan's redlines to a visiting group of Italian
researchers, who published their interview shogfier the first peak of the ten month-long
standoff?®

Lt. Gen. Kidwai explained that, “if the very existe of Pakistan as a state is at stake” nuclear
weapons will be used. According to Kidwai, thrdsisovhich would trigger a nuclear strike include
circumstances where: “a. India attacks Pakistan @mjuers a large part of its territory (space

3 Interview with Vikram Sood, February 1, 2007.

*4 Nayak, Polly and Krepon, Michael. “US Crisis Managemet®dnth Asia’s Twin Peaks Crisis.” Report 57,
The Henry L. Stimson Center. September 2006. p. 16.

5 Cotta-Ramusino, Paolo and Martellini, Maurizio. “Nuclezfiesy, nuclear stability and nuclear strategy in
Pakistan: A concise report of a visit by Landau Networleatfd Volta.” The Landau Network. January 2002.
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threshold); b. India destroys a large part eitlfeitsoland or air forces (military threshold); adia
proceeds to the economic strangling of Pakistaan@mic strangling); d. India pushes Pakistan into
political destabilization or creates a large scatéernal subversion in Pakistan (domestic
destabilization.)®

In a 2004 newspaper interview, General Sundaraf@maimanabhan, India’s Chief of Army Staff
during the standoff, explained that India’s objeesi in January 2002 could have included,
“degradation of the other force, and perhaps tip¢uca of disputed territory in Jammu and Kashmir.”
According to Padmanabhan, limited air strikes agfatarrorist training camps in Kashmir would
have been, “totally futile...If you really want to mpigh someone for something very terrible he has
done you smash him. You destroy his weapons apitiieahis territory *’

A senior military officer then serving in Rajasthahared Padmanabhan’s understanding of what
conflict would look like, “I have no doubt thatufe went to war, we could have sorted Pakistan out
well and proper, and sorted out insurgency oncefandll...| have no doubt we—the Indian Army,
not specifically the 2 Corps—could have broughtulacrushing defeat on them, even in that short
period in which international pressure would hawecéd us to stop?® The aim of war, as this
officer saw it, was to, “destroy the other guy’srwaachine so he lets you live in peace for several
years. We could have achieved that. We wouldagebpportunity to destroy Pakistan’s strategic
resources. We were in a position to destroy hissiteis, air force—all that we could have done in
that period.*®

A senior officer then in the Punjab added that “December 2001, we meant business...[the]
mobilization was rapid and all real.” According tiois officer, “there was a little acting on the
Pakistani side for three to four days after ouop®reached the defenses. They didn’t expect us to
mobilize—then they started their movements. Whemnwere laying defensive mines, our front line
troops reported Pakistani troops were laying rocksking due until actual mines came. Pakistan
was very ill-prepared...If India [had opened] anfr;n Punjab, Rajasthan, [Pakistan] would have been
at a disadvantageous positiofl.”

Lt. Gen. Ved Patankar, who was commanding Indi& €arp in Kashmir, described his preparations
for war, “We activated the whole border and thatktehem by surprise...l thought that was a good
time to cross the Line of Control...[If hostilitiesth taken place] it would have played out diffengntl
in different areas. As far as the [Kashmir] vajleye had few options because of high levels of
snow—minor gains at a high degree of difficultylséwvhere, we would have made substantial gains.
‘Substantial’ is relative—sufficient to give us gaining position. We wouldn’'t have completely

“6 Cotta-Ramusino, Paolo and Martellini, Maurizio. “Nuclesfiesy, nuclear stability and nuclear strategy in
Pakistan: A concise report of a visit by Landau Networlertf® Volta.” The Landau Network. January 2002.
http://Ixmi.mi.infn.it/~landnet/Doc/pakistan.pdf

47 Swami, Praveen. “Gen. Padmanabhan mulls over lessones&@m Parakram.” The Hindu. June 2, 2004.
http://www.hindu.com/2004/02/06/stories/200402060208Lhtm
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*0 Interview with a senior Indian military officer. SeptemBer 2006.
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eliminated Pakistan’s forces in POK [Pakistan OdedpKashmir] but we would have made
substantial gains to be in a position of advantage.

Significantly, it is unclear whether Pakistan’s kayl and road links would have been attacked @ th

event of a war initiated in January 2002. The inguce of Pakistan’s road and rail links to its

strategic interests cannot be understated. AsGEh. Kidwai made clear, Pakistan fears military
defeat, territorial loss, and economic strangutati®akistan’s major cities—Islamabad and Lahore in
the north and Karachi and Hyderabad in the soutle—eannected by roads and rail lines that run
parallel to the Indus River. For most of Pakistaam north to south, these transportation links ar

less than 100 miles from the Indian border. Ikthiansit corridor was severed during war, the
Pakistani military would have struggled to move nzem matériel and Pakistan’s economy would
have been crippled.

A senior officer deployed in Rajasthan at the timlained that while he was not involved in
determining these specific targets, the “aim of igaio destroy the other’s war machine—but [you]
have to bring his war machine to battle. But hewbring it to battle till he fears a loss of tiéory.

