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T

he recent tensions between India
and Pakistan could be dismissed
as just another round in their
interminable conflict—were the potential consequences not so terrifying.
The latest crisis arises out of a number of dramatic terror incidents in India. On October 1,
a suicide bombing of the Jammu and Kashmir state assembly in
Srinagar killed 40 people. On December 13, a suicide squad apparently linked to the Kashmir cause (and alleged by Indian officials
to be Pakistanis) attacked the Indian Parliament and killed 14
people. This prompted India to launch its ongoing buildup of hundreds of thousands of troops on the India-Pakistan border.
Then, on May 14, terrorists (whom India also accuses of being
Pakistanis) attacked an Indian army camp, killing 30 people,
mostly women and children. Shortly thereafter, Indian Prime
Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee told his forces in Kashmir—over
which the two countries have fought three major conflicts, and
where a Pakistan-backed insurgency has raged since 1989—to
prepare for a "decisive victory."
Gen. Pervez Musharraf promised in a January 12 speech to
deal firmly with militant groups operating within Pakistan. At
the time, this seemed like a major breakthrough. "A president
of a country can't make such a speech and then not implement
it," Pakistani journalist Ahmed Rashid said at the time. "He
should be taken more seriously by India." But Rashid writes in
the May 30 issue of the Far Eastern Economic Review that
"Musharraf's promised crackdown was a sham. Some 2,000 militants were freed after a few weeks."
The recent incidents in India have aroused global indignation.
The chorus of voices asking Pakistan to control terrorist incursions
across the Kashmir border includes President Bush, Russian
President Vladimir Putin, U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan,
E.U. foreign policy chief Javier Solana and British Foreign
Secretary Jack Straw. The question now is whether all this sustained international pressure can convince Musharraf to change
his regime's policy—but could he change it, even if he wanted to?
Musharraf, for his part, made a speech on May 27 that was
more belligerent than conciliatory. Although Pakistan also has
gone ahead with badly timed missile tests, the bravado may just
be bluster, masking a change in his Kashmir policy. "This is the
kind of rhetoric that you need to make when you are covering
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your tracks in retreat," Najam Sethi, editor of Pakistan's Daily
Times, told the New York Times.
Observers disagree on the extent of the links between Pakistan
and the terrorists. There is no doubt that Pakistan has hosted and
trained many of these people. But it's unclear how much control
the government has over them, or how deeply it is tied in with
specific incidents like the May 14 massacre. If the militants are
indeed acting on direct orders from the Pakistani regime—as
India often alleges—how high up do the linkages reach?
It is in India's self-interest to allege that the entire Kashmir
insurgency is directed by remote control from Pakistan, since this
lends credence to its claim that the insurgents are foreign troublemakers rather than indigenous Kashmiris with genuine grievances.
But the recent attacks don't seem to serve Musharraf's interests.
"This is the work of elements linked to al-Qaeda who are bent on
destroying Pakistan and destroying Musharraf," says Ayesha Jalal,
a professor of history at Tufts University and author of several
books on South Asia. "The timing is completely wrong for
Musharraf to indulge in this sort of thing, and the Americans are
aware of that."

