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Abstract

The paper discusses Track Il Diplomacy between India and the United
Sates with a special focus on the post-1998 period. Its scopeis limited to
Track 11 deliberationsthat have relevanceto foreign policy issues. An effort
has been made to assess the efficacy of Track |1 exercises on the basis of
certain parameters developed for this study.

The findings of the study are based on the responses received from some
expertsin thisfield in India during direct interviews with them. Thus, the
paper provides an Indian perspective.

- % —

I ntroduction

Track 11 or non-official diplomacy has gained considerable attention in
recent yearsasamechanismfor conflict resolution and peace building between
countries. Thephrase* Track 11" was coined by Joseph Montville of the Foreign
Service Institute in the year 1982 to describe methods of diplomacy that fell
outside the formal governmental system. According to him, Track Il
diplomacy is*unofficial, informal interaction between members of adversary
groups or nationswhich aimsto devel op strategies, influence public opinion,
and organize human and material resources in ways that might help resolve
their conflict”.* Dr Louise Diamond and Ambassador John McDonald who
later expanded non-official interactions into nine tracks define Track 11 as
“the realm of professional non-governmental action attempting to analyse,
prevent, resolve, and manage international conflicts by non-state actors.”?
However, current practice of Track |11 methodsare neither limited to itsnarrow
scope of conflict resolution nor limited to the members of adversary groups
or nations. It has been utilised meaningfully to enlarge common grounds
between the countries. Thisis especially true of Indo-US Track 11 practice.
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The practice of non-official diplomacy originated in the US. Its history
dates back to the year 1959 when Norman Cousins at the invitation of the
President Eisenhower, conceived the idea of the Dartmouth Conference that
served as a successful tool for Track Il dialogue between the US and the
USSR for many years to come. Perceived success of Track |1 in West Asi&?
(Oslo Peace Process) and Asia-Pacific (CSCAP)? encouraged expansion of
this process in the 1990s to other parts of the world including South Asia.
The present paper does not deal with these efforts and its scopeislimited to
Indo-UShilateral Track Il diplomacy with special referenceto the post-1998
scenario.

There exists alot of misconception about the exact meaning of Track 11
diplomacy. In an attempt to clarify the confusionit isimportant to understand
that not all non-Track | activities are Track Il. Track Il is something that
remains in close proximity of Track | to justify its relevance and hence its
survival. Therefore, people-to-people contact, cultural exchanges, student
exchanges, which arenormally referred to as Track |1 activitiesarein reality
not Track I1. Similarly, back channel diplomacy (Niaz Niak and R. K. Mishra
negotiations) cannot be considered Track |1 diplomacy due to its secretive
way of functioning. Track Il diplomacy can be defined asa process practiced
by the countries which perceive it as a useful mechanism for confidence-
building and exploring and enlarging common grounds with an intention of
furthering their relations with their counterpartsin a positive direction.

Objectivesof Track |1 Diplomacy
* Conflict reduction and resolution through communications,
interpretations and relationships.
* Reducing tension/anger/fear.
» Enlarging common grounds vis-a-vis issues divergent in nature.

 Enhance/influence Track | thinking and action by freely
exploring ‘options’ and enabling formal negotiations.

Modalitiesfor Track |l Interactions

* Seminars, conferences, workshops: These fora can effectively
be used for identifying problems and finding solutions for them;
exploring joint strategies in handling issues/conflicts; arriving at
common points,
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Visits of scholars and experts: If blessed by the government, these
prove more effective in influencing Track | thinking and action.
They mould public opinion; hel p changeimage of the country (through
lectures, speeches, talks, etc.)

Media Imagery: Writings in newspapers and television interviews.
These can be effective tool sin shaping public opinion and moulding
it in favour of acountry, especialy in democracies.

Policy Studies: Developing policy studiesonissuesthat governments
have not yet had time to address. Redefining policy issues so that
policy-makers might see them in their own light and find new ways
of resolution.*

Indo-US Relations

Before discussing the Track 11 diplomacy between Indiaandthe US, itis
necessary to consider the existing between these two countries.

Summary of Present Indo-USTies

India and the United States have come out of the box of ‘neither
enemies nor friends status and “freed themselves of the limiting
confines of Cold War ideologies’.®

Indiathrough itsofficial and unofficial diplomacy aswell asthrough
its policies has been able to convey to the US that a country of its
size, population, democratic nature, economy and market potential,
human resource, and its geo-political relevance could be of
considerable importance to the US in fulfilling its global agenda.
Therecent developmentsin Indo-USrelations, bethey inthefield of
technology, defence, or fighting against terrorism, reflect this fact.