If you cut off his arteries to a particular parttbé country, he has to react—they [road and irdis]
were all strategic targets...threatening the artemi#igyet him to react™ Similarly, a senior military
officer who was stationed in the Punjab at the tate®m explained that he was not privy to specific
plans about Pakistan’s rail and road links but tlapresumed they would have been attacked. He
explained, “any attacker would try to do that.”

Air Marshal Vinod Patney was serving on the Natld®ecurity Advisory Board during the standoff.
Patney commanded air operations during India’s 2980with Pakistan in the Kashmir heights, and
rose to Vice Chief of Staff of the Indian Air Forpgor to his retirement shortly before the Decembe
13, 2001 attack. As a member of the National SgcAdvisory Board, Patney no longer had access
to specific war plans; however, he explained, “lwdotake an educated guess that all things being
equal [the road and rail lines] would definitely bmrgets against which there would be some
planning; whether to cut the line or hit the bridgay lines of communication would always be
targeted; basically you have to decide, will you thie rolling stock, the bridge—the dangers
involved, the air defenses you are likely to seg, the distances involved. During ops you decide o
prioritization and given the overall planning—uwitllmaterially support the plan in mind? And if it
does, then, ‘yes.”

Would war between India and Pakistan in Januarny220@ve led to a nuclear exchange? It is
impossible to answer this counterfactual with aeytainty. What appears to be clear, however, is
that the Indian armed forces anticipated attacldnge Pakistani interests in the weeks after the
Parliament attack. Had the Indian Army and Airdeobeen given the green light, Pakistan would
have been severely outnumbered and poorly posttitméefend its eastern border. India’s military,
very conceivably, could have crossed Pakistan’'sleancredlines by capturing large swaths of

> Interview with Lt. Gen. Ved Patankar, December 14, 2006.

*2 Interview with a senior Indian military officer, Decembé 2006.
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** Interview with Air Marshal Vinod Patney, December 15, 2006
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Pakistani territory, destroying large portions ofkRtan’'s land and air forces, and crippling
Pakistan’s economy.

“W E FELT THIS WAS ALL HE CAN DO —
LET'S GIVE HIM ANOTHER CHANCE "

In the wake of the fruitless SAARC summit, tensgamtinued to mount between India and Pakistan.
According to an account of the standoff by PollyyBlaand Michael Krepon, two American South

Asia analysts, “Washington at this stage was ‘grag@at straws’ to prevent a major conflict that

would interfere with [America’s] Afghan campaigndamight well escalate.” Nayak and Krepon

explain that, “senior US officials seized on Mushéis intention to deliver a speech in January
2002—reported back to Washington by [America’s Asdaalor to Pakistan] Wendy Chamberlin—as
a major opportunity to reduce tensions betweenaloiid Pakistan. Washington provided detailed
advice to Musharraf on the content of the speéth.”

In Washington, Deputy Secretary of State Richardhifege met with India’s Ambassador, Lalit
Mansingh, to convey that “Musharraf will make anpontant statement, and you will be very
pleased, just wait.” Mansingh said that this gdnesIndian government the impression that the U.S.
would serve as “a guarantor for Musharraf’s prosisé

According to Brajesh Mishra, “we had been told taothree days before [Musharraf's] actual
address by the Americans—they were asking us fmabient and to listen to what Musharraf said.”

On January 12, 2002, during an hour-long televisiddress that was broadcast live in both Pakistan
and India, General Musharraf pledged that, “no wizgtion will be allowed to perpetuate terrorism
behind the garb of the Kashmiri cause...we will tatact action against any Pakistani who is
involved in terrorism inside the country or abréad.

Brajesh Mishra recalled that for India’s Cabinein@uittee on Security, “the impact [of Musharraf's
address] was that the decision to cross the bonder postponed® Mishra elaborated, “The
Americans came—'Sir, please listen to Musharraf'eytthad some indications on what he would
say. So we said ‘ok.” After that statement of &ah Musharraf, the decision was to postpone any
action across the border and the Line of Conffbl.’Ambassador Ranganathan, chairman of India’s
National Security Advisory Board, concurred, “[Mashaf's speech] was well received...it was
acknowledged that it was a courageous statemenake given Pakistan’s domestic situatih.”

*Nayak, Polly and Krepon, Michael. “US Crisis Managemer®adnth Asia’s Twin Peaks Crisis.” Report 57,
The Henry L. Stimson Center. September 2006.
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For Vikram Sood, however, Musharraf’'s speech wagpéctantly disappointing—we didn’t expect
dramatic promises—(the speech] could be interpréetedifferent ways. We interpreted it to mean
that [Musharraf's promises about banning terroramPakistani soil] didn’t include POK [Pakistan
occupied Kashmir.]” Despite India’s disappointmeiith the speech, Sood said, “we felt this was all
he can do—let’s give him another chance and séeii& is a decline in terrorist activit§?”

In the days following Musharraf's address, tendietween India and Pakistan subsided. While the
rhetoric from New Delhi and Islamabad cooled, t®am both sides remained mobilized at a high
state of alert along the international border amal ltine of Control in Kashmir. It seemed, at the
time, that conflict had been averted.