B

oth sides seem intent on playing a chess game, with each
move designed to impress domestic audiences. The domestic situation in both countries contributes to the tough posturing. Both sides need to rally their countries behind them,
especially with parliamentary elections coming up in October in
Pakistan and the recent losses by Vajpayee's Bharatiya Janata
Party (BJP) in key states. The questions are how far both leaders
are willing to go to retain power, and whether they can back
down without losing face.
Musharraf's credibility in Pakistan has been hurt by the sham
referendum he organized on April 30 and by his inability to control terrorist activity in Pakistan, from the killing of Shiite doctors to the blowing up of French workers in Karachi. Vajpayee's
government has severe credibility problems of its own, after a gov-
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ernment headed by the BJP failed to prevent—indeed, colluded
in—the killings of hundreds of Muslims in the state of Gujarat as
reprisals for the torching of a train compartment of Hindus.
Post-September 11, India and Pakistan also have been playing a game of what commentator Achin Vanaik has called "competitive servility" to the United States. The Indian ruling
coalition has tried to prove to the Bush administration that
India has been as great a victim of terrorism as America and has
adopted a similarly tough posture toward its enemies. Pakistan,
under intense U.S. pressure, has done an about-face by abandoning the Taliban, its creation, and aligning itself, however
half-heartedly, with the West.
Meanwhile, the United States has tried to maintain a balance
between the two sides. On the one hand, Washington needs
Pakistan's help to root out al-Qaeda. A major U.S. concern is
that any rise in tensions will lead to a cessation of Pakistani
cooperation in hunting down al-Qaeda, and the redeployment
of Pakistani troops from the Afghan border to the Indian border—something that is already happening.
On the other hand, for the first time, the United States has
developed a close relationship with India, one that could pay
great strategic and economic dividends in the future, given
India's size and population. After initially being noncommittal,
President Bush has directly pressured both leaders, though he
seems to have come down on India's side. "[Musharraf] must stop
the incursions across the line of control," Bush remarked on May
30. "He must do so. He said he would do so. We and others are
making sure that he must live up to his word."

ciate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and
author of India's Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation.
But neither Ramana nor Perkovich see the United States as
being able to do much to stabilize the nuclear situation. "The
United States could help India and Pakistan secure their stockpiles," Perkovich says. "Persuading India and Pakistan to have
the United States intervene in their command-and-control systems is the harder part. It is not realistic at all."
But Ramana adds that the United States could assist in verifying that both countries are maintaining their non-deployment
posture. "The U.S. can help on the conventional military front
by helping stop the sales of high-tech arms by various countries,
which have increased systematically in the case of India in the
past few years," he says. "Since Pakistan hasn't been able to keep
pace, it has relied more and more heavily on its nuclear option,
leading to instability."
Ramana and Perkovich concur that if it wasn't for India's
nuclear project, Pakistan probably wouldn't have gone nuclear.
"First, China helped Pakistan develop the bomb, and its motivation would have been severely diminished in the absence of an
Indian bomb," Perkovich says. "Secondly, Pakistan itself would
have felt that it was unnecessary and perhaps a bit out of reach."
If they're right, then it is incumbent upon India to initiate
measures to reverse the subcontinental nuclear race. Pakistan, for
its part, must firmly rule out a nuclear first strike. But the Bush
administration is hardly in a position to lecture either side. The
hawkish stance on nuclear weapons of Donald Rumsfeld and
Richard Armitage, whom the White House dispatched to the
region, doesn't add to their credibility as peacemakers.
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But Jalal argues that the lasting solution lies in a
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totally different notion of sovereignty on the subSecurity at Princeton University, an
continent. This would entail broad autonomy for the
expert on the nuclear situation on
JAULLrliLL
Kashmiris, with opportunities for them to engage
the subcontinent. "There is concern
each other across the line of control. But this would
that the Pakistani army may decide
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require India and Pakistan to change their concept
to take some action to counteract
of nationalism and develop power-sharing arrangeIndia, and then things may quickly
ments on important economic and military issues.
escalate out of control."
"The mindset needs to end," she says. "It is endangering the lives
Neither India nor Pakistan have deployed nuclear missiles
of millions of people and doesn't make any logical sense."
before, Ramana says, and the few reports that they have mated
All easier said than done. But the alternative is endless
warheads with delivery systems are not very credible. Fighter
rounds of brinkmanship, until the horrendous day when either
planes could deliver nuclear bombs, he adds, but that would have
India or Pakistan decides to do the unthinkable and cross the
to be after the outbreak of combat, thus ruling out a pre-emptive
nuclear threshold.'. .
strike by either side. "I don't think a nuclear exchange is likely
because India is smart enough to realize that military action will
Amitabh Pal is editor of the Progressive Media Project. He can be
not get it what it wants," agrees George Perkovich, senior assoreached at amideepa@merr.com.
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jTROM THE BAY AREA TO THE
BIG APPLE, YOUTH ACTIVISTS
TARGET JUVENILE JAILS
BY ANNETTE FUENTES