Following the previous point, the most important achievement for
India over the last decade was to convince the United States that
India has more to offer to the world if perceived as a power beyond
South Asia and more particularly, independent of its relations with
Pakistan.

Nuclear non-proliferation as an issue (although very much in the
Indo-US agenda) has taken a back seat compared to other issues
such aseconomic (trade and commerce) and social (HIV/AIDS)
issues, promoting demaocracy, etc.
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» Thereationshipisyet to take adefinitive shapeandisstill evolving.®

Relevance of Track Il in Evolving Indo-US Relations

Theutility of Track 11 inthe context of Indiaand the USA has often been
guestioned on the ground that it is needed when countries are in adversarial
positions, whichiscertainly not the case between them. Therefore, why should
Track 11 be apart of Indo-US diplomacy? Some analysts even believe that
Track 11 was important during the pre-Pokhran 11 period due to the nuclear
stalemate that existed between the two countries, in which Track | could not
make desired progress.® As a result, Track Il was augmented to serve this
purpose. In an attempt to counter this view, the author believes that this
assumption of Track Il taking over from where Track | failed and working on
it, although servesthe original meaning of Track |1, but it iscompletely based
onthetraditional, narrow definition of Track 11, whichisconfinedto conflict
management only. If looked at from a broader perspective, Track Il
mechanisms could effectively be used for enlarging common grounds and
exploring joint strategies between the countries. Many analystsrather believe
that Track 11 could prove very useful in the context of Indo-USrelations due
to many reasons. These include the following : -

* Indiaandthe United States are two vibrant democracieswhere public
opinion plays a very important role. Unlike in other authoritarian
countries, agreement at Track | level between Indiaand the US needs
to be firmly supported by majority public opinion for its sustenance.
The CTBT debate in Indiawas a case in point. Parallel engagement
at Track Il level helps minimise this gap by creating a conducive
atmosphere for wider interaction.

* Indiaand the US have divergent views on many issues, for example,
WTO-related issues, nuclear non-proliferation and global
disarmament, and environmental issues. But at the same time both
countries are willing to reach common ground. This common
agreement can only be reached by making one understood by the
other. Engaging each other in informal dialogues provides ample
scope to understand each other’s viewpoints, discuss and debate
these issues freely and frankly, which sometimes cannot take place
in formal diplomatic discussions due to many reasons.’

* Track Il diplomacy providesaplatform for longer hoursof discussion,
which is not possible in formal official negotiations. Governments
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discussissues of the day. There are someissues that are complicated
and complex in nature and require special kind of expertise. Our
bilateral trade issues are of this nature. Track |1 provides good
opportunity for such detailed discussions by experts.®

* It provides scope to discuss sensitive issues like Kashmir and
Pakistan, which are sometimesrestrained from formal discussionsto
maintain official decorum.®

e It enables the participants to think outside the box.’® (Innovative
thinking). If pursued diligently, it might suggest new ways of breaking
the US policy barrier vis-a-vis India.

* Itenablesthegovernment to send feelers, which may not be politicking
otherwise and can deny it if need be.’° (Deniability).

* This mechanism provides an opportunity to both the governments

to know outside government views of each other which help them
plan long-term strategies. '

Case Sudiesof Indo-US Track Il Efforts: Post-1998 Period

After Pokharan || Indo-US Track |1 activities after Pokhran |1 havetaken
place in two different ways:

1 Unilateral Track Il Initiatives:
a. Attheindividual level;
b. At the organisational level.
2 Bilateral Track Il Dialogues:
a. At the organisational level

Individual Level Track Il Diplomacy

The nuclear tests conducted in May 1998 by India angered the United
States and it was reflected in the statements of the US Administration and in
the media reactions, both electronic and print. It was a delicate situation
where the US Administration and the strategic community, especially the
non-proliferation community, had a high level mistrust of India. That was
the time when the Indian Mission in the US had an exceptionally tough time
in the history of Indo-US relations looking for support to counter anti-India
propagandaand justify itsaction.™t A conscious effort was made by the Indian
Mission in Washington to undo theill-effects of this propagandaby engaging
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people who understood India's security concerns and perceived them
objectively.

