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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Fifty years after gaining independence, India and Pakistan 
remain at odds. Given both countries’ de facto nuclear capabilities, 
their continued rivalry flirts with disaster. Yet to date Indo-Pakistanl 
nuclear competition has remained within limits, direct war has been 
avoided for a generation, and both countries have experienced signif
icant economic growth.

U.S. interests in South Asia, although not vital, are important and 
increasing. These interests include preventing major war and further 
nuclear proliferation; expanding economic growth, trade, and invest
ment; promoting robust democratic institutions; and cooperating on 
issues ranging from enhancing stability across Asia to combating ter
rorism and drug trafficking. The end of the Cold War should permit 
a substantial improvement of bilateral relations between Washington 
and both New Delhi and Islamabad, as well as between the two 
principal South Asian states. But seizing this opportunity will 
require more creative thinking and skillful diplomacy than has been 
the norm. It is long since time to end the relative U.S. neglect of 
these two countries and the fifth of humanity they represent.

A number of specific findings and recommendations emerged 
from Task Force deliberations. On several matters—notably those 
involving nuclear proHferation, U.S. arms sales, and Kashmii—there 
was considerable debate and disagreement. Readers are encouraged 
to weigh the full rationale for the Task Force’s conclusions offered in 
the text below, as well as the additional and dissenting views offered 
by some Task Force members that are presented at the end of the 
report. Together, though, the recommendations of the Task Force 
constitute a bold new U.S. approach toward India and Pakistan, one 
that could be reinforced by working in parallel with European and 
Asian governments. For this to become the actual policy of the 
United States, however, the administration would have to make 
South Asia a foreign policy priority and be willing to expend sub-
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stantial effort negotiating among India, Pakistan, other countries in 
the area, and Congress. We urge the second CUnton admimstration 
to make such an effort along the lines described here.

Nuclear Issues
During the last few years, U.S. policy toward India and Pakistan has 
focused primarily on deterring and reversing the nuclear weapomza- 
tion of the subcontinent. Congressional actions have subordinated 
other aspects of both bilateral relationships to the nuclear issue, most 
notably in the case of Pakistan. The Clinton administration, like its 
predecessors, has chafed at these legislative restraints and sou^ght 
expanded bilateral relationships and a more realistic approach to 
nonproliferation issues. It has worked with members of Congress to 
mitigate certain existing sanctions. StiU, it has not invested substan
tial political capital in bringing congressional and executive policies

fiilly into line. i n i •
Despite U.S. nonprohferation efforts, both India and Pakistan

have become de facto nuclear weapons-capable states and show no 
sign of changing course. Such behavior has triggered U.S. sanctions, 
which in turn have constricted U.S. bilateral relationships with both 
countries. This is unfortunate, because the current situation calls for 
more, rather than less, U.S. engagement. For increased engagement 
to occur, however, there needs to be an understanding across both 
the executive and legislative branches of the U.S. government that 
reversing these countries’ de facto nuclear weapons status is currently

extremely unlikely. .
In the nonproliferation arena, U.S. policy should focus instead on 

establishing a more stable and sustainable plateau for Indian and 
Pakistani nuclear relations. This would involve concentrating on per
suading both countries to refrain from testing nuclear explosives, 
deploying nuclear weapons, and exporting nuclear weapon- or mis
sile-related material, technology, or expertise. The United States 
should also urge both countries to refrain from missile deployments 
and cease unsafeguarded production of fissile material.

[2]

Executive Summary 

U.S. Bilateral Relationships
The United States should significantly expand its bilateral economic, 
political, and military ties with India and Pakistan simultaneously. It 
is both possible and desirable to delink the two bilateral relationships 
and transcend the zero-sum dynamics that have often plagued the 
region (and U.S. policy) in the past.

The time is ripe, in particular, for the United States to propose a 
closer strategic relationship with India, which has the potential to 
emerge as a full-fledged major power. The relationship would be 
based on shared values and institutions, economic collaboration 
including enhanced trade and investment, and the goal of regional 
stability across Asia. Consistent with these interests, the Task Force 
recommends that the United States adopt a declaratory policy that 
acknowledges India’s growing power and importance^ maintain 
high-level attention including regular reciprocal visits of cabinet 
members and senior officials; loosen unilateral U.S. constraints upon 
the transfer of dual-use technologies; increase military-to-mUitary 
cooperation; cooperate on elements of Indias civilian nuclear power 
program and other energy-related issues; and undertake limited con
ventional arms sales. The United States should also support Indias 
entry into Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) fomm and 
consult with India regarding its interest in membership in other 
regional and global institutions.

At the same time, the United States should work to restore nor
mal and close working relations with Paldstan. This should include 
providing credits for trade and investment, cooperating on energy- 
related issues; helping in debt reduction or forgiveness; and providing 
aid to support social welfare, economic modernization, privatization, 
and the reform of tax, electoral, and development mechanisms—all 
of which will promote Pakistan’s political and economic stability. The 
United States should also maintain its links and channels of commu
nication to the Pakistani military, both assisting it with training and 
encouraging it to support the development of a more firmly rooted 
democratic political system. International Military Education and 
Training (IMET) should be extended to help keep Pakistan’s armed 
forces professional and linked to the West. The United States should 
also be prepared to resume limited conventional arms sales to Pak-
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deploying nuclear weapons, and exporting nuclear weapon- or mis

sile-related material, technology, or expertise. The United States 

should also urge both countries to refrain from missile deployments 

and cease unsafeguarded production of fissile material. 
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Executive Summary 

US. Bilateral Relationships 

The United States should significantly expand its bilateral economic, 

political, and military ties with India and Pakistan simultaneously. It 

is both possible and desirable to delink the two bilateral relationships 

and transcend the zero-sum dynamics that have often plagued the 

region (and U.S. policy) in the past. 

The time is ripe, in particular, for the United States to propose a 

closer strategic relationship with India, which has the potential to 

emerge as a full-fledged major power. The relationship would be 

based on shared values and institutions, economic collaboration 

including enhanced trade and investment, and the goal of regional 

stability across Asia. Consistent with these interests, the Task Force 

recommends that the United States adopt a declaratory policy that 

acknowledges India's growing power and importance; maintain 

high-level attention including regular reciprocal visits of cabinet 

members and senior officials; loosen unilateral U.S. constraints upon 

the transfer of dual-use technologies; increase military-to-military 

cooperation; cooperate on elements of India's civilian nuclear power 

program and other energy-related issues; and undertake limited con

ventional arms sales. The United States should also support India's 

entry into Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum and 

consult with India regarding its interest in membership in other 

regional and global institutions. 

At the same time, the United States should work to restore nor

mal and close working relations with Pakistan. This should include 

providing credits for trade and investment; cooperating on energy

related issues; helping in debt reduction or forgiveness; and providing 

aid to support social welfare, economic modernization, privatization, 

and the reform of tax, electoral, and development mechanisms--all. 

of which will promote Pakistan's political and economic stability. The 

United States should also maintain its links and channels of commu

nication to the Pakistani military, both assisting it with training and 

encouraging it to support the development of a more firmly rooted 

democratic political system. International Military Education and 

Training (IMET) should be extended to help keep Pakistan's armed 

forces professional and linked to the West. The United States should 

also be prepared to resume limited conventional arms sales to Pak-
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istan. Military eqviipment sales should not contribute to Pakistan’s 
(or India’s) nuclear weapons programs or delivery capabilities, nor, in 
accord with estabbshed U.S. pobcy, should they be undertaken to 
alter the military balance in the region.

Some of these measures should go forward unconditionally, since 
they promote U.S. interests regardless of other circumstances. In cer
tain areas, however, the desire and ability of the United States to 
expand relations will clearly be affected by Indian and Pakistani 
behavior. In this vein, India’s recent de^’sion to impede progress on 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), as well as disclosures 
of Pakistan’s continuing work (with Chinese help) on a plant to man
ufacture ballistic missiles, are demonstrably unhelpful. Destabilizing 
moves by either country would almost certainly restrict the possibili
ties for cooperation and might even result in the reintroduction of 
selective, preferably multinational sanctions. Any such decision, how
ever, should be made by the executive branch, after consultation with 
Congress and other governments and only if sanctions make sense in 
light of the full range of U.S. national security interests.

U.S. Policy Instruments
Rigid, narrowly focused legislative mandates are in general a poor 
way of addressing the complex problems involved in making foreign 
policy. In the case of nuclear proliferation in South Asia, such con
straints have achieved modest success at best while holding a diverse 
range of U.S. interests hostage not merely to one issue area but to 
specific requirements in that area that have been overtaken by events. 
Unconditional sanctions that cannot be waived or adjusted by the 
president deny policymakers the ability to design and execute a for
eign policy that could help stabilize Indo-Pakistani nuclear competi
tion and promote other U.S. interests.

Nevertheless, there was disagreement within the Task Force over 
how much of the legislative framework currendy constraining U.S. 
policy toward India and Pakistan needs to be altered in order to 
implement the Task Force’s general recommendations regarding 
nonproliferation policy and improved bilateral relations. Views 
ranged from repealing the legislation to maintaining it as is. A 
majority of the Task Force, however, coalesced around the option of
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Executive Summary

expanding relations as much as possible within the existing legislative 
framework while simultaneously working to modify relevant legisla
tion as necessary in order to support the full range of initiatives 
described below.

Kashmir
Kashmir is a principal, but not the sole, cause of tensions between 
India and Pakistan. It is also a reflection of their general state of ani
mosity. If the Kashmir dispute were resolved tomorrow, relations 
between the two countries would stiU be somewhat sour. Still, Kash
mir remains a possible casus belli. Unfortunately, there is no “right” or 
plausible solution to the conflict in sight. The U.S. government does 
not have a great deal of leverage on this issue, and the time is not ripe 
for Washington to launch a major new initiative. U.S. interests in 
both India and Pakistan are best served by working with other gov
ernments on a step-by-step approach toward a series of practical 
interim, rather than “final status,” objectives. Such an international 
“contact group” ought to pursue mainly quiet, multilateral diplomacy 
in this area, promoting modest incremental steps to ease tensions, 
reduce friction between the protagonists, and restore political nor
malcy in Kashmir.

Economic Liberalization
The United States should strongly support Indian and Pakistani 
internal economic reforms, which themselves will be the most 
important factor in promoting groAvth and development in the 
region over the long term. Because U.S.-Indian economic relations 
are likely to expand significantly in years to come, potential sources 
of economic fiiction should be handled whenever possible through 
multilateral institutions such as the World Trade Organization 
(WTO).

Regional Cooperation
Almost half a century after independence, Indo-Pakistani relations 
are less extensive than were those between the United States and the 
Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War. The United States and 
other interested governments and organizations should encourage
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regular, sustained, and multifaceted contact between India and Pak
istan in a wide variety of areas including trade, energy and resource 
development, education, cultural exchanges, travel freedom, com
mercial projects, telecommunications, and sports. Outsiders sho 
also promote informal regional interactions. Track II diplomacy, 
and a “regularization” of intercourse at every official level.

US. Government Bureaucratic Reorganization
Separate divisions dealing with South Asia should be created in 
major U.S. agencies, with standing interdivision task forces used to 
address the region’s ties to other areas. Bureaucratic arrangements 
alone, however, cannot substitute for the development of a larger 
body of competent and committed individuals with South Asian 
expertise. Nor can they substitute for a basic decision to accord the 
region a higher priority in years to come—something the Task Force, 
based on its appraisal of U.S. interests, supports unammously and

unequivocally.

A New US. Policy Toward India and Pakistan

[6]

INTRODUCTION

It is now 50 years since India and Pakistan gained their indepen
dence. Relations between them remain antagonistic. The two coun
tries have fought three wars and since 1989 have been engaged in a 
low-intensity conflict in Kashmir. This conflict aggravates an already 
precarious situation in which international and domestic politics 
intertwine with ethnic and religious passions. Both countries, more
over, have the capability to buUd, deploy, and use nuclear weapons. 
Escalating tensions, miscalculation, or domestic pressures could lead 
to catastrophe.

Neither country, however, has tested a nuclear weapon since 
India’s 1974 “peaceful nuclear explosion.” Neither country has overtly 
deployed nuclear weapons. And there has been no direct war 
between India and Pakistan for a quarter of a century. Nuclear deter
rence may have helped maintain this peace but it may also have 
made low-level conflict less risky and thus more hkely. In recent 
decades, both countries have experienced significant economic 
growth and progress in many areas of development. Both countries 
have shown a preference for democracy, although India’s institutions 
are more deeply rooted and robust.