“T HE TIME HAS COME FOR A DECISIVE BATTLE "

General Musharraf's January 12, 2002 address aflowdia and Pakistan to inch back from the
brink. The subcontinent, however, was still a dérmbx—relations between Islamabad and New
Delhi were poisonous, and the million Indian an#i&ani troops along the border remained poised
for war. On May 14, 2002, a spark set the tinderfldlaze. Early that day, three terrorists disglis
as Indian soldiers attacked an Indian army encampineKaluchak, Jammu, storming the family
quarters of the camp and killing soldiers’ wivesl ahildren. By the time the terrorists were killed
thirty were dead and many injured, including a tyear old chilcf?

In New Delhi, furious Indian leaders huddled tortHadia’s response to the attack. The day after
the Kaluchak massacre, Prime Minister Vajpayee spokhe upper house of India’s parliament and
declared in Hindi that India would have to counter terrorist attack® His speech was matched the
following day when India’s army chief declared thia¢ “time for action has comé&” On May 18,
2002, India’s Cabinet Committee on Security toak timprecedented step of demanding that Pakistan
recall its High Commissioner to India.

Four days later, Prime Minister Vajpayee visiteth&gar, Kashmir. During a speech at a military
base, Vajpayee declared, “The time has come facside battle and we will have a sure victory in
this battle... The enemy has thrown us a challengednying a proxy war. We accept it and pledge to
give it a crushing defeat," he séfd.

With each day, war clouds seemed to grow darkercoAding to Vikram Sood, “the tension that time
[after the Kaluchak attack] was much higher [thardanuary]...a lot of table thumping that you've
got to do it or this will never stog” Like the spike in tensions in January 2002, itrislear whether

®2 |Interview with Vikram Sood, October 31, 2006.
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or how India would have attacked Pakistan. Theasgm division between Singh—who believed
there was no risk of a full-fledged war—and Misheanained. Mishra recalled that, as in January,
“we were on the point of launching a full scale war would have been all out waf®

As the Indian Army again readied for war, Pakissadefensive formations—which had been
reinforced since January—complicated the army’'sglaGeneral Padmanabhan explained in a 2004
newspaper interview that the army’s objectives warere achievable in January, less achievable in
February, and even less achievable in March. Ban,tthe balance of forces had gradually
changed.® Padmanabhan’s analysis was echoed by senioersfisho were serving at the time in
Kashmir and Rajasthan.

According to a senior officer then posted in Rdjast “In January [the attack window] was adequate
to sort out Pakistan. In June, the window wouldehim be extended by 10 to 20 days. When forces
on both sides are well deployed, breaking the drusifficult. In January, breaking the crust was
that much easier® Similarly, Lt. Gen. Patankar explained that insKanir, “gains and losses would
have been limited. The degree of difficulty wolldve been high on account of military action.
High tempo battles and heavy toll of men. Physgaihs would have been limited because both
sides were well prepared*”

“W E DON’T TAKE TEST FIRING OF MISSILES
BY PAKISTAN SERIOUSLY ”

The crisis escalated further on May 25, 2002, wihakistan test fired a nuclear capable intermediate
range “Ghauri” missile. Despite General Mushagafaim that the test “was not meant to give any
message to anyoné’and Prime Minister Vajpayee’s dismissive rejointteat “we don’t take test
firing of missiles by Pakistan seriousl{’1slamabad’s message was heard clearly enoughn Ne
Delhi: the Ghauri missile had sufficient range—aadt 1,500 kilometers—to deliver a nuclear
warhead to most of India’s bustling metropoliées.

Following the missile test, Pakistani state telewisannounced that General Musharraf would
address the Pakistani people two days [ateiDuring the address on May 27, 2002, General
Musharraf declared, "We do not want war. We waracpein the region. Pakistan will never allow
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the export of terrorism anywhere in the world frarthin Pakistan.”® At the same time, Musharraf
angrily vowed in Urdu that, “if war is imposed, auslim is not afraid, and he doesn't retreat, but
with cries of ‘God is great!” he jumps into the warfight...our security and our national prestige ar
under threat and...we are ready to protect our miather”’

It appears that Pakistan’s intelligence servicesiddeed try to halt terrorist infiltration acrodse
Line of Control after Musharraf’'s May 27, 2002 aglek. Later in the summer, Lt. Gen. Patankar told
Robert Blackwill, America’'s Ambassador to New Delthat there had been “a perceptible dip in
infiltration” following Musharraf’'s addres€.

Musharraf's May 27, 2002 speech was an importathlalden turning point in the standoff. Brajesh
Mishra recalled that, “for the second time [Mushéis speech] stopped us from going across the
border. We were reluctant to go to war. But weemgilling to do it if we were forced to—any
opportunity available to us to postpone the acttbat was utilized by us.” Mishra explained that
Musharraf's January 2002 address, “gave us cordildre would stop cross border terrorism. The
Kaluchak massacre gave lies to his assurancesa rAsult of Kaluchak, he went on television and
reiterated what he had said in January. So we'@&d—let's see what happens now. The idea was
to—if possible—stop short of a war. If not possitthen go ahead?

For Mishra, Musharraf's speech was the end of gwarsd peak of the standoff, an inflection point
after which tension subsided. Musharraf's asswsneere sufficient for India to de-escalate: troops
would remain on the border, relations between lalzaa and New Delhi would still be frosty at best
and venomous at worst, but the imminence of warreadded—the standoff remained, but the crisis
was over.