Dr Henry Kissinger, former US Secretary of State, expressed his views
on CNN on May 13 saying that Indialived in atroubled neighbourhood and
if he were in the position of the Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee, he
would have donethe samething.? Hiswords carried weight in the Republican
circles and it influenced the opposition’s view and encouraged other
opposition members to speak on the same lines. Soon after the President of
the Republican National Committee, Jim Nicholson gave more or less the
same view as the Government of India. He said, the Administration should
have known that it was in the BJP's manifesto. “We have not taken India’s
security concernson board” .2 Former US National Security Adviser Zbigniew
Brezsinski, and the Dalai Lama (he has a lot of influence on some
Congressmen) gave helpful statements. Former President Jimmy Carter gave
another statement in favour of India and India could manage to get both
Republican and Democratic support. Richard Haas, Director, Foreign Policy
Studies, The Brookings Institution, as early as May 14, 1998, came out with
a balanced view in The Washington Times. He said athough the timing of
the tests was a surprise to the US, it was in consistence with India's prior
position, i.e., longstanding refusal to sign the NPT, and its reservations on
the CTBT, and the political agenda of the BJP.:® Therefore, it only made
India’s nuclear weapons status more explicit. He further suggested that
isolating Indiawould not serve United States' economic and strategic interests
and hence the US should go for minimum economic sanctions.*®

An analysis of the statements of the people close to the power circle,
who countered propagandaagainst I ndia, provide considerable evidencethat
these views later were reflected in the Administration’s stand when the US
Assistant Secretary of State Karl Inderfurth made a statement during his
briefing on India and Pakistan on June 26, 1998. He said in the briefing, “I
would liketo make afundamental point. Whilewe do not accept therationales
given by India and Pakistan for testing or possessing nuclear weapons and
believe that the tests have diminished their security, we must continue to
recognise that as sovereign nations, both India and Pakistan have legitimate
security concerns and interests, and we must bear that in mind as we move
forward. We have far too many national interests at stake to do anything
other than engage under these terms’.** The talks between Jaswant Singh
and Strobe Talbot, which started on June 11, 1998 would have influenced
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American thinking on it. At the same time, the impact of views outside the
government also deserve recognition.

Recognising thefact that the nuclear tests had created enough antagonism
in the US to spoil the earlier improved bilateral relationship, Indiatook all
necessary measures — both official and unofficial Track Il methods — to
reach out to the Administration aswell asthewider publicinthe USto make
India’s security concernswell heard. While Jaswant Singh and Strobe Talbot
were engaged in intensive official dialogue, the Government of India sent
many individual delegates bearing high credentialsto carry messagesacross.®
Theseindividual delegateswere provided accessto high-level policy-makers
through India’s Mission in Washington and were also engaged in dialogues
with former diplomats, think tanks, members of the business community
and academiaof the US.®> Although the Ministry of External Affairsdeclined
to comment on this, it was reveal ed through other sourcesthat thisinitiative
helped a great deal to clarify India's position and helped clarify many
controversia issues in a comprehensive manner.6

Organisational Level Track Il Efforts

The 1998 nuclear tests created such an urgency amongst the think tanks
inthe USand in the strategic community there they were eagerly looking for
answers to a huge number of questions such as, why did India do the tests
when it did; whether Indiawould conduct moretests; would it go ahead with
deployment of nuclear weapons; what were India’ s security concerns; would
India’s nuclear weapons programme have any security implications for the
United States, etc. The US Administration was not in a position to address
its public demand as far as these issues were concerned, because Jaswant
Singh-Strobe Talbot talks had just started and were yet to yield concrete
results. The Government of India could not possibly reach out to the wide
audiences in the US through the formal diplomatic channel. Hence, many
academic and research institutions like Brookings, Carnegie, RAND
Corporation, Stimson Center, Asia Society, Center for Security and
International Studies (CSIS), Center for International Trade and Security
(CITS) in the University of Georgia, Center for International Security and
Arms Control (CISAC) in the Stanford University, American Enterprise
Institute, Monterey School of Non-Proliferation, and others, hosted anumber
of seminars and conferences to find answersto their queries.

Post-1998 Track Il Diplomacy Between India and the USA 123



The Stimson Center was initially critical of India's nuclear tests but
moderated its stand sometime later. The Brookings Institution was more
forthright and the first one to raise its voice against economic sanctions and
suggested that the US should have a multi-layered approach towards this
issue. The RAND Corporation quite rationally and professionally analysed
India’snuclear posture. That it wasfed into the USAdministration isevident
from the fact that the author of the RAND Study, India’s Emerging Nuclear
Posture (Ashley J. Tellis), later joined the US Administration as the Chief
Adviser to Ambassador Robert Blackwill. The Asia Society could not possibly
take any position but it created many forafor interaction and invited Prime
Minister Atal Behari Vapayee to address a distinguished audience in its
premises in New York in one of the fora in September 1998. Rockefeller,
Alton Jones, Carnegie, CSIS, CITS, CISAC initiated several dialogues in
which the Indian business community, academia, journalists, and strategic
thinkers participated and articulated India’ s viewpointsthat led to asituation
where US participants found themsel ves better informed and felt the need to
rethink their stand vis-a-vis India. That perhaps had an impact and later we
saw some moderation on the US attitude towards India’s nuclear tests.