The United States has a stake in keeping regional tensions from 
boiling over, lowering them where possible, and developing its bilat
eral relationships. The end of the Cold War has enhanced opportu
nities for accomplishing these tasks. But seizing those opportunities 
win require creative thinking and skillful diplomacy. U.S. interests 
in Souffi Asia are not vital, but they are important, and the region’s 
strategic, economic, and human significance demands greater atten
tion and a revised approach. It is long since time to end America’s 
relative neglect of these two countries and the fifth of humanity 
they represent.

For these reasons, the Council on Foreign Relations believes a 
new assessment of U.S. policy toward India and Pakistan is war-
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ranted. To aid in this task, in the spring of 1996 it formed an Inde
pendent Task Force composed of former U.S. government offiaals, 
prominent scholars, members of nongovernmental organizations, 
and private sector representatives. Task Force participants were asked 
to assess trends in the region and examine key issues affecting rela
tions among the United States, India, and Pakistan. This report 
summarizes their findings and recommendations for U.S. policy.

Historical Background
At the end of World War II, the United Kingdom moved to grant 
India independence. The two most powerful local political forces, 
the Indian National Congress and the AU-Indk Muslim Lea^e, 
could not agree on the terms for drafting a constitution or establish
ing an interim government for a united country. In June 1947, there
fore, the United Kingdom declared it would grant full domimon sta
tus to two successor states, India and Pakistan, wkh the latter 
consisting essentially of the contiguous Muslim-majonty districts of 
western British India plus parts of Bengal a thousand miles to the 
east. Partition was accomplished, albeit with a large and bloody 
transfer of populations. India and Pakistan emerged as independent 

countries in August 1947-
TWnost immediately, the two nations went to war over the status 

of Jammu and Kashmir, a princely state lying between them wifii a 
Muslim-majority population but a Hindu ruler who opted to join 
India.* A U.N.-brokered cease-fire ended large-scale hostilities m 
1949; the cease-fire fine divided the area in dispute and generally 
served as a de facto (if unrecognized) frontier. Major fighting 
erupted again over Kashmir in September 1965, after Pakistan’s failed 
attempt to foment an uprising in Indian-controlled territory pro
voked an Indian military response. In January 1966, Indian and Pak
istani representatives met in Tashkent under Soviet auspices and 
agreed to return to the status quo ante helium and work for a peaceful 
settlement of the Kashmir dispute and other differences.

In December 1971, the two countries went to war a third time, fol
lowing severe Pakistani repression of Bengalis in East Pakistan, the
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1. Hereafter, this report will refer to the state of‘Jammu and Kashmir” as “Kashmir.
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flight of millions of refugees to India, and Indian military intervention. 
After a brief conflict, the two armies reached an impasse in the west, 
leaving the territorial status quo there unchanged except for small 
modifications to the cease-fire line in Kashmir. A decisive Indian vic
tory in the east, however, resulted in the transformation of East Pak
istan into the independent country of Bangladesh. In July 1972, Pak
istani President Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto and Indian Prime Minister Indira 
Gandhi agreed to a mutual withdrawal of forces to internationally 
accepted boundaries, accepted the recent war’s cease-fire positions in 
Kashmir as a “line of control” (LOG), and resolved to “settle their dif
ferences by peaceful means through bilateral negotiations or by any 
other peaceful means mutually agreed upon between them.” (For the 
full text of the so-called Simla accord, see Appendix 1.)

In early 1987, India and Pakistan came to the brink of war. Major 
military units were poised on each side of the border following 
India’s decision to stage a large exercise (“Brasstacks”) near Pakistan. 
The crisis was defused, but in its wake Pakistan decided to bring its
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nuclear weapons program to fruition. Three years later in May 1990, 
India and Pakistan again hovered on the edge of a das as
they traded threats over Kashmir and other issues. With help from 
the United States, however, they were able to draw back from the 
abyss. Many observers both inside and outside the re^on see the res
olution of this crisis as an example of the stabilizing effects of nuc e^ 
deterrence. Others see the episode as a bmsh with disaster that coul 
easily have ended differently. Still others, while conceding that U.S. 
invoLment was usefiil and appreciated, believe the episode s poten
tial for escalation was never very great in the first place. All a^ee 
that firm control and responsible leadership are necessary in o
countries to avoid or defuse future crises. r j

Indo-Pakistani relations over the decades have been comphcated 
not only by thoir own historical diffetcnces but also by the mvolve- 
ment of powerM outsiders. India initially enjoyed good relations 
with the People's Republic of China. In 196a. however, > 
ing territory disputi^India and China both claimed the Aksiu 
cL region of Ladakh, and China claimed territory 
within *e Indian state of Arunachal Pradesh—led to amihet. After 
Indian troops moved into a contested area, a Chinese offerave pene
trated deep into Indian territory. Within weeks, h™ever, China uni- 
lateraUy pLlaimed a cease-file and withdrew m the east to position 
it had held before the outbreak of hostilities, while contmuing to
control disputed territory." wTninn

During the 1960s, India turned increasingly to the Soviet Union 
for arms and support. Pakistan’s relations with China grew closer, 
meanwhile, with the two countries concluding various agreements 
and exchanging high-level visits. The Chinese subsequentiy sup
ported Pakistahs opposition to Soviet involvement in Afghamstan, 
md China has continued to provide Pakistan with economic m 
tary, and technical assistance, including assistance for Pakistani 

nuclear and missile programs.
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Introduction

The United States sought good relations with both India and 
Pakistan following their independence, while trying simultaneously 
to contain the regional influence of China and the Soviet Union. 
India in particular was initially viewed by U.S. policymakers as a 
model of successful noncommunist economic and political develop
ment that other third world nations could emulate. Washington pro
vided substantial military assistance, particularly to Pakistan, and 
considerable economic aid to both countries. The United States also 
eventually drew Pakistan into a series of bilateral and multilateral 
security arrangements that India, claiming nonalignment, would not 
join. Yet disillusionment developed in Washington as Indo-Pakistani 
quarreling continued, and during the 1965 war the United States sus
pended military assistance to both sides, a move that hurt Pakistan 
more than India, given its greater dependence on U.S. materiel. 
During the Nixon administration, U.S. relations with Pakistan 
improved, as India’s closeness to Moscow proved irritating and the 
American opening to China developed with Pakistan’s direct help. In 
the 1971 conflict, movements by a U.S. carrier battlegroup in the 
region were widely regarded as evidence of U.S. bias in favor of Pak
istan and were considered unfriendly by the Indian government.

For much of the 1970s, Washington paid relatively little attention 
to South Asia. During the second half of the decade, the U.S. Con
gress passed legislation designed to deter nuclear proliferation. The 
central features of these legislative instruments were explicit prohibi
tions on various forms of U.S. assistance to countries found to have 
crossed certain proliferation thresholds, e.g., the acquisition of sensi
tive technologies for the enrichment or reprocessing of nuclear mater
ial. (See Appendix 2 for two examples of such legislation, the so- 
called Glenn and Symington amendments.) In 1978 and 1979, in 
accord with the terms of this legislation, U.S. security assistance to 
Pakistan was curbed. Following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 
late 1979, however, Pakistan was granted a waiver from nuclear-related 
sanctions in order to secure Pakistani cooperation in supporting the 
Afghan resistance.

In 1985, in a step specifically designed to restrict this waiver. Con
gress passed the so-called Pressler amendment, which stated that no 
assistance, military equipment, or technology would be furnished,
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sold, or transferred to Pakistan unless the president certified annu
ally that Pakistan “did not possess a nuclear explosive device, (bee 
Appendix 3.) Such certifications were made, and U.S. arins sales 
continued, including agreement on a 1987 Pakistani order for 
dozens of F-i6s. But Pakistan continued to pursue its nuclear 
weapons program, and in October 1990 American officials finally 
determined that certification was no longer possible. This tri^ered 
the Pressler amendment’s sanctions, and all forms of U.S. military 
assistance were cut off and new economic aid was prohibit^. (Eco
nomic aid already in the pipeline was not stopped.) Pakistan 
protested vigorously and demanded either the F-i6s and other 
weapons it had purchased or the return of the more than $1 bilhon 
it ultimately paid for them. The United States stuck to its position, 
and the two countries’ relationship deteriorated further during the 
early 1990s as evidence emerged of Pakistan’s continuing nuclear 
weapons pro^am and its reported acquisition of M-u ballistic mis

siles from China.
By the mid-1990s, both the Clinton administration and the new 

Benazir Bhutto government in Pakistan decided their countries’ 
interests were not well served by the impasse and expressed a readi
ness for improved ties. As a result, in January 1996 Presdent Clinton 
signed into law the so-called Brown amendment, which eased fre 
Pressler amendment’s sanctions on Pakistan. (See Appendix 4.) The 
Brown amendment permitted the delivery of $368 million in previ
ously embargoed arms and spare parts and allowed future economic 
assistance and the provision of Umited military assistance to Pakistan 
for counterterrorism, peacekeeping, antinarcotics efforts, and milit^ 
training. It did not supersede the Symington amendment (under 
which sanctions had been imposed for Pakistan’s previous imports of 
nuclear enrichment equipment), but President Clinton was ejected 
to waive the Symington restrictions upon the Brown amendments 
enactment. Amid a new controversy in 1996 over reports that Pak
istan had bought ring magnets for its nuclear program from China, 
however, the Symington sanctions directed against countties import
ing enrichment technology remained in place, delaying the full 
resumption of economic assistance programs to Paldstan. Lat« m 
the year, additional reports of substantial Chinese support for Pak-;
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istan’s ballistic missile efforts only reinforced U.S. inclinations to 
hold off lifting any sanctions.

U.S. relations with India, meanwhile, began improving in the 
1980s, and high-level contacts and trade increased throughout the 
decade. A formal military sales relationship was resumed in 1985, and 
a Memorandum of Understanding on technology cooperation was 
signed in 1986. The end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the 
Soviet Union opened the way for further changes in Indo-American 
relations, although U.S. nonproliferation concerns were heightened 
by India’s continuing nuclear weapons program, successful tests of 
short- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles, and tests of a polar 
satellite launch vehicle that could be modified for use as a long-range 
military missile. U.S.-Indian ties benefited from India’s support of 
the U.N. embargo against Iraq, its support (until the closing stages 
of the Persian Gulf War) of overflights and refueling by U.S. combat 
aircraft during Operation Desert Storm, its vote to repeal the U.N. 
General Assembly resolution equating Zionism with racism, and its 
decision to establish full diplomatic relations with Israel. In 1991, 
Indian and U.S. armed forces began a program of contacts and coop
eration, including joint military exchanges and combined air, naval, 
and training exercises.

Economic ties between India and the United States also expanded, 
largely as a consequence of India’s sweeping economic reforms. With 
about $8 billion in bilateral trade annually, the United States is 
India’s largest trading partner. It is also India’s largest foreign 
investor. These economic ties represent only a small fraction of U.S. 
overseas business, even of U.S. business in Asia, but India has great 
potential as a market and an investment outlet. Educational and cul
tural links between the two countries have also grown, spurred in 
part by a prosperous and highly educated expatriate Indian commu
nity in the United States.

India and Pakistan Today
Both India and Pakistan are democracies. Both countries confront 
stirrings of religious nationalism and separatist movements, and both 
face the daunting tasks of raising many millions of people from 
poverty, constraining population growth, and promoting economic
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development. There are, however, important differences between the 
two countries that warrant highlighting.

After decades of intermittent military rule, Pakistan revived 
democratic procedures in 1989. Albeit with the military continuing to 
play an important political role, the country has since then wimessed 
the alternation in power following elections of its two principal 
national political parties. The higher judiciary has displayed greater 
independence in defending the country’s constitution. The Pakistani 
press is increasingly unfettered and outspoken. Progress has been 
realized in liberalizing Pakistan’s largely command economy.

Introduction

Yet democratic institutions have not developed particularly deep 
roots in Pakistan, and they are threatened by a variety of extremist 
and separatist forces in Pakistani society, including an intolerant (and 
often heavily armed and militant) Islamic fundamentalism. Pakistan 
was founded explicitly on Islam as the basis of national identity, and 
some sectors of Pakistani society find the separate models of Islamic 
revolutionary Iran or orthodox Saudi Arabia appealing. The Pakistan 
Army continues to play a large role in shaping political life. Long
standing social, economic, and administrative problems remain 
largely unaddressed. Literacy rates are among the world’s lowest, 
especially for women, and the population growth rate, 2.9 percent 
annually, is among the world’s highest. Investment in social capital is 
lower than in other countries with similar income levels. Deep- 
seated cormption and growing rifts among classes, regions, and lin
guistic groups also undermine support for parliamentary institutions.