P

lans in Alameda County,
charged with a crime and awaiting a court appearance, or if they violate probation.
California, for a new, beheTruants can be detained as punishment. Youth in the foster-care system or with an
moth, $200-million juvenile
unsafe home environment can land in detention if a judge rules there is no
detention center have come up against forother appropriate placement.
midable opposition. Since last spring, Bay
Coloring an already unjust situation is the racial and ethnic disArea activists in the Youth Force Coalition
parity in juvenile detention—which mirrors the adult prison popand Books Not Bars campaign have been
ulation. Black and Latino adolescents and teens from the poorest
working to "derail the super jail." So far
neighborhoods bear the brunt of police arrests and detention
their successes have been remarkable,
far out of proportion to their population. In New York City,
causing juvenile justice advocates around
95 percent of detained youth are black or Latino, even
the country to sit up and take notice.
I though they represent only two-thirds of that age group.
Meanwhile, in New York, the No More
1 Alameda's juvenile hall population is 59 percent black and
I just 14 percent white, but the county's juvenile population
Youth Jails! Campaign is trying to scuttle a
I is 17 percent black and 33 percent white.
$65-million plan to expand the city's juveI
In both California and New York, a high percentage of
nile detention system at a time of budget cutI youth are in detention because there is no room in altemabacks for critical social services and education.
t tive placements, such as group homes. In Alameda, 25 perWith nearly a dozen grassroots youth organizacent of youth in detention were ordered by a judge into
tions, the campaign has taken its message to
;f community placements, but they're stuck in juvenile hall
City Council hearings and community forums,
because those programs are full. Once in detention, they are
gathering support along the way.
spending too long waiting for placement or for a hearing in a
As the frequent targets of harsh law enforce
court system overflowing with juvenile cases. In 2000, Alameda's
ment policies, young people are connecting the dots
average juvenile hall stay was two weeks; in New York, it was 36
between the booming prison economy and dwindling
days. "When they put kids in a detention facility for a small offense,
investment in public schools and delinquency prevention. "The
chances are they will be back," says Deborah Vargas of the Center
prison-industrial complex has replaced the military-industrial
for Juvenile and Criminal Justice in San Francisco. "The longer
complex in sucking up public resources," says Mishi Faruqee,
they stay, the more crimes they will commit when they come out."
director of the juvenile justice project of the Correctional
Association in New York. "For young people of color, their comstarted the pot boiling in the Bay Area was the Alameda
munities have been devastated."
County Board of Supervisors' plan to replace a decrepit, 299Rachel Jackson, state field director of Books Not Bars, a projbed juvenile hall with a 540-bed facility in Dublin, far from Oakland
ect of the Ella Baker Center for Human Rights in San Francisco,
where the majority of detained youth come from. California already
echoes that view. "The issue right now in California is the tradeleads the country in its juvenile detention rates, and the new strucoff between education and incarceration," Jackson says.
ture would make Alameda's youth detention system one of the
"Everyone knows someone who's been kicked out of school or
largest in the country relative to the county population.
locked up in the hall. The system is setting young people up for
In May 2001, 70 young people from the Bay Area testified at
a life of incarceration."
a state corrections board meeting, and persuaded the body to
Juvenile detention is a catch basin for young people with a variyank $2.3 million earmarked for the Alameda project. Since
ety of needs and problems, and only a small fraction of them are
then, Books Not Bars and the Youth Force Coalition have held
charged with serious violent crimes. In New York, for example, just
rallies and petition drives, forcing county supervisors to scale
10 percent of detained youth in 2001 were charged with a felony.
back the project to 420 beds. While activists acknowledge that
Indeed, although juvenile crime rates are falling, youth arrests for
the old facility should be replaced, they say the super jail, even a
misdemeanors and delinquency remain high. At the discretion of
slightly smaller version, is not the answer. "We're saying it's too
police or a family court judge, youth land in detention if they are
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