However, the next day, Jaswant Singh held a presfeence to respond to Musharraf's speech.
Singh began the press conference, “His Excelleney. ®@ervez Musharraf's television address of
May 27 is both disappointing and dangerous. Dieaypmg, as it merely repeats some earlier

assurances which remain unfulfilled till today, afehgerous because through belligerent posturing
tension has been added to, not reduééd.”

Alarmingly, Singh and Mishra were pulling the csisn opposite directions—Singh escalating while

Mishra believed that the crisis had passed. @nl@sequent interview with Brajesh Mishra, Mishra

reviewed Singh’s response to Musharraf's May 20 28ddress and confirmed that he believed the
crisis had subsided after Musharraf’s May 27, 260@ech¥'
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As heavy shelling continued along the Line of Cohéind the international border, Western capitals
grew increasingly concerned that war would break oun the days following Singh’'s press
conference, a host of foreign leaders—among ther8, Bresident George W. Bush, British Prime
Minister Tony Blair, Russian President Vladimir irutChinese President Jiang Zemin, and foreign
and defense ministers from America, Britain, Franmed Japan—phoned or visited Indian and
Pakistani leaders to encourage them to de-es€alate.

Despite Mishra’s belief that the crisis was oveithvbingh’'s denunciation of Mushrraf's speech, the
crisis deepened. On May 31, 2002, Pakistani aiié®imposed a nighttime blackout for much of
Pakistani Kashmir, disconnecting the districts afyB, Kotli, and Bhimbher near the Line of Control
from the national power grid and cutting power toZdffarabad, the capital of Pakistani Kashmir.
Muzaffarabad’s deputy commissioner explained thnagrg “Indian threats to launch war...we must
be prepared to meet any situatih.”

Again on June 1 and June 2, 2002, Pakistani officceunded air-raid sirens and cut power to
“sensitive areas” in Pakistani Kashmir, includingiMffarabad. According to an Agence France
Presse report, an unnamed Pakistani official asbé¢hiat, “we are facing a serious threat of angai
from the enemy, due to which we have to switch pfver at night® With war preparations
continuing, the U.S. State Department urged Amasda India for business or tourism to depart
immediately because “tensions have risen to seteueds.™

Many indicators—over a fortnight of continuous hgaartillery exchanges between Indian and
Pakistani troops along the border and the Line ait®l, tests of nuclear capable missiles, speeches
beating the drums for war, and finally the blaclsoimt Pakistani Kashmir—suggested that the crisis
had not been ameliorated by Musharraf’'s speech.

Indian leaders at this vital juncture, however,dheastly disparate views on the standoff. When
asked about the blackouts in an interview, Brajdsthra was surprised by the blackouts—he could
not understand why Pakistan imposed the blackonte shey occurred after Musharraf’'s speech on
May 27, 2002, when Mishra believed the crisis hadikgd. Shaking his head with disbelief, Mishra
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explained, “This was after the second T.V. addmé<Rresident Musharraf on May 27 There is no
basis for this, no basis for thi&”

Vikram Sood, India’s intelligence chief, suggestieat while Pakistan, “had legitimate fears tha¢@aft
[the Parliament attack on] December™1®e were going to do something big,” the blackots
Pakistani Kashmir were just posturing. Sood doayell Pakistan's fears of attack, “I think a lot of
it was meant for Washington because there was ymessn Musharraf to do something on the
Taliban and Al Qaeda.” The blackouts, Sood betieweould help Musharraf tell the Americans,
“get the Indians off my back so | can do somethinghe Taliban and Al Qaed&’”

In Washington, Indian Ambassador Lalit Mansingh Idooot understand why the international
community—and the U.S. in particular—was so feadulvar. Mansingh contended that the travel
advisory was an “important miscalculation” as that& Department tried to get India and Pakistan to
de-escalate. Mansingh suggested that the Ameriesaggerated the risks of war, “We were still
adhering to CBMs [confidence building measurestle T.S. misread Indian intentions—[believing]
the worst scenaric®®

Ambassador Ranganathan, the chairman of the Nateeurity Advisory Board, took a similar
view, expressing irritation with the State Depanmt'®e departure warning, “Frankly, one didn’t
understand why such a drastic step was taken.” bléekouts in Pakistani Kashmir were equally
puzzling for Ranganthan who believed they were &fior domestic reasons. | don't think there was
any particular threat that warranted "

On the frontlines in Srinagar, Kashmir, the viewswapiite different. Lt. Gen. Patankar said that he
was unaware of the blackouts; nonetheless, acaptdiRatankar, Pakistani fears of air raids weae, “
justified fear. Muzaffarabad would have been teede What would have been hit would be bridges,
bottlenecks—not the civilian populatiof’” Patankar, though, believed that Pakistani feazsew
lower in May and June than in January, “I got teelihg that their comfort feeling on the other side
was getting better in April and May. Thereafterperceptive change in their stance.” Patankar
indicated that intelligence reports and the arnassessments suggested that the Pakistani military
was, “comfortable to take us on if we had gone s&£ron May and June.