The result of all these problems is that Pakistan’s future stability, 
orientation, and perhaps even its unity are less than certain. If the 
country’s key political actors can coalesce around sound policies, its 
economic, social, and political future can be relatively bright. Some 
members of the Task Force believe, however, that unless such resolve 
can be mustered, Pakistan may turn into a failed state.

India, apart from a brief authoritarian interlude in the 1970s, has 
remained a democracy since independence, one whose vigor was 
demonstrated in recent national elections and their aftermath. India 
has an independent judiciary, a free press, and firm civilian control of 
the military, and its parliamentary system has weathered the assassi
nations of two prime ministers within the last dozen years. Encom
passing most of British India’s 500-odd former princely states, with 
more than 900 million people speaking 16 major languages and pro
fessing 6 major religions, India’s survival as a nation is by itself a for
midable accomplishment. In recent years, the country has moved to 
liberalize its economic system and gradually begun to unburden itself 
of overcentralized planning, excessive protectionism, and a huge 
public sector.

Accompanying these successes, however, are a host of problems. 
Official corruption is widespread. Vast disparities in economic well
being and income distribution persist, such that one-third of the
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population still lives below the official poverty line. Some 200 million 
Indian citizens do not have access to potable water supplies; over half 
the population does not have sanitary facilities. The Hteracy rate 
stands at 50 percent (although it varies by region), and girls lag at all 
levels of schooling. Life expectancy has climbed to more than 60 
years, but infant mortality remains high, and half of the nations 
preschool children are malnourished. At its current annual 1.8 percent 
rate of increase, India’s population could reach 1.5 billion by the mid 
die of the next century, rivaling Chinas. The social, political, eco
nomic, and environmental consequences of such vast numbers would

be enormous. .
The decline of India’s long-dominant Congress Party and the nse 

of Hindu nationalism as a social and political force, moreover, have 
the potential to dismpt national politics and exacerbate regional ten
sions. Militant Hindus have challenged India’s secular and multicul
tural status, generating fears among the sizable (uo million) Muslim 
minority. Violent clashes involving members of different religions, 
castes, and ethnic groups are frequent.

South Asia’s size and human diversity have impeded the evolu
tion of truly national identities and the building of nationwide politi
cal institutions, as have international boundaries that often cut across 
many different communities. In addition, both India and Pakistan 
are trying to manage development through federal systems, which 
provide flexibility and decentraUzed government but place additional 
stress on political and administrative institutions. Water supplies and 
rights are also a periodic source of problems in the area, as the three 
major regional river systems cross the borders of several countries. 
Finally, the flow of political and economic refugees has often caused 
frictions between governments, above and beyond the human cost in 
suffering for the refugees themselves.

The economic situations of India and Pakistan, although gready 
different in scale, share some characteristics. According to the World 
Bank, India’s average annual gross domestic product (GDP) growth 
from 1980 to 1993 was about 5.2 percent; after a short slump, growth 
picked up once more and is now some 6 percent a year. India has 
recently lowered tariffs and reduced controls on external ownership of
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firms, which should produce significant increases in foreign invest
ment as long as investors can be assured of fair and consistent treat
ment by authorities at all levels of government. Pakistan’s average 
annual GDP groAvth from 1980 to 1993 was six percent, although it, 
too, experienced a recent slump. In 1988, Pakistan began to reorient 
economic policies to strengthen public finances and promote private 
sector investment and growth, and has sold off some state-owned 
banks, power plants, and industrial enterprises. The challenge for 
both countries is to continue with stmctural reform while managing 
to broaden the base of economic growth and alleviate some of the 
discontent and pain the reforms cause for certain vulnerable sectors.

Defense expenditures have added to the economic challenge. 
According to the International Institute for Strategic Studies, in 1995 
India spent $8.3 billion on security (2.5 percent of its GDP) com
pared to Pakistan’s $3.6 billion (6.4 percent of its GDP). In absolute 
terms, the armed forces of the region are quite large. (See Appendix 
5.) India has 1.1 million citizens on active duty, 2,400 main battle 
tanks, 1,300 armored combat vehicles, over 3,500 towed and 80 self- 
propelled artillery pieces, 2,400 air defense guns, and 1,800 surface- 
to-air missiles (SAMs). Its navy has 13 submarines, 2 aircraft carriers, 
and 26 principal surface combatants, and its air force has almost 800 
combat aircraft and some 30 armed helicopters. India also has signif
icant capabilities for airlift and sealift, and is developing increasing 
potential for regional power projection.

Pakistan, meanwhile, has 580,000 citizens on active duty. 
Although significantly smaller than India’s military, these forces are 
still larger than those of all other nations except China, Russia, the 
United States, the two Koreas, and perhaps Vietnam. Pakistan has 
over 2,000 main battle tanks, 850 armored combat vehicles, more 
than 1,500 towed and 200 self-propelled artillery pieces, 2,000 air 
defense guns, and nearly 1,000 SAMs. Its navy has 9 submarines and 
u principal surface combatants, and its air force has over 400 combat 
aircraft, including 34 F-i6s.

The size and deployment of Indian forces, it should be noted, 
reflect not merely a concern with Pakistan to the northwest but also a 
perceived threat from China to the northeast. India is also concerned
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with the Chinese naval buildup and the possibility of a Chinese-built 
naval base in Myanmar (Burma). Assessing the net balance of con
ventional forces between India and Pakistan is therefore difficult; it 
may well be less lopsided than the aggregate numbers suggest. Nev
ertheless, the inequality in size and strength of the two countries has 
led India to expect and demand primacy on the subcontinent, while 
leading Pakistan to seek ways of evening the balance. The asymmetry 
of the two countries’ strategic challenges and resources also compli
cates attempts at bilateral arms control and stabilization.

Official bilateral relations between India and Pakistan scarcely 
exist. There is httle legal trade and scarce diplomatic or cultural 
interaction. Somewhat more communication occurs between certain 
groups at the nongovernmental level, however, and black market 
commerce along the border and through other countries amounts to 
perhaps $1.5 to $2 billion a year. Still, the ethnoreligious conflicts 
that brought on partition half a century ago continue to poison 
interstate relations. Tensions have been heightened as a result of 
efforts by both sides to exploit the other’s internal troubles. India 
accuses Pakistan of aiding Sikh and Kashmiri separatists; Pakistan 
accuses India of aiding Sindhi nationalists. There is some justifica
tion for both sets of charges.

No party can escape blame for the ongoing low-intensity conflict 
in Kashmir. As Kashmiri insurgents have pressed for self-determina
tion, some have compiled a record of violence, intimidation, and cor
ruption. Pakistan has armed, trained, and harbored the separatists. 
India politically mismanaged the state for years and has resorted to 
military repression, flooding Kashmir with hundreds of thousands of 
military and paramilitary personnel and contributing to human 
rights abuses during the conflict. Thousands of Kashmiris have been 
killed by the security forces. On occasion Indian units have used 
lethal force against peaceful demonstrations and burned down entire 
neighborhoods. Recent Indian governments conceded that “excesses” 
have occurred and claimed to have taken appropriate actions against 
those who committed crimes, but full-scale investigations by inter
national human rights organizations have not yet been permitted.

It is unclear, finally, how much fireedom of action each country’s
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leaders have to pursue bold new foreign policies. In Pakistan, the 
current interim government that took office after the November 1996 
dismissal of Prime Minister Bhutto by President Farooq Leghari— 
the third such dismissal of a government by a Pakistani president 
since 1990—^has no particular mandate, an uncertain tenure, and no 
clear successor. What is certain, though, is that the Pakistani military 
and intelligence services will continue to exert a powerful influence 
on all aspects of security policy, including Kashmir. In India, elec
tions in May 1996 turned Prime Minister Narasimha Rao and the 
Congress Party out of office and yielded a trilateral balance among 
Congress, the Hindu nationalist Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), and a 
coalition of leftist and regionalist parties called the National 
Front-Left Front (NF-LF). As the largest party in parliament, the 
BJP was offered the opportunity to form a government, but it could 
not put together a majority. The NF-LF, by this point renamed the 
United Front, was then allowed to try and with the support of Con
gress fashioned a minority government led by Prime Minister H.D. 
Deve Gowda. This new government has pledged to move ahead 
with economic reform and has exchanged unusually firiendly mes
sages with Pakistan. But it remains unclear how long the govern
ment will last, how firm a hand it will exert on the country, and in 
what direction it will take India.

Prior to the 1996 Indian elections, the last formal high-level con
tact between the Indian and Pakistani governments was when their 
foreign secretaries met in Islamabad in January 1994. The primary 
focus of the meetings was on the Kashmir insurgency; despite hopes 
on both sides, the talks broke off without result. Soon after the for
mation of the United Front government in India in June 1996, how
ever, signs multiplied of a potential thaw in Indo-Pakistani relations. 
Prime Minister Bhutto wrote to Prime Minister Deve Gowda 
appealing for a resumption of high-level talks, and he responded 
with a proposal for a wide-ranging dialogue at the foreign secretary 
level. As of this writing, how far these steps will go and whether they 
win lead to any rapprochement remain unknown.

In sum, both India and Pakistan continue to grapple with impor
tant issues of national identity, foreign policy, and economic develop-
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Uruted Front, was then allowed to try and with the support of Con

gress fashioned a minority government led by Prime Minister H.D. 

Deve Gowda. This new government has pledged to move ahead 

with economic reform and has exchanged unusually friendly mes

sages ~th Pakistan. But it remains unclear how long the govern

ment will last, how firm a hand it will exert on the country, and in 

what direction it will take India. 

Prior to the 1996 Indian elections, the last formal high-level con

tact between the Indian and Pakistani governments was when their 

foreign secretaries met in Islamabad in January 1994. The primary 

focus of ~e meetings was on the Kashmir insurgency; despite hopes 

on both sides, the talks broke off without result. Soon after the for

mation of the United Front government in India in June 1996, how

ever, signs multiplied of a potential thaw in Indo-Pakistani relations. 

Prime Minister Bhutto wrote to Prime Minister Deve Gowda 

a~pealing for a resumption of high-level talks, and he responded 

with a proposal for a wide-ranging dialogue at the foreign secretary 

le~el. As of this writing, how far these steps will go and whether they 

will lead to any rapprochement remain unknown. 

I~ sum, both India and Pakistan continue to grapple with impor

tant issues of national identity, foreign policy, and economic develop-



merit. Both face the difficult task of making federalism work in a 
democratic, multilingual, multiethnic society. Neither country con
fronts any imminent extraregional foreign threat. If the tensions in 
their bilateral relationship could be lowered, the possibility of a spi
raling nuclear arms race and regional hostilities could be significantly 
reduced. (Chinese actions would be required for re^onal security 
dilemmas to be addressed comprehensively and dimimshed still tur- 
ther.) Yet since the Indian and Pakistani governments have alwa^ 
found it hard to resolve their differences, the prospect of war, by 
design or miscalculation, remains real. Moderate elements in each 
nation have a stake in the success of their counterparts across the 
border. But so, too, do each country’s extremists. Weak governments 
in both countries have had trouble accepting that their best chances 
for long-term success lie in mutual stabilization and cooperation 
rather than in mutual destabilization and tension.

Current US. Policy
U.S. policy toward India and Pakistan during the final years of the 
Cold War centered around a variety of “oppositions”—to the exten
sion of Soviet power and influence, nuclear proliferation, protection
ism, traffic in narcotics, terrorism, and human rights violation. 
Many of these have remained important U.S. concerns in the 
post-Cold War era, but they have been supplemented by some posi
tive emphases as well, including the promotion of democracy, the 
encouragement of stmctural economic reform and trade, and conthct 
resolution. Current U.S. policy toward the region is not easy to char
acterize succinctly because Congress has enshrined its own views in 
binding legislation. The disparity between executive and congres
sional perspectives has contributed to contradictory U.S. signals and
less than fully effective U.S. actions.