Apart from these efforts, the post-1998 period witnessed a range of
sustained Track 11 dialogues (some of these are till continuing) involving
some organi sationsfrom both the countries. Thesedialoguesarethefollowing:

* IDSA-NDU Strategic Symposium

* NIAS-USNASDiaogue

* |PCS-Brookings Dialogue on Indo-US Relations
* NIAS-AsiaSociety Strategic Dialogue

* CllI-Aspen Indo-US Strategic Dialogue

» ClI-Carnegie Endowment Trade Dialogue

IDSA-NDU Strategic Dialogue: The end of the Cold War motivated India
and the US to re-examine their relations with each other, which prompted
the Ministry of External Affairs (MEA) to initiate a non-official dialogue
through the Ingtitute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) with the
National Defense University (NDU). Lack of progressin Track | vis-avis
the nuclear issue necessitated this set of Track 11, sucessin which could not
be achieved either.'’
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There have been eight meetings so far since the starting of the Dialogue
intheyear 1989. Thefocus of these discussionswas arms control and nuclear
non-proliferation. Although the discussion centred around arms control and
nuclear non-proliferation, regional security, global systemic issues, India's
‘Look East Policy’, Indo-Pakistan relations, arms control and nuclear non-
proliferation critically came up repeatedly and became a major stumbling
block.

However, the May 1998 tests ended this debate. There was no meeting
during 1998-2001. The meeting was resumed in 2002 in Washington.
Although the focus was on broader issues such as energy security and
terrorism, besides nuclear risk reduction, it did not yield desired results
because the general feeling of the establishment in Indiaaswell asintheUS
was that the importance of IDSA-NDU dialoguesis diminishing.’

NIAS-USNAS Diaogue: Thisdiaogue process started in 1999 and was held
bilaterally between USA and India with two groups of people, i.e.,, US
Nationa Academy of Sciencesand the National Institute of Advanced Studies
(NIAS). Thesetwo groupshave met four timessofar —twiceinIndia(NIAYS)
and twice in America (Washington).'®* What was noteworthy in this dialogue
was that it largely avoided any reference to the NPT. The focus of these
meetingswas an issuesrelated moreto technology such asthorium utilisation
(the USearlier had strong views against thorium utilisation), US proliferation
concerns (i.e. FMCT, CTBT) and allied subjects. Matters having a purely
political bias took a back seat which gave the impression to our scientific
community that the US was beginning to appreciate the progress India had
made in variousfields of atomic energy, space and defence in particular and
science and technology in general .©

Despitetheimpact of thisdialogueintermsof showcasing India’sscience
and technology potential and making the US aware of it, the dialogue could
not break much ice asfar as policy-making was concerned. Since the issues
discussed focussed on science and scientific affairs and were far removed
from policy-making, the discussionsdid not contribute much towards breaking
the present policy barriers and hence influence foreign policy- making.#

|PCS-Brookings Dialogue on Indo-US Relations: Institute for Peace and
Conflict Studies, New Delhi, and The Brookings Institution, Washington D.
C., jointly organised a series of dialogues after Pokhran Il, 1998. Mr P. R.
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Chari, Director, IPCS and Prof. Stephen Cohen from Brookings were the
two main actors of thisseries of dialogues. |PCS-Brookings had three sets of
meetings: the first one was held in New Delhi during March 6-7, 2000; the
second was in Washington during February 14-16, 2001; and the third and
the last onein New Delhi on October 17, 2002. Besides core issues of non-
proliferation, the dialogue focussed on many peripheral issues such as Indo-
US common geopolitical interests (Central Asia and oil, Gulf security and
energy-related issues), weapons of mass destruction, etc. IPCS felt that it
would be useful to focus on common geopolitical interests and discuss
peripheral issues where both countries have joint stakes, to see what wasthe
thinking on common interests of both the countries rather than restricting to
only bilateral Indo-US relations.?