Jaswant Singh also gave credence to Pakistani. fe@essessing Pakistani intentions in the face of a
possible Indian attack, Singh explained, “I thinkkRtan was strategically placed in a situation of
great imbalance. It hasn't the resources—militphysical, or indeed even moral—to fight a war on
two fronts [Afghanistan in the East and India ie West.] | do believe it is never a good policy to
push your adversary into such a corner that theoreses he is compelled to think of are extrefhe.”
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L Interview with Jaswant Singh, December 13, 2006.



24 To The Brink: Indian Decision-Making and the 2001-28@&ndoff

“I TWAS NAUSEATING TO TALK TO MUSHARRAF”

On June 3, 2002, attention turned to Almaty, Kazkin, where heads of state from sixteen Asian
nations—including India, Pakistan, China, and Rassgjathered for the Conference on Interaction
and Confidence Building Measur&s.Prior to the summit, President Musharraf exprédse desire

to meet with Prime Minister Vajpayee, “We suppodlving the conflict through peaceful
means...I'm ready to meet anywhere and at any lé¥eHowever, Prime Minister Vajpayee rejected
the possibility of talks with President Musharraeclaring brusquely before the summit, “No
meeting is planned® Vajpayee’s Deputy Foreign Minister, Omar Abdull@mphasized, “There
will be no secret parlays, no official level talks dialogue at delegation lever.”

While the conference commenced in Almaty, back @wNDelhi, Yogendra Narain, India’s Defence
Secretary, stole the spotlight when an interviewaNagave to the Indian newsweel@utlook was
published in the Pakistani press. India had ceame the possibility of nuclear war, Narain told
Outlook and India “will retaliate and must be prepared foutual destruction on both sides.”
Moreover, India’s nuclear command structure wagléte, Narain said, and in the event of a nuclear
exchange, “we don’t expect any delay in issuingeesd Narain concluded the interview by warning
Pakistan that Indian troops were poised to strikgtwee hours’ notice. Narain’s comments were
quickly disavowed by an Indian Ministry of Deferfa@ss release which reaffirmed that, “India does
not believe in the use of nuclear weapons. Neitloes it visualise that it will be used by any othe
country.”®

Narain’s comments cast a shadow over the conferend@maty. And when night fell on the
conference’s first day, little had changed. Thtomg the day, Musharraf and Vajpayee each
attended the requisite summit luncheon, briefed ghess, and meet with presidents and prime
ministers from other nations—but they never so magBhook hands with each other.

Brajesh Mishra, who was accompanying Prime Minista@payee in Almaty, told a press conference
that evening that if President Musharraf's promiselsalt terrorism from Pakistan were implemented
then, “we can take appropriate steps.” But Ind&said, would not meet with Pakistani officials in
Almaty, opting instead to “wait and see and vevityat has been promised first.”

On June 4, 2002, the final day of the conferenc@laty, Russian President Vladimir Putin met
individually with both Musharraf and Vajpayee. ipuirged Musharraf and Vajpayee to de-escalate
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the crisis. Press reports following the meetingscdbed Putin’s intervention as stressing the need
for initiatives, “so that this conflict is not justefused, but the two sides move away from future
confrontation.’® Putin underscored that Russia, “like the wholagl&v@ommunity, [is] extremely
concerned at the course of relations between btiaPakistan®

Putin’s intervention, phone calls from Washingtand the concern of world leaders in Almaty and
across the globe were insufficient to convince andileaders to meet with their Pakistani
counterparts. In an interview, Brajesh Mishra saatter-of-factly, “we were not trying to engage in
a dialogue.” Mishra explained that he did not gp@#&h Pakistani officials because, “if the Prime
Minister had no desire to do it, no sense in mkingl to them.” Mishra continued, “We had made up
our minds even before leaving Delhi [for Almaty]—wuld not talk with him.” Mishra said that
among the Indian leadership there was “intensékdi$br Musharraf: A man who had sabotaged the
Lahore Conference, who had made Agra infructuousy wad not reigned in the terrorists from
attacking across the Line of Control—and even thdidment of India. There was no eagerness at
all on our part to engage in a discussion with hinthat time—too charged an atmosphere...it was
nauseating to talk to Musharraf at that point meti Almaty was a failure from his point of view—
not our point of view...we were not going to talkhion.”**

With tensions still simmering and steps toward deaation as yet untaken, Musharraf briefed the
press before departing from Almaty. Musharraf tid gathered reporters, who had asked about
Pakistan’s nuclear strategy, that “the possessiamuclear weapons by any state obviously implies
that they will be used under some circumstancefattling a nuclear saber, Musharraf said,
“Pakistan will never initiate a war...but will defeitd honor and dignity with full resolve...the rigal

of the tension between India and Pakistan is thdialis continually threatening Pakistan with an
attack and also refusing a dialogd&-”

That night, in Jammu, the winter capital of Indidaimmu and Kashmir, the Indian Air Force and
civilian officials held a blackout drill to practcresponding to Pakistani air attac%s. Lt. Gen.
Patankar explained that the drill was “just to ¢heat [our] level of preparation and to carry out
rehearsals—to check if the civilian machinery weeppared to deal with an air strike by Pakistan—
hospitals, ambulances, the whole civilian machirié®y

Vikram Sood suggested as well that the Jammu bilackdll was to “give a message across the
border,” that India was ready and “we will strikeypu do something.” Sood said that the Jammu
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exercise also conveyed to the United States, “wesarious about the whole thing. Our patience has
been tested again and again and...Musharraf ismigdohat he is supposed t§?