The dominant emphasis of current U.S. policy is prevention ot 
the proliferation and deployment of nuclear weapons and balhstic 
missiles. Congressional actions have subordinated other aspects ot 
both bilateral relationships to the nuclear issue, most notably in fre 
case of Pakistan. The Clinton administration, moreover, has empha
sized getting both countries to accept an array of international

A New U S. Policy Toward India and Pakistan

[20]

Introduction

nuclear agreements, including the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
and the Fissile Material CutoffTreaty (FMCT).^

Regarding the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), Pakistan 
politely states it wfll sign the day India does. Islamabad has called for 
a regional nuclear-free zone since 1968, although India’s preference 
for universal rather than regional nonproliferation solutions is under
stood to remove any realistic prospect for such a zone’s creation. 
India meanwhile asserts that the NPT discriminates in favor of 
existing nuclear powers and against nonnuclear weapons states by 
perpetuating the latter’s helplessness in the face of potential threats 
by the former. Some Indians argue that nuclear weapons are a key to 
India’s emergence as a great power—necessary both for status rea
sons and as a deterrent against China and to a lesser extent Pakistan.

The debate surrounding the CTBT in both countries is similar. 
Pakistan claims it will sign that treaty when India does. India, how
ever, sees a test ban agreement as a significant barrier to the credible 
exercise of its nuclear weapons option. It has recently adopted the 
position that it will sign the CTBT only if the treaty is linked to 
commitments by the nuclear weapon states to eliminate their nuclear 
arsenals in a stipulated time frame—something not likely to happen 
in the foreseeable future. India reaffirmed this stance throughout the 
second half of 1996—even after China declared its willingness to join 
the CTBT.^

In general, the Clinton administration has been uncertain as to 
whether it wants to play a more active role in the region than its pre
decessors. South Asia has not been a high priority in the administra
tion’s foreign policy, which has itself rarely dominated the adminis-

3. CTBT will ban all nuclear test explosions of any yield. FMCT refers to proposals for a 
worldwide ban on any further production of fissile materials for use in nuclear weapons. All 
five declared nuclear states have already halted such production, and all hut China have offi
cially announced this. India, Pakistan, and Israel are believed to be producing the materials at a 
low rate. The two South Asian states have blocked the Conference on Disarmament fiom 
taking up the cutoffhy linking it to negotiations on global nuclear disarmament.

4. The result of India’s refusal to sign the treaty was to block its going into effect. Led by 
Australia, the international community is exploring alternative courses of action designed to 
bring India and as a result Pakistan on board or, if necessary, work around them.
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tration’s overall agenda. The administration has also not invested 
substantial political capital in bringing congressional and executive

policies fiilly into line. •
Nevertheless, President Clinton has hosted official visits to 

Washington by Prime Minister Rao and Prime Minister Bhutto and 
sponsored visits to the area by Mrs. CHnton and several cabinet 
members. The Clinton administration has supported economic 
reform in both countries, and thanks to India’s gradual liberalization, 
both the United States and India are benefiting from expanded bilat
eral trade and investment. The administration has also imtiated a 
dialogue with the Indian government on security issues, and the 
State Department has attempted to help ease re^onal tensions.

U.S. policy toward Pakistan has been boxed in by the intersection 
of congressional statutes and Pakistan’s pursuit of an independent 
nuclear weapons capability. The Chnton administration supported 
the Brown amendment, which partially eased the Pressler sanctions, 
but a range of potential assistance remains on hold. The impasse h^ 
blocked meaningful relations between Washin^on and Islamabad, 
stirred anti-American sentiment, and led Pakistan to turn further 
toward other nations (including the United Kingdom, France, 
China, Russia, Ukraine, and Iran) for military sales and assistance. 
Pakistani sensibilities have also been affected by the perceived leg
islative double standard regarding South Asian nuclear pro^ams. 
Still, within the limits established by relevant legislation, the Chnton 
administration has sought to work with the Pakistani government in 
a range of areas, including peacekeeping operations (see Appendix 6) 
and efforts to combat terrorism and drug trafficking.

A New U.S. Policy Toward India and Pakistan

c India is under no such simUar legal constraints regarding its own dealings with 4e 
United States because the relevant U.S. legislation targets nuclear weapons programs that 
receive outside help (while India’s is largely indigenous) and because it was wntten after the 

Indian program had already achieved significant results.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

U.S. Interests
U.S. INTERESTS IN SOUTH Asia, although not vital, are 
important and increasing. The region contains one-fifth of the 
world’s population and occupies a potentially critical geostrategic 
position, surrounded by China, the surging economies of East Asia, 
the Indian Ocean, and the huge oil and gas reserves of the Persian 
Gulf and the Caspian Basin. It could serve as an engine of world 
economic growth over the next generation. Yet the region’s combina
tion of nuclear weapons capabilities, large standing militaries, enor
mous populations, and deep-rooted ethnic, religious, and political 
differences could prove explosive.

The United States has at least seven interests in the region. After 
lengthy discussion, the Task Force decided not to rank these interests 
in order of priority. The reasoning is straightforward. There is no nec
essary correlation among an interest’s intrinsic importance, the threat 
to it, and the potential for U.S. policy to affect the course of events in 
that area. FurAermore, several of the interests are intertwined: domes
tic developments in both countries, for example, will affect relations 
between tikem, which in turn will affect their domestic developments.

• Preventing major war. The United States has an important interest 
in working with India and Pakistan to help prevent war and resolve 
their major differences. India and Pakistan have, respectively, the 
world’s fourth and seventh or eighth largest armies. They have gone 
to war three times and have an unresolved border dispute as well as 
an ongoing low-intensity conflict in Kashmir. The addition of 
nuclear weapon and ballistic missile technology to this situation cre
ates the potential for their rivalry to escalate into devastating hostili
ties. An Indo-Pakistani war involving the use of nuclear weapons 
would be a humanitarian catastrophe, as well as a shattering blow to 
the post-World War II global taboo against nuclear use.
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• Cooperating to restrict strategic exports. The United States has a 
major interest in the firm and responsible centraHzed control ot 
Indian and Pakistani nuclear material, nuclear weapons technology, 
and missile technology. The diffiision of nuclear material, nuclear 
weapons technology, or ballistic missile technology, particularly to 
terrorist groups or states of proliferation concern, would have major 
consequences for U.S. national security interests. Such diffiision 
could occur either through a government’s deliberate decision to sell 
or pass on technology, expertise, or materiel, or through a govern
ment’s loss of control over its own affairs.

• Restraining the regional nuclear arms race. The United States has a 
related interest in the capping of both countries’ nuclear weapons 
programs and, in discouraging the acquisition, development, ^d^^ 
deployment of destabilizing weapons systems by either side. Major 
steps forward in either country’s nuclear weapons or missile pro
grams would raise the danger of nuclear use in the region (whether 
by conscious decision, inadvertence, or accident) and constitute a 
serious challenge to the norm opposing nuclear weapons develop

ment, testing, and deployment.

. Expanding economic growth, trade, and investment. The United 
States has a growing interest in promoting further economic liberal
ization and increased regional economic cooperation. If econi^c 
liberalization and other necessary conditions persist, India and Pak
istan may be capable over the next generation of emulating East 
Asia’s high growth and rapid industrialization. Along with India and 
Pakistan, the United States and other countries stand to benefit from 
such progress through increased trade and investment as well as 

increased regional stability.

• Promoting internal stability and democracy. The Umted States h^ a 
clear interest in supporting robust democratic institutions and politi
cal pluralism in both India and Pakistan. It also has an interest in 
India and Pakistan maintaining their political unity and stability. Not 
least because of their nuclear capabilities, should either coun^ M 
victim to anarchy or ideological extremism, the consequences for the 

region would be dire.

Findings and Recommendations

• Expanding political and military cooperation with the United States in 
the post—Cold War international environment. The United States has 
an evolving interest in improving its bilateral relationships with both 
India and Pakistan and in working toward strengthened and 
expanded political and military cooperation with them. A strong and 
friendly India could become a valuable partner for the United States 
in the years ahead, one that could help maintain stability and pros
perity throughout Asia. Similarly, a moderate and democratic Pak
istan could help promote stability in the Islamic world. South Asia’s 
military power represents an important element to be weighed in 
calculating military balances across Asia and the Middle East.

• Cooperating on a broad array ofglobal issues and problems, including 
drug trafficking and terrorism. The United States has an ongoing 
interest in gaining cooperation from both India and Pakistan on a 
wide range of global issues. Cooperation is necessary to help curb the 
flow of illegal drugs from South Asia (including the expansion of 
joint efforts to stop drug trafficking from Afghanistan), control ter
rorism, support family planning, increase energy production, protect 
the environment, halt the spread of infectious disease, and search for 
remedies to illegal international migration.

Toward a New Policy
The Task Force advocates a new U.S. policy toward India and Pak
istan, both on its own merits and to eliminate the present disjunction 
between executive and congressional policy. Such a policy should 
reflect not only the importance of U.S. interests but also the real 
opportunity to promote them. Efforts to deter or reverse nuclear 
proliferation have dominated the U.S. agenda for most of the past 
two decades, but the triggering of sanctions has constricted U.S. 
bilateral relationships. Both India and Pakistan, moreover, have 
become de facto nuclear weapons-capable states and show no sign 
today of reversing course. At the same time, India has the potential 
to emerge as a full-fledged major power in the coming decades. The 
most sensible alternative for U.S. policy in the current situation, 
therefore, would be to engage both countries more rather than less, 
while focusing on establishing a more stable plateau for their nuclear
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competition. Unilateral U.S. initiatives along these hnes can and 
should complement each other, as the Umted States sets out bo 
the proliferation thresholds it considers least dama^ng to region 
stabdity and the improvements in bilateral relations it is prepared to 
seek. These initiatives should be reinforced by working in parallel

with European and Asian governments.
Such a new policy would require an understanding across both 

the executive and legislative branches of the government that 
reversing the de facto nuclear weapons status of India and Pakism is 
currently extremely unlikely. In accordance with this understanding, 
the Task Force favors exercising to the Mest the latitude to expan 
relations provided by existing legislation, while simultaneously work
ing to modify that legislation as necessary to support the M range o 
initiatives described below. Rigid, narrowly focused legislative man
dates are in general a poor way of addressing the comp ex pro ems 
involved in making foreign poHcy. In the case of nuclear P'^fiferatio 
in South Asia, they have achieved modest success at best while hold
ing a diverse range of U.S. interests hostage not merely to one issue 
arL but to specific requirements in that area that have been over
taken by events. Unconditional sanctions that cannot be waived or 
adjusted by the president deny poHcymakers the abihty to desi^ ^ 
execute a Leign policy that could help stabihze the Indo-Pakistani 

nuclear competition and promote other U.S. interests.
In fiiture^deahngs with India and Pakistan, the United States 

should concentrate on persuading them to refrain from testing 
nuclear explosives, deploying nuclear weapons, and exporting nuckar 
weapon- or missile-related material, technology, or expertise. e 
United States should also urge India and Pakistan to refrain from 
missile deployments and cease unsafeguarded production of fissde 
material. At the same time, the United States should 
expand its bilateral economic, political, and military ties with bo 
countries, providing a broad array of incentives for ^h country to 
help bring about restraint in the prohferation Mena. The . . 
and ability to continue along such a course will naturally be affected 
by the degree of restraint that India and Pakistan deinonsti^^In 
this vein, India’s recent decision to impede process on Ae CiBi 
well as disclosures of Pakistan’s continuing work (with Chinese help)
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on a plant to manufacture ballistic missiles, are unfortunate. More
over, destabilizing moves by either country in the nuclear weapon or 
ballistic missile arenas would almost certainly curtail cooperation and 
could even result in the reintroduction of U.S. sanctions. Any such 
decision should be made by the executive branch, after consultation 
with Congress and other governments, and only if sanctions make 
sense in light of the full range of U.S. national security interests.

These complementary initiatives toward nonproliferation goals 
and expanded bilateral relationships need not be enshrined in formal 
treaties. Indeed, an attempt to do so could prove difficult and con
tentious. The new policy should consist instead of unilateral declara
tions by the United States and understandings among the relevant 
parties. Indian and Pakistani nuclear restraint would be verified uni
laterally through U.S. national technical means, while expanded 
cooperation in other areas would proceed simultaneously. The United 
States might thereby be placed in an uncomfortable role as umpire, 
but the process of verification could be handled successfully by a 
combination of sustained, quiet dialogue with both countries and 
objectivity in what is observed and reported with respect to both.