The IPCS-Brookings dialogue did not bear much fruit dueto the fact that
IPCS-Brookings team could not create the right atmospherics to yield the
desired results.®

NIAS-Asia Society Dialogue: The first NIAS-Asia Society Dialogue was
convened at NIAS, Bangalore in March 2002 followed by another meeting
in June in Pocantico, New York. The Indian team was led by Dr Roddam
Narasimha, Director, NIAS while the US team was led by Harry Barnes, of
TheAsia Society, aformer US Ambassador to India. The dialogue focussed
on awiderange of issuesfrom counter-terrorism to energy security and civil
space and nuclear technology. There was a “serious effort by both sides to
work out specific items that could add content to Indo-US relations such as
building up technical cooperation, examining commonalties of interest in
West Asiaas well as East Asia, stabilizing Central Asia.”

Although, many participants observed that the atmosphere improved in
a forward looking way for a congenial Indo-US dialogue, some of the
reservation of the past still remained. This was felt during discussions on
some sensitive areaslike Pakistan and J& K. However, India's concernswere
well understood by the American interlocutors. In fact, further discussions
relating to Pakistan became the most useful subject for the group’s work.
Some notes for practical purposes were drafted by the two working groups
and sent to the MEA separately. There could be apossibility that some of the
input might have influenced Government of India's thinking vis-a-vis
Pakistan. However, in overall terms, meetings of this nature do take time to
produce tangible results and need to be pursued with patience.
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The most important drawback of this dialogue was that while it was
acknowledged and appreciated by the Government of India, it did not have a
similar impact on the US Administration. This might be due to the US team
lacking the presence of the so-called heavyweights who were close to the
power circle and hence could influencethe Administration’sthinking.»2 NIAS
had tacit support of Track | in its endeavour,? but the efforts of The Asia
Society were not commensurate with those of the prior. The dialogue could
not be carried forward dueto paucity of fundson the part of The AsiaSociety.?

Cll-Aspen Strategic Dialogue: Theideaof having ameaningful broad-ranging
bilateral dialogue was born from the conversation between Mr. Tarun Das,
Director-General, Confederation of Indian Industry (CII) and Dr Philip
Zelikow, Director, Aspen Strategic Group (ASG). This IndiaaUS Strategic
Dialogue was convened in January 2002. The first meeting was held in
Udaipur followed by another in August 2002 in Aspen, Colorado. The third
and the latest meeting was held in Washington D. C. in October 2003.

This dialogue brought together a select group of leading Indians and
Americans for discussions on wide-ranging issues such as foreign policy
and itsdomestic context, policy barriersand technol ogy transfer, geopoalitics,
energy security, terrorism, world economy and globalisation, promoting
democracy and democratic values, better governance, etc.®

Participants agreed that India would be one of the major powers that
would play asignificant role in shaping the world of the 21% century. It was
suggested that India’ s influence and prospects of getting closer to the global
power circle depended on achieving durable peace and good rel ations between
India and Pakistan as well as India and China. Working together for the
security of Persian Gulf would be vital for both Indiaand the US.%®

Terrorism, cyber security and information technology, as well as
biotechnology were some other subjects that were focussed on for better
Indo-US collaboration.

The CIl-Aspen initiative has been considered useful and productive as
far asboth the governments are concerned. One of the participants explained
the success of the Dialogue as, “ getting heavyweight Americans and binding
them for a three-day continuous talk is not a small thing. Unless they
(Americans) see something happening they will not be wasting their time.”
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The fact that the US team was led by Dr Henry Kissinger and Indian
team by Amb. Naresh Chandra provides enough proof that the CIl-Aspen
Dialogue had the potential to impact government thinking of both sides.
Thiswasreinforced by the presence of American Ambassador to India Robert
Blackwill and Mr. Jayant Prasad, Joint Secretary, Americas, Ministry of
External Affairs throughout the meeting.

Another noteworthy feature of the ClI-Aspen Dialogue was that very
careful attention was given to the composition of the teams. The CIl team
was selected in consultation with the MEA.%

ClI-Carnegie Endowment Trade Dialogue: This dialogue is an offshoot of
the CllI-Aspen Strategic Dialogue. While discussing strategic issues during
the Aspen meeting, it wasrecommended by the group that there was agreater
need to commence an unofficial trade dialogueto discussWTO- related issues
inafreeand frank manner, and discuss specific issuesthat need longer hours
of discussion and special expertise. It wasalsorealised that in all multilateral
fora such as GATT, WTO, etc., policy-makers talked on behalf of the
stakeholders. Industries who are the real stakeholders do not get adequate
chance to express their viewpoints.