“A COMMITMENT BY MUSHARRAF TO END PERMANENTLY ,
CROSSBORDER, CROSSLOC INFILTRATION ™

The next day throughout eastern Pakistan, locatialé feared that war was imminent. In
Rawalpindi, home to the Pakistani Army’s headquartas well as the bustling Punjabi metropolises
of Multan and Lahore, air sirens wailed while anamdes and emergency personnel drilled for the
worst. Hospitals were told to prepare extra bewstie wounded, and officials warned those
villagers still in their homes along the borderhwiindia to evacuate and head for safer gradnd.

When the sun rose on the subcontinent on June(®, 20tenuous peace still held. That morning,
Richard Armitage, U.S. Deputy Secretary of Stateyed in Islamabad for shuttle diplomacy aimed
at staving off war. After midday meetings with Bakn’s foreign secretary and foreign minister,
Armitage sat down for what would be a nearly twaithsession with General Mushart8f. During
the meeting, according to Nayak and Krepon's actodAmmitage believed that, “he elicited,
confirmed, and reconfirmed Musharraf’'s pledge tckenaessation [of infiltration of terrorists into
Indian Kashmir] permanent.” Armitage and Mushartefcussed making the latter’s pledge public
but apparently did not go into detail about to whidiisharraf’s assurances would be conveyéd.
After spending the night in Islamabad, Armitagenfleo New Delhi'® In meetings with Indian
Home Minister L.K. Advani, Jaswant Singh, and tfieally with Brajesh Mishra and Prime Minister
Vajpayee, Armitage relayed Musharraf’s pledge th indiltration across the Line of Control. After
the final meeting in the evening with Mishra andjpéyee, Armitage emerged and told waiting
reporters that there is a “commitment to the USMuysharraf to end permanently, cross-border,
cross-LoC infiltration.*®® Armitage also asked India to take “reciprocal.edealatory steps” to
defuse the crisis.

Within days, the tension between India and Pakistaated. Seventy-two hours after Armitage’s
visit, India began to stand down from its war fagt—ordering ships that had been patrolling off the
coast of Pakistan to return to port, lifting redions that had banned Pakistani aircraft fromnflyi

over Indian territory, and initiating the formalgaess to appoint a new Indian High Commissioner to
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Pakistant’® And in Islamabad, General Musharraf expressedidemce that, “the chance of war is
minimal. The threat...has diminishet*

American analysts point to Armtiage’s visit as ttuening point in the crisis, an instance when
American shuttle diplomacy helped India and Pakistack away from the brink?> And certainly
from the chain of events, Armitage’s meetings ilarnsbad and then New Delhi appear to have
paved a path that permitted both nations to delstecaHowever, in India, Armitage’s visit is viedie
quite differently. For Vikram Sood, Armitage’s itisvas not particularly significant to the point of
being hardly memorable. Despite American effootgét India to defuse the crisis, Sood said, “we
always felt Musharraf would be two-timing the U$* According to Sood, India de-esclated after
the Almaty summit because, “you have to live witduy neighbor and the fear is that high tension at
any point can snap and lead to a situation whidtheeside wants—having made your point it is best
to try to cool down the thing—you can’'t do away lwitour neighbor.” After a long pause, Sood
added, “we will live with them.”

Jaswant Singh also downplayed Armitage’s role, @rpig that, “people like to claim credit for a lot
of things and in complex situations a lot of peopl@m credit when they are eased.” However,
Singh acknowledged that American efforts to encgeirRakistan to halt infiltration were greeted
warmly as, “any step Pakistan takes to wind dowm nlemesis of terrorism is a step we would
welcome.*** And Brajesh Mishra also minimized Armitage’s rddecause, Mishra said, the crisis
ended after Musharraf's May 27, 2002 speech anditAga arrived in June. Mishra told me, “The
tension went down after the 27th of May addresMhugharraf in which he repeated his assurances of
the January statement. Armitage came after that.”

Nonetheless, Mishra said that American diplomat3aimuary 2002 were, “willing to give assurances
on behalf of Pakistan.” Conversely, during Arméagmeeting with Vajpayee in June, Armitage was
“less categorical.” Though Armitage publicly expsed great certainty in Musharraf's pledges,
Mishra said that in private Armitage told Mishradaviajpayee, “this is what Pakistan is saying and
you can decide what you want to do...[Armitage] wassl confident of [Pakistan’s] inclination
or...ability to control cross-border terroris> Whatever the reason for the de-escalation, after
Armitage’s shuttle diplomacy, five months passefibizesoldiers along the border redeployed to their
barracks and the standoff finally came to an efién months of eyeball to eyeball confrontation,
complete with two crises, came and went withoutahtbreak of war.
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“A NUCLEAR DIMENSION JUST DID NOT EXIST ”