This new policy has the potential to bring real and important 
benefits to the United States, India and Pakistan, the region, and the 
broader international community. To the extent that Indo-Pakistani 
nuclear competition can be stabilized and capped short of dangerous 
new developments, the security of both countries will be enhanced 
and U.S. interests in the region will be well served. The new policy 
would also enable the United States to explore the possibility of a 
significantly closer bilateral relationship with India than has previ
ously been the case—a development most members of the Task 
Force believe is in order, given their view that there has been and 
will continue to be a growing convergence of U.S. and Indian 
geopolitical and economic interests. Exploring the possibilities for 
progress in U.S.-Indian relations would not mean, however, dimin
ishing U.S. relations with Pakistan. To the contrary, appropriate 
opportunities for enhanced U.S.-Pakistani cooperation should be 
pursued energetically on their own terms. It is both possible and 
desirable to move toward delinking the United States’ bilateral rela
tionships with India and Pakistan and attempting to transcend the

Findings and Recommendations
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execute a foreign policy that could help stabilize the lndo-Pakistani 

nuclear competition and promote other U.S. interests. 

In future dealings with India and Pakistan, the United States 

should concentrate on persuading them to refrain from testing 

nuclear explosives, deploying nuclear weapons, and exporting nuclear 

weapon- or missile-related material, technology, or expertise. The 

United States should also urge India and Pakistan to refrain from 

missile deployments and cease unsafeguarded production of fissile 

material. At the same time, the United States should significantly 

expand its bilateral economic, political, and military ties with both 

countries, providing a broad array of incentives for each country to 

help bring about restraint in the proliferation arena. The U.S. desire 

and ability to continue along such a course will naturally be affected 

by the degree of restraint that India and Pakistan demonstrate. In 

this vein, India's recent decision to impede progress on the CTBT, as 

well as disclosures of Pakistan's continuing work (with Chinese help) 
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on a plant to manufacture ballistic missiles, are unfortunate. More

ove:, ~esta?~zing moves by either country in the nuclear weapon or 

ballist:J.c rrussile arenas would almost certainly curtail cooperation and 

co~~ even result in the reintroduction of U.S. sanctions. Any such 

dec1S1on should be made by the executive branch, after consultation 

with Congress and other governments, and only if sanctions make 

sense in light of the full range of U.S. national security interests. 

These complementary initiatives toward nonproliferation goals 

and expanded bilateral relationships need not be enshrined in formal 

treaties. Indeed, an attempt to do so could prove difficult and con

tentious. The new policy should consist instead of unilateral declara

tion~ by the United States and understandings among the relevant 

part:J.es. Indian and Pakistani nuclear restraint would be verified uni

laterally_ thr?ugh U.S. national technical means, while expanded 

cooperat:J.on mother areas would proceed simultaneously. The United 

States might thereby be placed in an uncomfortable role as umpire, 

but t~e p_rocess of v~rification could be handled successfully by a 

combination of sustained, quiet dialogue with both countries and 

objectivity in what is observed and reported with respect to both. 

This new policy has the potential to bring real and important 

benefits to the United States, India and Pakistan, the region, and the 

broader international community. To the extent that Indo-Pakistani 

nuclear competition can be stabilized and capped short of dangerous 

new developments, the security of both countries will be enhanced 

and U.S. interests in the region will be well served. The new policy 

~o~d also enable the United States to explore the possibility of a 

significantly closer bilateral relationship with India than has previ

ously been the case-a development most members of the Task 

Force believe is in order, given their view that there has been and 

will continue to be a growing convergence of U.S. and Indian 

geopolitical and economic interests. Exploring the possibilities for 

progress in U.S.-Indian relations would not mean, however, dimin

ishing U._s_. relations with Pakistan. To the contrary, appropriate 

opporturuties for enhanced U.S.-Pakistani cooperation should be 

PW:sued energetically on their own terms. It is both possible and 

desirable to move toward delinking the United States' bilateral rela

tionships with India and Pakistan and attempting to transcend the 

-
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zero-sum dynamics that have plagued the region (and U.S. policy |
toward the region) in the past. |

Such a new policy is more likely to be accepted readily at the pre- | 
sent time within the executive branch than on Capitol Hdl. It repre
sents, in fact, a logical extension of certain elements in the current 
executive approach. For this to become the true policy of the United 
States, however, the administration would have to make South Asia 
a foreign policy priority and be wilhng to expend real effort consult 
ing and negotiating among India, Pakistan, other countries in the 
area, and the U.S. Congress. The Task Force believes that this is 
something for the second Clinton administration to pursue.

The following sections of this report present in greater detail the 
rationale for each component of a new U.S. policy and the Task 
Force s findings on a range of other issues. Task Force members rec
ommend that the United States:

• seek to discourage further proliferation and establish a more sta
ble plateau for Indian and Pakistani nuclear weapon and missile 

competition;
• seek closer bilateral political and military cooperation over the 

long term, especially with India;
• support modest diplomatic efforts in concert with others to help 

calm the Kashmir situation and steer it in the direction of even

tual settlement;
• support the progress of democracy and promote economic liberal

ization in both countries;
• encourage a normalized and more cooperative working relation 

ship between India and Pakistan;
• revamp relevant existing U.S. legislation;
• restructure bureaucratic organizations within the U.S. govern

ment to create separate divisions dealing with South Asia.

Nuclear and Missile Issues
To help forestall the use of nuclear weapons in South Asia and stabi- | 
lize the nuclear dynamic in the region, the United States needs to 
adapt its policies to existing circumstances. Although neither India | 
nor Pakistan has declared itself a nuclear power, both have the ability |
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to produce nuclear weapons. At the same time, bodi have pursued a 
poUcy of limited rather than all-out development while maintaining 
a deliberate ambiguity about the nature of their nuclear weapons 
programs. India exploded a nuclear device in a “peaceful” experiment 
in 1974 and could have put aside enough weapons-grade plutonium 
for perhaps as many as 60 weapons (although it is doubtful that it 
has built more than a small fraction of this number). Pakistan has 
never, to our knowledge, tested a nuclear device, but analysts believe 
it could possess enough highly enriched uranium to manufacture 
perhaps 10 to 15 weapons. Pakistan claims to have frozen its produc
tion of weapons-grade uranium since 1991, and the U.S. government 
does not claim to have evidence to the contrary.

Both India and Pakistan are also improving their means to deliver 
nuclear weapons, and have either built or acquired balhstic missiles 
to augment their ability to deliver such weapons using advanced air
craft. In January 1996, India test-fired the air force version of its 
Prithvi, a liquid-fueled short-range ballistic missile (SRBM) with a 
range of about 250 nules. From certain deployment areas, such mis
siles could strike most Pakistani cities less than five minutes after 
launch. India has also conducted tests of its intermediate-range Agni 
missile, which if operational would be able to strike China. Despite 
talk of deploying Prithvis, however, the Rao government did not 
move them into prepared installations along the Pakistani border. 
Moreover, the Deve Gowda government has announced suspension 
of the Agni program. All of this could change though. It is possible, 
too, that India could transform its space launch rocket system into a 
missile system of intercontinental range.

Pakistan has worked, with foreign assistance, on its own missiles. 
It has tested two surface-to-surface missiles, the Hatfl (with a range 
of 50 miles) and the Half II (with a range of 186 miles), but only the 
Haf I appears to have been deployed. Entire M-u missile systems, 
comparable to the Prithvi, were apparendy shipped to Pakistan from 
China by 1992 but not assembled or deployed. These missiles could 
presumably become operational with little delay. In addition, Pak
istan appears to be building (with Chinas assistance) a capacity to 
manufacture missiles domestically.

The nuclear weaponization of the subcontinent is unlikely to be

Findings and Recommendations

[29]

A New US. Policy Toward India and Pakistan 

zero-sum dynamics that have plagued the region (and U.S. policy 

toward the region) in the past. 
Such a new policy is more likely to be accepted readily at the pre

sent time within the executive branch than on Capitol Hill. It repre

sents, in fact, a logical extension of certain elements in the current 

executive approach. For this to become the true policy of the United 

States, however, the administration would have to make South Asia 

a foreign policy priority and be willing to expend real effort consult

ing and negotiating among India, Pakistan, other countries in the 

area, and the U.S. Congress. The Task Force believes that this is 

something for the second Clinton administration to pursue. 

The following sections of this report present in greater detail the 

rationale for each component of a new U.S. policy and the Task 

Force's findings on a range of other issues. Task Force members rec

ommend that the United States: 

• seek to discourage further proliferation and establish a more sta

ble plateau for Indian and Pakistani nuclear weapon and missile 

competition; 
• seek closer bilateral political and military cooperation over the 

long term, especially with India; 

• support modest diplomatic efforts in concert with others to help 

calm the Kashmir situation and steer it in the direction of even

tual settlement; 
• support the progress of democracy and promote economic liberal

ization in both countries; 
• encourage a normalized and more cooperative working relation

ship between India and Pakistan; 

• revamp relevant existing U.S. legislation; 

• restructure bureaucratic organizations within the U.S. govern-

ment to create separate divisions dealing with South Asia. 

Nuclear and Missile Issues 

To help forestall the use of nuclear weapons in South Asia and stabi

lize the nuclear dynamic in the region, the United States needs to 

adapt its policies to existing circumstances. Although neither India 

nor Pakistan has declared itself a nuclear power, both have the ability 
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to produce nuclear weapons. At the same time, both have pursued a 

policy of limited rather than all-out development while maintaining 

a deliberate ambiguity about the nature of their nuclear weapons 

programs. India exploded a nuclear device in a "peaceful" experiment 

in 1974 and could have put aside enough weapons-grade plutonium 

for perhaps as many as 60 weapons (although it is doubtful that it 

has built more than a small fraction of this number). Pakistan has 

never, to our knowledge, tested a nuclear device, but analysts believe 

it could possess enough highly enriched uranium to manufacture 

perhaps 10 to 15 weapons. Pakistan claims to have frozen its produc

tion of weapons-grade uranium since 1991, and the U.S. governrnent 

does not claim to have evidence to the contrary. 

Both India and Pakistan are also improving their means to deliver 

nuclear weapons, and have either built or acquired ballistic missiles 

to augment their ability to deliver such weapons using advanced air

craft. In January 1996, India test-fired the air force version of its 

Prithvi, a liquid-fueled short-range ballistic missile (SRBM) with a 

range of about 250 miles. From certain deployment areas, such mis

siles could strike most Pakistani cities less than five minutes after 

launch. India has also conducted tests of its intermediate-range Agni 

missile, which if operational would be able to strike China. Despite 

talk of deploying Prithvis, however, the Rao government did not 

move them into prepared installations along the Pakistani border. 

Moreover, the Deve Gowda governrnent has announced suspension 

of the Agni program. All of this could change though. It is possible, 

too, that India could transform its space launch rocket system into a 

missile system of intercontinental range. 

Pakistan has worked, with foreign assistance, on its own missiles. 

It has tested two surface-to-surface missiles, the HatfI(with a range 

of 50 miles) and the Hatf II (with a range of 186 miles), but only the 

Hatf I appears to have been deployed. Entire M-u missile systems, 

comparable to the Prithvi, were apparently shipped to Pakistan from 

China by 1992 but not assembled or deployed. These missiles could 

presumably become operational with little delay. In addition, Pak

istan appears to be building (with China's assistance) a capacity to 

manufacture missiles domestically. 

The nuclear weaponization of the subcontinent is unlikely to be 



reversed in the foreseeable fature. The Clinton adtninistratio^ 
attention has been focused in practice on the first aspect of its stat^ 
desire to “cap, roll back, and finally ehminate weapons of mass 
Lttuction in South Asia. The same could not be sard about con

gressional policy, which has tried to deter the development or acqui- 
fition of nuclear weapons capability (by Pakistan in particular) y 
threatening sanctions and continuing those sanctions unless the 
nuclear weapons programs in question are rolled back.

It is regrettable that India and Pakistan are now in a position to 
deploy and use nuclear weapons in a crisis. NeverAeless, it is impor
tant to recognize the considerable restraint both states have exer 
cised in man^ng their nudear affairs. India’s decision not to fota 
its 1974 test with more tests is umque in the nuclear era, and Pak 
istatis apparent unUateral freeze on the production 
grade uranium is no less remarkable. The Task Force beheves Aa 
U S policy should be directed at preserving and building upon this 
nuclei caution, transforming it into a set of understandings that can

deepen over time. _ 1 r c ..u a<,;o’c
Four broad alternative flitures can be envisioned for South Asias 

nuclear dynamic: 1) roUback and eventual denudeanzation; 2) main
tenance of the ambiguous status quo; 3) establishment of a ^ore s a 
ble plateau for Indo-Pakistani nuclear competition; or 4) overt 
deployment and arms racing. The United States should seek to 
acHeve the third option, the best of the alternatives that are realisti

‘"^Thl^t^tion is not a realistic near-term goal for U.S. poli^ 

(Members of the Task Force disagreed, however, about its feasibility 
over a longer period.) Neither India nor Pakistan sees its nation^ 
interests served by abandoning its nuclear weapons program. Both 
countries’ leaders face domestic pressures to maintain and enhance 
rather than reduce their nuclear postures. India beheves that a nudear 
weapons capabihty will deter China and Pakistan and bnng presPge. 
Pakistan also beheves a nuclear weapons capabihty will bnng intern
tional prestige, while beheving that kwilHeterlnia and ^msj ^
for conventional mihtary shortfalls (much as it did for NATO vis a . 
vis the Warsaw Pact during the Cold W^). The denudeanzanon 0 , 
South Asia, therefore, seems highly unhkely until the rest oft
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world makes significant moves in that direction, Indo-Pakistani rela
tions are transformed, and/or a major nudear acddent occurs.