With this in view, ClI-Carnegie started a trade dialogue in November
2002. So far, they have had three meetings, out of which two were held
through video conferencing. The last one was held in February 2003. Trade
unions, academia, and various other interest groups had been consulted to
createthe ground for the dialogue. The composition of the Indian team showed
that it had representation from both large-scale and small-scale industries.
Media, legal experts, and academiaalso wereincluded in theteamto provide
ademocratic touch to the representation. The important feature of this set of
meetings was that there had always been participation of Track I, from both
the countries (Ministry of Commerce and Office of the USTR) which
authenticated the fact that the proceedings of the meetings were providing
inputsto the governments. Many of the participantsfeel that the present Cl1-
Carnegie Diaogue has potentia to play an important role in supplementing
the official trade dialogue that was launched in November 2001.

The issues on the agenda for discussion are:

» Dohadevelopment issues
e WTO issues
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Participants realised that there was great opportunity for Indo-US
collaborationin R & D our knowledge-based in industries, i.e., information
technology and biotechnology, if Indo-US divergence various policy issues
was minimised. Unless such divergence on addressed satisfactorily, it would
be hard for both the partiesto arrive at common understanding on the issues.
This could only be done through dialogue, from dialogue to understanding
and from understanding to cooperation and collaboration. This kind of
dialogues provide fora for both countries to address each other’s concerns
and apprehensions regarding many issues such as anti-dumping, steel quota,
GSPgivento India(India sconcerns), I PR protection, FDI ceiling and market
access barriersthat exist in India (US concerns), etc.

Although it istoo early to expect any tangible results from this dialogue,
some symptoms of positive understanding are noticeable. For example, as
one participant claims, “It has helped India to express and make the US
acknowledge its concern over possible US patent monopoly and its resultant
effect onits poor population in case India plans to provide patent protection
to the US Pharmaindustries’ .* Another participant said, “ Indiahas signaled
to the USthat itsrepeated mention of the Chinese exampleisnot appropriate
for India because unlike authoritarian China, Indiais a vibrant democracy
where domestic political interests, and stakes of the civil society are taken
into consideration while framing broader economic policies. It was well
acknowledged by the US’. Another noteworthy feature of this dialogue is
that aworking group has been formed to work on an idea of entering into a
Free Trade Agreement which both groups are willing and anxious to work
for. The Cll ishopeful that if the sustainability of thisdialoguewithitscurrent
vigour istaken care of, sooner or later it will yield results.

Evaluating Indo-US Track 11 Diplomacy
For evaluating the present Track Il diplomacy between the two
countriesthe following parameters have been used: -

Effective Coordination Between Track | and Track ||

Track |1 effortscan be effectiveif they get filtered down to the government,
which isthe implementing authority. Much of it depends on the readiness of
Track | to take interest in Track 11. It is atwo-way process of briefing and
debriefing between Track | and Track |1 that hel psmaintain coherence between
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the two bodies. Unfortunately, in India there is no churning interaction
between the Government and outside experts. Threereasonsfor thisareworth
mentioning here as they affect effective coordination between Track | and
Track Il inIndia: -

Firstly, the Indian system does not alow interchangeability between
Track | and Track 1. It does not have atradition of people moving back and
forth from think tanksto policy-making and vice-versaasit isthe casein the
United States.

Secondly, ‘bureaucratic ego’, ‘we are the experts' kind of an attitude, as
many experts pointed out, holds the establishment back many a time in
acknowledging Track 11 efforts, although the outcome of Track Il isused in
preparing the groundwork for a suitable cause.

Thirdly, theusua complaint one getsto hear from the government officials
is that sometimes Track |l participants are not aware of the contours of the
relationship between the countries and in the process create contradiction
rather than complementing Track | initiatives. On the other hand, frequent
and meaningful interaction between policy-planners and think tanks in the
US enable Track 11 participants to handle their situation in a better manner.

Composition of the Team

Having people who are closer to the power circle helps Track || become
more effective. Closenessto the power circle providesthe participantsafair
degree of reliability for their views. Their opinions carry more weight than
those of others. This is probably one of the reasons why the Cll-Aspen
Dialogue was treated the way it was. One is aware of the political influence
Henry Kissinger, Mr. Ratan Tataand Ambassador Naresh Chandrahavevis-
a-vistheir governmenta sphere to make their views heard.