For as much as Indian policymakers appeared nio¢ ton the same page during those ten harrowing
months, they remain united, at least publicly, hait belief that the nuclear risks during the stihd
were minimal. In his memoirs, Jaswant Singh sutggélsat there is a need for a, “better
understanding [of the] ‘nuclear war scare’...thersedi primarily by the US and the UK. | found
this odd, also entirely unnecessary: Why cause ldbedate scare by raising alarms about the
possibility of a ‘nuclear conflict’, or of this tops’ mobilisation acquiring any kind of uncontrdile
autonomy? This scare was incomprehensible, farcear dimension just did not exist®

Given Singh’s assertion that there would be no War]ogic seems fairly sound: no war, no nuclear
risks. However, those who anticipated war alsaeletl that there was little chance that a conflict
would escalate to a nuclear exchange. Vikram Stoydexample, believed that a limited war was
possible and that the risks of a nuclear war werémal given the constraints of a limited conflict.
For Sood, Pakistan’s nuclear threats during thedst® were, “a risk you take. The assessment was
this was all rhetoric...more rhetoric than realitySbod believes Westerners were fearful of a nuclear
conflict in a way that Indians were not becausést&ht fears always seem more dangerous than at
home.” Sood added that during the ten month comditeon, he did not, “remember that either side
had developed that type of precision capabilityatmch [a] first strike and second strike. And the
[nuclear] rhetoric always came from [Pakistan]tfirseactive statements from India—[India was]
not the initiator.**’

Within the Indian officer corps, there was a simsanse that the risks of a nuclear exchange were
minimal. A senior officer then posted in Rajastimanalled, “No way about nuclear risks...What is
Pakistan’s nuclear threshold? India possessemdestnike capability. Pakistan knows this. If
Pakistan uses nuclear weapons first, it will cagreat damage, but our second strike will annihilate
Pakistan. Therefore, the threshold—Pakistan with to use nuclear weapons when it sees it is being
annihilated...If our ground operations had gone mamner that Pakistan is being dismembered and
finished as a country, they will consider using leac weapons...till then Pakistan wouldn't use
nuclear weapons-*

Brajesh Mishra, who anticipated launching an atlwar, agreed, “here in South Asia there is much
less fear of a nuclear escalation. | think in bodlintries there is a realization of the incalcldab
damage which a nuclear conflict would entail.” N& added that, “given the irrationality of the
leaders of Pakistan, one cannot rule out 100% keaumisadventure by Pakistan. Having said that,
we are confident that there are sane voices insBakiwhich would stop any such misadventdte.”
Moreover, reflecting this confidence, Mishra stathdt the Cabinet Committee on Security never
gave consent for India’s military to deploy nucleapable missiles or aircraft during the standdff.
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“| N SITUATIONS OF TENSION,
EVENTS HAVE AN INBUILT AUTONOMY ”

The 2001-2002 standoff ended with minimal casuslti&here was no conventional war, limited or
otherwise, and no crossing of the nuclear thresh@lile majority of those killed and maimed during
the confrontation were Indians and Pakistanis ¢\vim borderland villages in the Punjab, Rajasthan,
and Kashmir who were struck by mortars or who iratbntly detonated buried landmines.

The absence of war did not diminish the dangerhefstandoff. As noted earlier, Brajesh Mishra
claimed that in January 2002, the Cabinet Commite&ecurity made, “a unanimous decision to let
Pakistan know this kind of thing would not be taked. A unanimous decision to mobilize. A
unanimous decision to cross the Line of Control tiredborder.”*! How statesmen and generals on
both sides would have prevented such a war fromal&titg, even if it initially was limited in scope,
is a question that lacks reassuring answers. nibvtiable, as well, that some Indian leaders, caradn
that the nuclear risks were minimal, felt littlense of urgency to pull back from the brink when the
standoff twice devolved into deep crisis. Oppoitiaa for direct communication with Pakistani
leaders were eschewed.

Contradictory recollections about the course ofnéveprovided by those interviewed deepen
guestions about the standoff, and they serve amader that the conclusions reached in this essay
are quite tentative. Additional studies are neededelp resolve these contradictions. Key quastio
deserving further study include: Is it true thaash Mishra believed that the Cabinet Committee on
Security had unanimously decided to attack PakpstHrso, how could Brajesh Mishra have believed
that the Cabinet Committee on Security had unanstyodecided to attack Pakistan while Jaswant
Singh was firmly convinced there would be no wai8 it true that Mishra, despite RAW's
assessment that only a limited war was possiblgisiemed launching an all out attack while
maintaining that the risks of a nuclear exchangeeweainimal? If so, how could Vikram Sood not
know that Mishra anticipated an all out war? lisitrue that the Indian Army anticipated attacking
core Pakistani interests, then why, given RAW’sasment, did the Indian Army anticipate attacking
core interests in Pakistan without any fear whatspef a nuclear reprisal?