The fourth option, overt deployment, would be deeply unfortu
nate and prove difficult to reverse. It would not yield much more 
deterrence than the present situation, while raising various dangers 
including a high degree of crisis instabihty. The risk of nuclear acd- 
dents would increase. More importantly, once the firebreak of 
nuclear weapon or missile deployment has been crossed, future 
enhancements of nuclear capabUities would be harder to prevent or 
detect and further arms racing would be likely, if for no other reason 
than partisan political pressures within each country. Unless and 
until secure second-strike capabilities were developed—^which would 
require huge investments by both countries—each side’s nuclear 
forces would be vulnerable to attack, and therefore each might con
sider launching a retaliatory strike on warning signals alone or even 
launching a preemptive strike. The time available for communica
tions or mecliation would be drastically diminished. Such pressures 
would heighten rather than reduce tension during crises and raise 
the risk of an inadvertent nuclear conflagration. In short, overt 
deployment would increase the difficulties of managing the Indo- 
Pakistani nuclear competition while simultaneously increasing the 
costs should deterrence ever fail.

The second option, maintenance of the status quo, appears to 
have some benefits, and it would be worth considering if one could 
be confident that it truly constituted a viable option over an 
extended period. (Several members of the group believe this option 
is the least bad alternative for U.S. policy over the short term.) The 
current situation offers many of the advantages of nuclear deter
rence—a credible threat that aggression will be followed by devasta
tion—^while presenting enough obstacles to immediate use that acci
dental or inadvertent attacks should be preventable. It also holds 
open the slim possibility that either or both countries could roll back 
nuclear capabilities at some point in the future, as several countries 
(from Ukraine and South Africa to Argentina and Brazil) have done 
in the past.

The problem with the second option lies in the risk that the status 
quo may not be maintainable. The current balance is both precarious
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reversed in the foreseeable future. The Clinton administration's 

attention has been focused in practice on the first aspect of its stated 

desire to "cap, roll back, and finally eliminate" weapons of mass 

destruction in South Asia. The same could not be said about con

gressional policy, which has tried to deter the development or acqui

sition of nuclear weapons capability (by Pakistan in particular) by 
threatening sanctions and continuing those sanctions unless the 

nuclear weapons programs in question are rolled back. 
It is regrettable that India and Pakistan are now in a position to 

deploy and use nuclear weapons in a crisis. Nevertheless, it is impor

tant to recognize the considerable restraint both states have exer

cised in managing their nuclear affairs. India's decision not to follow 

its 1974 test with more tests is unique in the nuclear era, and Pak

istan's apparent unilateral freeze on the production of ~eapons

grade uranium is no less remarkable. The Task Fo~ce_ believes th~t 

U.S. policy should be directed at preserving and building upon this 

nuclear caution, transforming it into a set of understandings that can 

deepen over time. 
Four broad alternative futures can be envisioned for South Asia's 

nuclear dynamic: 1) rollback and eventual denuclearization; 2) main

tenance of the ambiguous status quo; 3) establishment of a more sta

ble plateau for Indo-Pakistani nuclear competition; or 4) overt 

deployment and arms racing. The United St~tes should see~ t_o 
achieve the third option, the best of the alternatives that are realisti-

cally available. . 
The first option is not a realistic near-term goal for U.S. policy. 

(Members of the Task Force disagreed, however, about its feasibility 

over a longer period.) Neither India nor Pakistan sees its national 

interests served by abandoning its nuclear weapons program. Both 

countries' leaders face domestic pressures to maintain and enhance 

rather than reduce their nuclear postures. India believes that a nuclear 

weapons capability will deter China and Pakistan and bring prestige. 

Pakistan also believes a nuclear weapons capability will bring interna

tional prestige, while believing that it will deter India and compensate 

for conventional military shortfalls (much as it did for NATO vis-a
vis the Warsaw Pact during the Cold War). The denuclearization of 

South Asia, therefore, seems highly unlikely until the rest of the 
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world makes significant moves in that direction, Indo-Pakistani rela

tions are transformed, and/or a major nuclear accident occurs. 

The fourth option, overt deployment, would be deeply unfortu

nate and prove difficult to reverse. It would not yield much more 

deterrence than the present situation, while raising various dangers 

including a high degree of crisis instability. The risk of nuclear acci

dents would increase. More importantly, once the firebreak of 

nuclear weapon or missile deployment has been crossed, future 

enhancements of nuclear capabilities would be harder to prevent or 

detect and further arms racing would be likely, if for no other reason 

than partisan political pressures within each country. Unless and 

until secure second-strike capabilities were developed-which would 

require huge investments by both countries-each side's nuclear 

forces would be vulnerable to attack, and therefore each might con

sider launching a retaliatory strike on warning signals alone or even 

launching a preemptive strike. The time available for communica

tions or mediation would be drastically diminished. Such pressures 

would heighten rather than reduce tension during crises and raise 

the risk of an inadvertent nuclear conflagration. In short, overt 

deployment would increase the difficulties of managing the Indo

Pakistani nuclear competition while simultaneously increasing the 

costs should deterrence ever fail. 
The second option, maintenance of the status quo, appears to 

have some benefits, and it would be worth considering if one could 

be confident that it truly constituted a viable option over an 

~ended period. (Several members of the group believe this option 

1s the least bad alternative for U.S. policy over the short term.) The 

current situation offers many of the advantages of nuclear deter

rence-a credible threat that aggression will be followed by devasta

tion-while presenting enough obstacles to immediate use that acci

dental or inadvertent attacks should be preventable. It also holds 

open the slim possibility that either or both countries could roll back 

nuclear capabilities at some point in the future, as several countries 

(from Ukraine and South Africa to Argentina and Brazil) have done 

in the past. 
The problem with the second option lies in the risk that the status 

quo may not be maintainable. The current balance is both precarious 



and dynamic. It is not well grounded in formal or informal under
standings. Either country might be tempted to acquire or develop 
more advanced weapons or delivery systems if it believes that a shg t 
relative advantage could yield poUtical or military benefits or if it fears 
the other believes so. As a result, option two could over time or during 
a crisis sUp into option four (i.e., overt deployment), with all the nsks 

and costs that would entail.
The Task Force, therefore, believes that the Umted States should 

work at the present time to realize the third option, tr>dng to estab
lish a more stable and sustainable plateau for Indo-Pakistam nuclear 
relations. Recognizing that reversing the de facto nuclear weapons 
status of India and Pakistan is currently extremely unhkely, such a 
policy would take as its proximate goals that both countnes refirain 
fi:om nuclear explosive testing, nuclear weapons deployment, and 
nuclear weapon- or missile-related exports. Toward this latter goal, 
India and Pakistan should be encouraged to join or at least conforrn 
to the guidelines and principles of the Missile Technology ontro 
Regime (MTCR).^ India and Pakistan should also be strongly urged 
to refrain from missile deployments and to cease production of

unsafeguarded fissile material. ... , 11
To increase the chances of successfully maintaimng such a stable 

plateau for Indo-Pakistani nuclear weapons programs into the 
We, the United States should not simply threaten penalties but 
also lead the international community in offering real incentives for 
both countries to restrain their nuclear weapons and missile pro
grams. (The specific inducements favored by the Task Force are 
described in the following section, as part of the expanded bilate 
relationships we recommend.) In practice, however, the abihty and 
willingness of the United States and others to provide such induce
ments will be affected by the degree of restraint shown by each coun
try in the nuclear realm. If their nuclear caution increases, we believe 
that the United States should offer still further benefits.
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countnes the
originally designed to restrict the proliferation of nuclear-capable missiles and missde teclmo 
o^ow consisting of 28 member states and others who voluntary agree to a^ere to iB 
Adelines, the MTCR restricts technology exports that could contnbute to the proliferation 

missiles capable of delivering any weapon of mass destruction.

[32]

In addition to its emphasis on ensuring a de facto cap on prolifer
ation, the United States should continue to encourage both India 
and Pakistan to sign the CTBT and the FMCT. Failure to sign 
these treaties will make it more difficult to improve relations in other 
areas. Still, it would be counterproductive to make signing a precon
dition for such improvement. If either or both countries continue to 
refuse to sign the CTBT, the United States should continue to work 
with other governments to discourage testing by either India or Pak
istan. A test by one side would result in such strong internal pressure 
on the leadership of the other side that it would almost surely test as 
well. This would probably lead to a series of tests, an acceleration of 
the nuclear programs of both sides, and an increase in regional ten
sions, to the detriment of the region’s economic prospects. Moreover, 
a testing breakout in the region could have serious adverse effects on 
a global test ban and other nuclear nonproliferation measures.

Strong global pressures to stop all tests could inhibit any such 
action in the region, as they helped to do when India apparently con
sidered a test in early 1996. If any doubt about this issue remains, an 
intensified dialogue by the United States and other key governments 
(including clarification of the repercussions such actions might have 
on economic and other relationships) should be instituted.

As with nuclear weapons testing, missile deployments by either 
India or Pakistan would likely lead to counterdeployments and a 
generally destabilizing series of events. The United States and other 
governments should therefore highlight the possibility that missile 
deployments (like nuclear weapons-related imports) could have 
repercussions on efforts to improve bilateral relationships. Because of 
the complexities involved in this area and the need to take a range of 
other foreign policy considerations into account, however, it is inad
visable to specify in advance precisely what such repercussions would 
be. In responding to any such situation, U.S. policymakers should 
have flexibility and a wide range of tools firom which to select.

A U.S. policy toward the Indian and Pakistani nuclear weapons 
program does not exist in a vacuum. The formal global nonprolifera
tion regime distinguishes between those five nations that are permit
ted to have nuclear weapons capabilities and the rest of the interna
tional community, which is not. A third group of rogue states can be
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and dynamic. It is not well grounded in formal or informal under

standings. Either country might be tempted to acquire or develop 

more advanced weapons or delivery systems if it believes that a slight 

relative advantage could yield political or military benefits or if it fears 

the other believes so. As a result, option two could over time or during 

a crisis slip into option four (i.e., overt deployment), with all the risks 

and costs that would entail. 

The Task Force, therefore, believes that the United States should 

work at the present time to realize the third option, trying to estab

lish a more stable and sustainable plateau for Inda-Pakistani nuclear 

relations. Recognizing that reversing the de facto nuclear weapons 

status of India and Pakistan is currently extremely unlikely, such a 

policy would take as its proximate goals that both countries refrain 

from nuclear explosive testing, nuclear weapons deployment, and 

nuclear weapon- or missile-related exports. Toward this latter goal, 

India and Pakistan should be encouraged to join or at least conform 

to the guidelines and principles of the Missile Technology Control 

Regime (MTCR).6 India and Pakistan should also be strongly urged 

to refrain from missile deployments and to cease production of 

unsaf eguarded fissile material. 

To increase the chances of successfully maintaining such a stable 

plateau for Inda-Pakistani nuclear weapons programs into the 

future, the United States should not simply threaten penalties but 

also lead the international community in offering real incentives for 

both countries to restrain their nuclear weapons and missile pro

grams. {The specific inducements favored by the Task Force are 

described in the following section, as part of the expanded bilateral 

relationships we recommend.) In practice, however, the ability and 

willingness of the United States and others to provide such induce

ments will be affected by the degree of restraint shown by each coun

try in the nuclear realm. If their nuclear caution increases, we believe 

that the United States should offer still further benefits. 