Secondly, representation of people from different walks of life equips
the team with varied expertise and knowledge base while giving it a
democratic feel, that proves useful in a democratic system like India. But
thisinclusive composition of ateamisnot free from drawbacks. There exists
apossibility where intra-group rivalry is reflected in their viewpoints. This
isnot ahealthy practicewhen Track 11 efforts are pursued to achieveacommon
goal. Thus, it is necessary to set prior rules to work homogeneously while
considering inclusiveness of agroup to avoid the drawback.
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Subjects of Discussion

Subjectsof Track 11 discussion should go along the national interestsand
government agenda. In other words, it should be contemporary. The ‘not so
successful’ result of the NIAS-CISAC, Academy of SciencesDiaoguecould
probably be attributed to the fact that it focussed on purely science and
scientific affairs and was far removed from policy-making. The ClI-Aspen,
ClI-Carnegie, and to alimited extent the NIAS-Asia Society dialogues have
been acknowledged by the establishment because they all discussed issues
that were there on the Government agenda. Moreover, Government of India
realises that especialy at a time when industry-Government combination
plays an important rolein deciding the agendafor discussions such as high-
tech trade, venture capital, information technol ogy, bio-technol ogy, dual use
US goods and technology etc., the Cl1 has amajor role to play.

Timing of the Dialogue

The purpose of Track 1l is best served when it precedes Track | and
prepares the ground for Track | meetings. This happens normally when the
official channels are not open for communication; asin the case of, Track 11
intervention in bringing Israel and Palestine to the negotiating table. Thisis
not the case between Indiaand the US. Indo-US Track | deliberations arefar
ahead of Track Il these days.® Isthere any role that Track Il can play in this
situation? A majority of the expertsinterviewed by the author suggested that
the Track 11 activities would be useful in the present context as they can
supplement Government’shilateral discussionsonissuesthat requirelengthy
and protracted deliverations, and specia expertiseand involveacertain degree
of unpleasantness. They also provide constant feedback to the Government
and also educate the USthat hasvery little expertise and understanding about
India. Track Il is considered useful also for educating US policy analysts
about India.®> Many Track |1 visits have been sponsored by the Government
to serve this purpose.

When the two governments are engaged in aformal dialogue, whether
strategic or economic, they have less time for discussing periphera issues
that have relevance or sometimes are regarded as the basis of the core issue.
The case in point could be globalisation and the opening up the economy
and Indo-USdivergenceregarding this. Track |1 activity likethe ClI-Carnegie
and the Cl1-Aspen dia ogues explain the contours of the Indian societal system,
democratic structure, the governance system, and the law and order system,
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which helps the US strategic community understand India’s dilemma better
and helps clear misperceptions and misconceptions to some extent.

Manner in which the Meetings are Organised

The major objective of Track Il diplomacy is confidence building and
this objective cannot be achieved if the participants do not get enough time
to talk and meet in an informal way. Nine-to-five across-the-table meetings
do not provide enough scope to the participants to get close enough to
influence each other. An informal setting, for example, meeting over lunch
and dinner, enable participants to get frank with each other.

Funding

While Government funding enhances Track 11 effectiveness, the credibility
isin question and the activity is sometimes dubbed as an extension of official
dialogue. Similarly, foreign financial support to conduct Track 11 exercisesis
viewed suspiciously and hence considered less credible. Contrary tothisview,
many Track Il practitioners believe that funding does not impact on the
outcome of the meeting if the participants are committed to their own national
interests.

Outcome of the Dialogue

The outcome can be categorised into the following groups:

* Agreement to talk again: This shows the parties are not yet fully
informed about each other, but interested to know each other better.

» Understanding each other’s dilemma.

* Desreto arrive at acommon understanding.

* Working towards arriving at a common understanding.

* Unpacking complex issues, i.e., making inroadsinto policy-making.

If one hasto evaluate Track |1 exercises on the basis of these outcomes,
the results of the survey® conducted by the author reveal that Track Il
initiatives between India and the US have been useful in terms of
understanding each other’s positions and dilemmas and trying to build
confidence amongst each other. It is, however, too early and also unrealistic
to expect Track Il deliberations to reach the stage where they could be
instrumental in simplifying complex issues that have existed since decades
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between these two countries. Although the Cll-Aspen initiative has been
rated high in this context, Track 11 proponents advocate conducting more of
such dialoguesto market India’ s strength and potential and thereby penetrate
into the decision-making process of the US Government.