Musharraf's May 27, 2002 speech also raises impbgaestions. Is it true that Mishra believed that
Musharraf's address served to de-escalate thes?ridi so, then how could Mishra believe that
Musharraf’'s address had resolved the crisis anwalasSingh, the very next day, declare that
Musharraf's speech had made the crisis more dang@ero

Moreover, in the days after Musharraf's addressrelwere many signs that the crisis had not abated:
artillery duels along the border continued, intéioreal calls to defuse the crisis mounted, Pakistan
tested several nuclear capable missiles, IndiarPakistani towns prepared for air strikes, andlfma
Richard Armitage traveled to Islamabad and New D&hpress both countries to de-escalate.
Mishra said that he believed the crisis was longrovif it is true that Mishra believed the crisis
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began to de-escalate on May 27, 2002, then Mishua@swvareness of the continuing crisis may
indicate that Mishra was badly misreading events.

In light of these puzzling questions and some ghdrwho publicly claim that there were no nuclear
risks during the standoff, perhaps it is Jaswangiswho, ironically, puts for the best explanation
why the confrontation was so dangerous. In his oisnSingh claims that “a nuclear dimension just
did not exist” during the standoff. Yet at the clusion of Singh’s interview, he explained, “I img

to the view—which is not philosophical, it is a lisaview—that it is an error to assume infallibyli

of judgment; also, that in situations of tensiomerds have an inbuilt autonomy.” Singh paused
before continuing, “Human beings all over the waridline to the view that they are in control of
events. My experience and study informs me: senofivents assert that autonomy, and human will
and judgment is rendered inoperative thereaftér.”

“| T1S ONLY AFTER THE MOBILIZATION OF 2002THAT THE PEACE
PROCESS COULD BEGIN. THIS WAS THE REALIZATION : HAVING
GONE TO THE BRINK , A MORE RATIONAL VIEW PREVAILED .”

The people who know the 2001-2002 standoff besttlaose political, military, and diplomatic
leaders who managed the crisis. The specific Slessearned” regarding the standoff, and how those
lessons apply to India and Pakistan, are still dpewaluated by foreign policy practitioners in Sout
Asia and in Washington. Yet diplomatic crises, asgpecially those with a nuclear tinge, are not
limited just to South Asia. This narrative illunaiies four important and enduring challenges ofscris
management: the limits of nuclear deterrence; isfkes of limited military action; the complexitie$ o
message management; and the challenge of intenageocdination.

The theoretical foundations of nuclear deterrenee giounded upon the premise that the Bomb
makes national leaders clear-eyed about the risks aonflict between nuclear-armed adversaries.
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons certainly influenced dtrategic calculus of Indian leaders. It is
unlikely, for example, that Vikram Sood would haicipated only a limited war if Pakistan did not
have the Bomb. However, this narrative presergsae to question whether nuclear weapons did, in
fact, induce clarity into Indian decision-makingrithg the standoff. The disparate perceptions
relayed in this essay suggest that nuclear weap@ysnot, in fact, eliminate as Waltz and others
contend, “the miscalculation [that] causes warsiclear weapons may help stabilize an adversarial
relationship but they certainly do not prevent sewwises that can lead to conflict, inadverteotly
deliberately.

Similarly, notions of “limited” war are a staple thfe literature of deterrence. Before embarkingon
“limited” military action, statesmen and generalsnsider many questions. Among the most
important questions that statesmen and generalsidmnare: What factors would keep a limited
military action limited, and what factors would saua limited military action to escalate? What
impact would the media—and, in particular, liveetésion and internet coverage—have on the
military action? How would a country contemplatiadimited military action respond to retaliatory
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attacks targeting territory, soldiers, or civili@ns What factors may cause an adversary to
underestimate redlines during a crisis? How catoantry credibly convey redlines or credibly
threaten another nation?

Message management during a crisis is both esbemtid difficult. Disciplined message
management can help prevent unintended escalationgda crisis. At the same time, politicians,
diplomats, and generals must convey informatiomtdtiple audiences during a standoff, including
the adversary country’s military, diplomatic semjicand media; international diplomats and
journalists; as well as to key domestic audienc8tatesmen and generals also have incentives to
present confusing messages during a crisis infant ¢d keep the adversary off-balance. Managing
these competing interests while preventing mesgatfiat causes an unintended escalation is an
important but extraordinarily challenging task fational leaders.

Finally, interagency coordination is an enduringltgnge for all governments. Even during the best
of times, coordinating complex government bureatiegin the formulation and implementation of
policy is difficult. Periods of crisis strain gavenent bureaucracies at a time when nimble and
coordinated responses to complex challenges aremeeded. Uncoordinated or poorly coordinated
strategies during a crisis can inadvertently caaserisis to escalate. Facilitating interagency
cooperation is a vital but complicated task fordeeaf state and principals in the midst of a crisis

Nuclear-tinged crises are fraught with risk. Ewbe most able leaders during a crisis cannot
confidently expect to control outcomes. Mitigatingks between two nuclear rivals is possible, but
eliminating those nuclear risks entirely may wedl impossible. Given the enduring challenges
which confronted national leaders during the 20002standoff, India and Pakistan’s nascent peace
process, initiated in 2003, gives hope that peadepaosperity can replace crisis and confrontaition
South Asia. From crisis comes opportunity: At ghese of his interview, Brajesh Mishra was quick
to point out that, “it is only after the mobilizati of 2002 that the peace process could begins Thi
was the realization: Having gone to the brink, aemational view prevailed"®
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