6. Formed in 1987 by the Group of Seven leading industrial countries, the MTCR was 

originally designed to restrict the proliferation of nuclear-capable missiles and missile technol

ogy. Now consisting of 28 member states and others who voluntarily agree to adhere to its 

guidelines, the MTCR restricts technology exports that could contribute to the proliferation of 

missiles capable of delivering any weapon of mass destruction. 
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. In addition_ to its emphasis on ensuring a de facto cap on prolifer

ation, the Uruted States should continue to encourage both India 

and Pakis~an t~ sign ~e CTBT and the FMCT. Failure to sign 

these treaties will make it more difficult to improve relations in other 

~e_as. Still, it w?uld be counterproductive to make signing a precon

dition for such improvement. If either or both countries continue to 

refuse to sign the CTBT, the United States should continue to work 

~th other governments to discourage testing by either India or Pak

istan. A test by _one side would result in such strong internal pressure 

on the l~adership of the other side that it would almost surely test as 

well. This would probably lead to a series of tests, an acceleration of 

~e nuclear programs of both sides, and an increase in regional ten

sions, to the detriment of the region's economic prospects. Moreover, 

a testing breakout in the region could have serious adverse effects on 

a global test ban and other nuclear nonproliferation measures. 

_Str~ng glob~ pressures to stop all tests could inhibit any such 

a~tion m the r~gion, as they helped to do when India apparently con

sidered a test m early 1996. If any doubt about this issue remains, an 

intensified dialogue by the United States and other key governments 

(including clarification of the repercussions such actions might have 

on economic and other relationships) should be instituted. 

~s with n_uclear weapons testing, missile deployments by either 

India or Pakistan would likely lead to counterdeployments and a 

generally destabilizing series of events. The United States and other 

governments should therefore highlight the possibility that missile 

deployments (like nuclear weapons-related imports) could have 

repercussions on efforts to improve bilateral relationships. Because of 

the complexities involved in this area and the need to take a range of 

other foreign policy considerations into account, however, it is inad

visable to specify in advance precisely what such repercussions would 

be. In responding to any such situation, U.S. policymakers should 

have flexibility and a wide range of tools from which to select. 

A U.S. policy toward the Indian and Pakistani nuclear weapons 

~rogr~ does_ n?t ~st in a vacuum. The formal global nonprolifera

tion regime distinguishes between those five nations that are permit

ted to have nuclear weapons capabilities and the rest of the interna

tional community, which is not. A third group of rogue states can be 
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conceptualized as well, i.e., NPT signatories that are not permitted 
to have such capabilities but move to develop or acquire them 
nonetheless. In efFect, the policy being advocated here would taatly 
recognize that India and Pakistan, like Israel, currently occupy a 
fourth category: responsible states with undeclared and to a large 
extent unproven nuclear weapons capabilities.

To be sure, understanding that India and Pakistan have a speaal 
status in this regard and are likely to remain outside the formal non
proliferation regime for the foreseeable fiiture involves paying some 
price in terms of diluting U.S. global nonproliferation policy. But the 
Task Force’s recommendations are consistent with that policy s pn- 
mary objective: preventing nuclear use. The optimal way of achieving 
this objective is to prevent any spread of nuclear weap^s an^eate 
conditions that allow for their eventual elimination. The NPi has 
worked effectively to this end and should continue to be enforced 
and strengthened-particularly in order to prevent signatories from 
breaking out of its restrictions. India and Pakistan, however, along 
with Israel, have not signed the treaty and have developed their owi 
de facto nuclear weapons capabilities. Because it is highly unhkely 
that these countries will roll back these capabilities in the foreseeabk 
future, the optimal path to preventing nuclear use is thus blocked. 
For the present, therefore, nonproliferation efforts regarding India 
and Pakistan should concentrate on preventing further destabilizing 
developments. Pursuing the “stable plateau” option seems the best 
way of diminishing the chances of conflict and restraining tae 
nuclear weapons competition between India and Pakistan. Shifting 
emphasis away from rollback and toward stabilizing nuclear weapons 
programs, moreover, would open the way for pursuing other impor
tant U.S. interests as well, something current pohcy hampers.

These were the most controversial issues rmsed during the Task 
Force’s dehberations, and not all members fully support the recom
mendations in this area. The Task Force accepted the argument, 
however, that in practice the United States has always pursued a 
case-specific approach to nonproliferation issues, grudgingly accept 
ing certain realities when it was no longer possible to ignwe Aem, 
and balancing them against other U.S. national interest^ Mid
dle East has long been an instance of such an approach. The iask
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Force felt that South Asia had become another and that the time 
had come to adjust U.S. policy accordingly. Even many members 
who favored efforts to reverse proliferation and eHminate nuclear 
weapons agreed that a more stable plateau for Indo-Pakistani nuclear 
competition could represent an important stage in an incremental 
process toward such a goal.

Bilateral Relationships
With the end of the Cold War and the emergence of a new and 
changing international environment, the time has come for the 
United States to reevaluate its attitudes toward South Asia’s major 
protagonists. Certain modifications to U.S. policy are in order, both 
to respond to this new environment and to create incentives for India 
and Pakistan to stabilize their nuclear weapons and missile competi
tion along the lines outlined above.

The time is propitious for the United States to propose a closer 
strategic relationship with India, one based on shared values and 
institutions, economic collaboration, and the goal of regional stabil
ity. A strong and friendly India could play a key role in helping 
maintain stability and economic growth across Asia. A rapidly grow
ing India, moreover, would become a valuable partner for enhanced 
trade and investment.

Both to explore the possibility for such a relationship and to pro
vide incentives for Indian restraint in the nuclear weapon and missile 
arenas, the Task Force recommends that the United States adopt a 
declaratory pohcy that acknowledges India’s growing power and 
importance; maintain high-level attention including regular recipro
cal visits of senior ofl&cials; loosen U.S. constraints upon the transfer 
of certain dual-use technologies (including computers and peaceful 
space launch equipment);^ increase mihtary-to-mihtary cooperation

Findings and Recommendations

7. The transfer of dual-use technology to India is currently constrained both by U.S. policy 
and by international legal instruments such as the MTCR and agreements of the Nuclear Sup
pliers Group. Since the transfer of such technology would be an important incentive for India, 
the Task Force recommends that the government do what it can on its own to facilitate it while 
oqjloring the feasibility of adjusting or waiving the international legal prohibitions. Such tech
nology transfers should be ended if the United States gains information that the technology is 
being introduced into India’s ballistic missile programs.
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conceptualized as well, i.e., NPT signatories that are not permitted 

to have such capabilities but move to develop or acquire them 

nonetheless. In effect, the policy being advocated here would tacitly 

recognize that India and Pakistan, like Israel, currently occupy a 

fourth category: responsible states with undeclared and to a la:ge 

extent unproven nuclear weapons capabilities. 

To be sure, understanding that India and Pakistan have a special 

status in this regard and are likely to remain outside the formal non

proliferation regime for the foreseeable future involves paying some 

price in terms of diluting U.S. global nonproliferation policy. But the 

Task Force's recommendations are consistent with that policy's pri

mary objective: preventing nuclear use. The optimal way of achieving 

this objective is to prevent any spread of nuclear weapons and create 

conditions that allow for their eventual elimination. The NPT has 

worked effectively to this end and should continue to be enforced 

and strengthened-particularly in order to prevent signatories from 

breaking out of its restrictions. India and Pakistan, howe~er, along 

with Israel, have not signed the treaty and have developed their own 

de facto nuclear weapons capabilities. Because it is highly unlikely 

that these countries will roll back these capabilities in the foreseeable 

future, the optimal path to preventing nuclear use is thus blocked. 

For the present, therefore, nonproliferation efforts regarding India 

and Pakistan should concentrate on preventing further destabilizing 

developments. Pursuing the "stable plateau" option seems the best 

way of diminishing the chances of conflict and restraining future 

nuclear weapons competition between India and Pakistan. Shifting 

emphasis away from rollback and toward stabilizing nuclear weapons 

programs, moreover, would open the way for pursuing other impor

tant U.S. interests as well, something current policy hampers. 

These were the most controversial issues raised during the Task 

Force's deliberations, and not all members fully support the recom

mendations in this area. The Task Force accepted the argument, 

however, that in practice the United States has always pursued a 

case-specific approach to nonproliferation issues, grudgingly accept

ing certain realities when it was no longer possible to ignore them, 

and balancing them against other U.S. national interests. The Mid

dle East has long been an instance of such an approach. The Task 
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Force felt that South Asia had become another and that the time 

had come to adjust U.S. policy accordingly. Even many members 

who favored efforts to reverse proliferation and eliminate nuclear 

weapons agreed that a more stable plateau for Indo-Pakistani nuclear 

competition could represent an important stage in an incremental 

process toward such a goal. 

Bilateral Relationships 

With the end of the Cold War and the emergence of a new and 

changing international environment, the time has come for the 

United States to reevaluate its attitudes toward South Asia's major 

protagonists. Certain modifications to U.S. policy are in order, both 

to respond to this new environment and to create incentives for India 

and Pakistan to stabilize their nuclear weapons and missile competi

tion along the lines outlined above. 

The time is propitious for the United States to propose a closer 

strategic relationship with India, one based on shared values and 

~stitutions, economic collaboration, and the goal of regional stabil

ity. A strong and friendly India could play a key role in helping 

~aint~ stability and economic growth across Asia. A rapidly grow

mg India, moreover, would become a valuable partner for enhanced 

trade and investment. 

. B?th to. explore the possibility for such a relationship and to pro

vide mcentlves for Indian restraint in the nuclear weapon and missile 

arenas, the Task Force recommends that the United States adopt a 

declaratory policy that acknowledges India's growing power and 

irnp~~ance; m~ntain ~gh-level attention including regular recipro

cal visits of seruor offiaals; loosen U.S. constraints upon the transfer 

of certain dual-use technologies (including computers and peaceful 

space launch equipment); 7 increase military-to-military cooperation 
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pliers Group. Smee the transfer of such technology would be an important incentive for India, 

the Task Force recommends that the government do what it can on its own to facilitate it while 

exploring the feasibility of adjusting or waiving the international legal prohibitions. Such tech

no!~ transfers should be ended if the United States gains information that the technology is 

being introduced into India's ballistic missile programs. 
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(including broader contacts, exchanges, and joint exerasing); cooper
ate on elements of India’s civilian nuclear power program and other 
energy-related issues; and undertake limited conventional arms sales. 
The United States should also support India’s entry into APEC and 
consult with New Delhi regarding its interest in membership in
other regional and global institutions.

At the same time, the United States should also work to restore 
normalcy and close working relations with Pakistan. This should 
include providing credits for trade and investment, such as Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) aid and Export-Import 
Bank guarantees; cooperating on energy-related issues, including the 
peaceful use of nuclear energy and enhancing nuclear safety, helping 
in debt reduction or forgiveness; and providing aid to support social 
welfare, economic modernization and privatization, and the reform o 
tax and development mechanisms.

The United States should also maintain its links and channels of 
communication to the Pakistani miUtary, both in assisting it with 
training and encouraging it to support the development of a more 
firmly rooted democratic political system. IMET should be extended 
to help keep the Pakistani armed forces professional and linked to

the West. .
The United States should also be prepared to resume hmited con

ventional arms sales to Pakistan. Military equipment sales should not 
contribute to either country’s nuclear weapons pro^ams or delivery 
capabilities, nor, in accord with an established principle of U.S. pol
icy in the region, should military sales be undertaken to alter the mil
itary balance in the region. In regard specifically to Pakistan, limited 
arms sales should be designed to maintain cooperative ties to the 
Pakistani mihtary; to forestall or reduce the likelihood of other, 
potentially worrisome Pakistani military relationships; to dimimsh 
Pakistan’s incentives to rely on nuclear weapons; and to enhance 
Pakistan’s ability to undertj^e peacekeeping and peacemaking mis
sions. The United States should continue its qualitative screening of 
arms sales to both Pakistan and India to avoid introducing destabi
lizing weapon systems to the subcontinent. The Task Force recog
nizes that American arms supplied to Pakistan in the 1950s and 1960s 
were used against India in later wars. Nevertheless, it believes that
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the rationales for resuming limited military transfers justify the 
inherent risks.

The United States should continue to reject both India’s and Pak
istan’s proclivity to define relationships among the three countries in 
zero-sum terms. Pakistan’s security and economic development are 
important to the United States, and the United States should con
tinue and build upon its friendship. At the same time, Pakistan must 
be encouraged to understand that any post—Cold War evolution of 
U.S. relations with India would not be a hostile act. India, meanwhile, 
should be encouraged to recogmze that despite their historic rivalry, it 
too has an interest in a strong, stable, and prosperous Pakistan. Such a 
Pakistan would likely be a more responsible neighbor and a bulwark 
against more radical Islamic regimes to the west. India’s special 
regional position is a fact of life. But that special position should not 
be understood as license. Greater power carries greater responsibilities 
as well as greater privileges, and the character of the U.S.-Indian rela
tionship vi^ reflect Indian behavior regionally as well as globally.