Overall Assessment of Post-1998 Track |1 Diplomacy

The nature of pre and post-1998 Track |1 diplomacy between India and
the US is very different. Lack of progress at the Government level on the
issue of nuclear non-proliferation and arms control necessitated Track 1l
diplomacy during the pre-1998 period. But during the post-1998 period both
the governments were willing to talk and Jaswant Singh-Strobe Talbot talks
started immediately, and after certain rounds of talks over a period of time,
the official position of the governments crystallised on many issues. As a
result, subsequent meetings seemed to be nothing but a reiteration of the
same; each side trying to convince the other of the changes that occurred
during the interim period between one meeting and the other. Government
representatives, whiletalking had to be very cautious. Therewasavery narrow
limit within which one could officially innovate. This augmented the need
for Track Il interaction between the two countries. Therefore, non-official
interactions between India and the US, that were running parallel to the
Jaswant Singh-Strobe Talbot talks, helped clarify US apprehensions,
misperceptions and misconceptions about India’s nuclear posture, future
nuclear policy, India's domestic debate on CTBT, impact of economic
sanctions, etc. The Confederation of Indian Industry (Cll), Federation of Indian
Chambers of Commerce and Industry (FICCI) delegations ably articulated
the adverse impact of economic sanctions on Indo-US relations. They
succeeded to an extent in convincing their counterparts that economic
sanctions were affecting the US more than India.

The entire focus of Indo-US debate in the post-1998 period shifted from
nuclear non-proliferation to nuclear stability, concepts of nuclear deterrence,
trade and commerce, energy security, fighting international terrorism,
promoting democratic values and improving governance. Hence, the key
focus was on: whether the US understood the full dimensions of India's
strategic and security concerns, whether the two countries could arrive at a
basis for engagement, and the geographical context of such engagement.

Taking into account the current constructive engagement between the
two largest democraciesintheworld, especially after Pokhran 1, it isevident
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that Track Il deliberations have been fruitful in complementing Track |
activities. Recognition of India as ‘more than a regional power’, acknow-
ledging India s potential to be afuture power to bereckoned with, itseconomic
and market potential, and its capabilities to contribute to world peace and
security, has been aresult of the effect of a symbiotic combination of Track
| and Track 11.

Conclusion

Track Il activities are a recent phenomenon in India, which as a
confidence-building mechanismis still evolving in the country. It isgaining
inimportance ascompared to the past. Earlier, Track 11 activity wasamatter
of formality to answer the criticism that the Foreign Office and the
establishment did not work in an ivory tower. Earlier, these activities were
usually not taken seriously until the Government designated somebody to
get something done. It was internal discussions in the Government that
structured policies.®

But it has been observed during astudy recently conducted by the author
that the present scenario is a changed one. There has been arealisation on
the part of the concerned public that international relations are now far too
complex and multi-faceted to beleft only to the Government officials. There
are so many competing interests at work, that counter each other country’s
interests.® Thisis particularly true of Indo-US relations. The shift in focus
from politico-military issuesto trade and commerce has brought in akind of
industry-Government coalition asfar as policy shaping isconcerned. Hence,
the Cll, FICCI and the US-India Business Council have been actively involved
in the process of decision-making.

The study also reveals that think tanks in India are trying to make their
presencefeltinkey policy deciding circles. By facilitating exchange of ideas
between scholars representing think tanks and Government officials and
policy-makers on key domestic and foreign policy issues, these think tanks
have started asserting themselves in terms of conveying their ideas to the
policy-makers. Although often overlooked, Track 11 efforts appear to make
contributionsduring critical debateson key security and foreign policy issues.
Their contributions during the CTBT debatein 1995-96 and in the aftermath
of Pokhran 11, and in the debate on WTO-related issues are afew examples.
However, India lags far behind the US in terms of having an effective
networking between Track | and Track 11. Although the I ndian governmental
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structureisresponsibleto agreat extent for this, devel oping and strengthening
ties with Government officials is vital for Track Il to succeed in its
deliberations. The study suggests that India has already started working in
thisdirection, so as to establish a cohesive combination of Government and
non-Government units such asindustry, business and think tanks. There still
exist some critical nuances, that need to be examined and worked out
prudently; for instance, the negative impact of Track Il deliberations.

It is believed that constructive engagement between India (with its
combined energy of Track | and Track |1 as mentioned above) and the US—
provided the negative nuances of Track Il deliberations are managed well —
would prove useful and productive in removing decade-long suspicions and
uncomfortable feelings and beginning a new chapter that might become
beneficial for both the countriesin fulfilling their national as well as global
interests and aspirations.
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