Kashmir
The Kashmir dispute between India and Pakistan is highly complex, 
and controversy persists in regard to practically every significant 
detail of its tortured contemporary history. The dispute triggered 
wars between the two countries in 1947 and 1965, as well as a series of 
later crises. Kashmir erupted again in 1989 and has been a major 
source of tension ever since. From the Pakistani perspective, the 
principal issues involved are the predominantly Muslim composition 
of Kashmir, the moral and legal right of the Kashmiri people to 
accede to Pakistan, natural geographic features, traditional trade pat
terns, and India’s abrogation of its accepted obligations. From the 
Indian perspective, the key issues are the legahty of Kashmir’s acces
sion to India, Kashmir’s geostrategic importance to India’s defense, 
Pakistan’s failure to fulfill its own U.N. obligations, and the dangers 
of setting a potential precedent for separatist movements in other 
parts of the country. India also contends that the 1972 Simla agree
ment binds Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute exclusively on a 
bilateral basis, without the right of resort to the United Nations. Not 
surprisingly, Pakistan disputes this interpretation. Neither India nor
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(including broader contacts, exchanges, and joint exercising); cooper

ate on elements of India's civilian nuclear power program and other 

energy-related issues; and undertake limited conventional arms sales. 

The United States should also support India's entry into APEC and 

consult with New Delhi regarding its interest in membership in 

other regional and global institutions. 

At the same time, the United States should also work to restore 

normalcy and close working relations with Pakistan. This should 

include providing credits for trade and investment, such as Overseas 

Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) aid and Export-Import 

Bank guarantees; cooperating on energy-related issues, including the 

peaceful use of nuclear energy and enhancing nuclear safety; helping 

in debt reduction or forgiveness; and providing aid to support social 

welfare, economic modernization and privatization, and the reform of 

tax and development mechanisms. 

The United States should also maintain its links and channels of 

communication to the Pakistani military, both in assisting it with 

training and encouraging it to support the development of a more 

fumly rooted democratic political system. IMET should be extended 

to help keep the Pakistani armed forces professional and linked to 

the West. 
The United States should also be prepared to resume limited con

ventional arms sales to Pakistan. Military equipment sales should not 

contribute to either country's nuclear weapons programs or delivery 

capabilities, nor, in accord with an established principle of U.S. pol

icy in the region, should military sales be undertaken to alter the mil

itary balance in the region. In regard specifically to Pakistan, limited 

arms sales should be designed to maintain cooperative ties to the 

Pakistani military; to forestall or reduce the likelihood of other, 

potentially worrisome Pakistani military relationships; to diminish 

Pakistan's incentives to rely on nuclear weapons; and to enhance 

Pakistan's ability to undertake peacekeeping and peacemaking mis

sions. The United States should continue its qualitative screening of 

arms sales to both Pakistan and India to avoid introducing destabi

lizing weapon systems to the subcontinent. The Task Force recog

nizes that American arms supplied to Pakistan in the 1950s and 1960s 

were used against India in later wars. Nevertheless, it believes that 
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the rationales for resuming limited military transfers justify the 

inherent risks. 

The United States should continue to reject both India's and Pak

istan's proclivity to define relationships among the three countries in 

zero-sum terms. Pakistan's security and economic development are 

important to the United States, and the United States should con

tinue and build upon its friendship. At the same time, Pakistan must 

be encouraged to understand that any post-Cold War evolution of 

U.S. relations with India would not be a hostile act. India, meanwhile, 

should be encouraged to recognize that despite their historic rivalry, it 

too has an interest in a strong, stable, and prosperous Pakistan. Such a 

Pakistan would likely be a more responsible neighbor and a bulwark 

against more radical Islamic regimes to the west. India's special 

regional position is a fact of life. But that special position should not 

be understood as license. Greater power carries greater responsibilities 

as well as greater privileges, and the character of the U.S. -Indian rela

tionship will reflect Indian behavior regionally as well as globally. 

Kashmir 

The Kashmir dispute between India and Pakistan is highly complex, 

and controversy persists in regard to practically every significant 

detail of its tortured contemporary history. The dispute triggered 

wars between the two countries in 1947 and 1965, as well as a series of 

later crises. Kashmir erupted again in 1989 and has been a major 

source of tension ever since. From the Pakistani perspective, the 

principal issues involved are the predominantly Muslim composition 

of Kashmir, the moral and legal right of the Kashmiri people to 

accede to Pakistan, natural geographic features, traditional trade pat

terns, and India's abrogation of its accepted obligations. From the 

Indian perspective, the key issues are the legality of Kashmir's acces

sion to India, Kashmir's geostrategic importance to India's defense, 

Pakistan's failure to fulfill its own U.N. obligations, and the dangers 

of setting a potential precedent for separatist movements in other 

parts of the country. India also contends that the 1972 Simla agree

ment binds Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute exclusively on a 

bilateral basis, without the right of resort to the United Nations. Not 

surprisingly, Pakistan disputes this interpretation. Neither India nor 
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Paldstan appears willing to accord the people of Kashmir the right to

independence. , „ ,. v
The continuing conflict between India and Pakistan over ?

mir drains both countries’ political and financial resources, whue 
causing real harm to both countries and most of all to the Kashmms. 
Each side regularly demands international action against the other. 
Paldstan seeks censure against India for its human rights violations, 
and international support for a plebiscite in Kashmir (whose choices 
would presumably include accession to Pakistan or India but not 
independence). India seeks international action against Pakistan for 
its support of terrorism, ignoring Pakistan’s claims to the territory
and Kashmiri complaints of Indian repression.

Kashmir is a principal but not the sole cause of bad relations 
between India and Pakistan. It is also a reflection of their general state 
of animosity. If the Kashmir dispute were resolved tomorrow, in other 
words, relations between them would still be somewhat sour. btiU, 
Kashmir remains a possible casus belli. Unfortunately, th^e is no 
“right” or plausible solution to the conflict in sight. India, Pakistan, 
and the Kashmiris themselves each have claims that cannot be recon
ciled. The issue is so politicized and emotional that it is hard even to 
discuss an approach toward resolution—multilateral or bil^eral—in 
public without being accused of tilting toward one side. Ihe U.b. 
government does not have a great deal of leverage in regard to toe 
Kashmir dispute, and the time is not ripe for Washington to launch a 
major new initiative. Nevertheless, the United States shotod be pre
pared to seize opportunities to contribute to peacemaking should they 
arise in the fUture and should have in place the capacity to do so.

From this analysis flow two policy prescriptions for the Kashmir 
dispute, relating both to the level and content of U.S. toplornahc 
activity. Although individual members of the Task Force favor alte^ 
native U.S. stances—including active support for the Indian posi
tion toward Kashmir, absolute neutrality, or support for a solution 
based on some form of Kashmiri self-determination—the majonty 
of the group believes U.S. interests in both India and Pakistan are 
best served at this time by working with other governments on a 
step-by-step approach toward a series of practical interim objectives 
The United States ought to pursue mainly quiet diplomacy in regard
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to Kashmir, promoting modest but incremental steps to ease ten
sions and reduce friction between the protagonists with the help of 
other countries. It should eiqilore the possibility of forming a “con
tact group” of external powers, with representation at the assistant 
secretary level, to coordinate international efforts. The overall goal of 
these efforts, in turn, should be to achieve an interim set of agree
ments or even informal understandings, rather than to settle what in 
the Israeli-Palestinian peace process have been termed “final status” 
issues.

The United States, in concert with other governments, should 
seek to lower tension and violence, reduce military forces, and restore 
political normalcy in Kashmir. Specifically, India and Pakistan should 
be urged to undertake regular and sustained bilateral negotiations 
directed toward a cease-fire and a halt to military actions (other than 
patrols for strictly defensive purposes) along the line of control in 
Kashmir; the reconstitution and increased monitoring of peacekeep
ing machinery along the boundary, supplementing U.N.-sponsored 
with bilateral mechanisms if possible; and renewed negotiations for a 
separate, rapid agreement over the withdrawal of both Pakistani and 
Indian military forces from their present positions on the Siachen 
glacier. Pakistan should be urged to end direct and indirect military 
support to Kashmiri insurgent organizations. And India should be 
urged to continue and accelerate moves to resurrect the political 
process in Kashmir, including grants of amnesty for those insurgents 
willing to abjure violence, punishment for those members of the 
security forces involved in human rights violations, and conduct of 
discussions with the newly elected Kashmiri government about the 
degree of autonomy for the state within the Indian constitution.

Formidable obstacles stand in the way of achieving even these 
limited objectives. A more ambitious settlement effort would only be 
practical if the local parties sought such assistance and showed both a 
real interest in reaching a compromise and the capacity to do so.

Economic Liberalization
The United States, India, and Pakistan share a common interest in 
South Asia’s economic growth and development. The single most 
important factor in promoting such growth over the long term will
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Pakistan appears willing to accord the people of Kashmir the right to 

independence. 
The continuing conflict between India and Pakistan over Kash-

mir drains both countries' political and financial resources, while 

causing real harm to both countries and most of all to the Kashmiris. 

Each side regularly demands international action against the other. 

Pakistan seeks censure against India for its human rights violations, 

and international support for a plebiscite in Kashmir (whose choices 

would presumably include accession to Pakistan or India but not 

independence). India seeks international action against Pakistan for 

its support of terrorism, ignoring Pakistan's claims to the territory 

and Kashmiri complaints oflndian repression. 
Kashmir is a principal but not the sole cause of bad relations 

between India and Pakistan. It is also a reflection of their general state 

of animosity. If the Kashmir dispute were resolved tomorrow, in other 

words, relations between them would still be somewhat sour. Still, 

Kashmir remains a possible casus belli. Unfortunately, there is no 

"right" or plausible solution to the conflict in sight. India, Pakistan, 

and the Kashmiris themselves each have claims that cannot be recon

ciled. The issue is so politicized and emotional that it is hard even to 

discuss an approach toward resolution-multilateral or bilateral-in 

public without being accused of tilting toward one side. The U.S. 

government does not have a great deal of leverage in regard to the 

Kashmir dispute, and the time is not ripe for Washington to launch a 

major new initiative. Nevertheless, the United States should be pre

pared to seize opportunities to contribute to peacemaking should they 

arise in the future and should have in place the capacity to do so. 

From this analysis fl.ow two policy prescriptions for the Kashmir 

dispute, relating both to the level and content of U.S. diplomatic 

activity. Although individual members of the Task Force fa:or alte~

native U.S. stances--including active support for the Indian posi

tion toward Kashmir, absolute neutrality, or support for a solution 

based on some form of Kashmiri self-determination-the majority 

of the group believes U.S. interests in both India and Pakistan are 

best served at this time by working with other governments on a 

step-by-step approach toward a series of practical interim objectives. 

The United States ought to pursue mainly quiet diplomacy in regard 
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to Kashmir, promoting modest but incremental steps to ease ten

sions and reduce friction between the protagonists with the help of 

other countries. It should explore the possibility of forming a "con

tact group" of external powers, with representation at the assistant 

secretary level, to coordinate international efforts. The overall goal of 

these efforts, in tum, should be to achieve an interim set of agree

ments or even informal understandings, rather than to settle what in 

the Israeli-Palestinian peace process have been termed "final status" 

issues. 
The United States, in concert with other governments, should 

seek to lower tension and violence, reduce military forces, and restore 

political normalcy in Kashmir. Specifically, India and Pakistan should 

be urged to undertake regular and sustained bilateral negotiations 

directed toward a cease-fire and a halt to military actions (other than 

patrols for strictly defensive purposes) along the line of control in 

Kashmir; the reconstitution and increased monitoring of peacekeep

ing machinery along the boundary, supplementing U.N.-sponsored 

with bilateral mechanisms if possible; and renewed negotiations for a 

separate, rapid agreement over the withdrawal of both Pakistani and 

Indian military forces from their present positions on the Siachen 

glacier. Pakistan should be urged to end direct and indirect military 

support to Kashmiri insurgent organizations. And India should be 

urged to continue and accelerate moves to resurrect the political 

process in Kashmir, including grants of amnesty for those insurgents 

willing to abjure violence, punishment for those members of the 

security forces involved in human rights violations, and conduct of 

discussions with the newly elected Kashmiri government about the 

degree of autonomy for the state within the Indian constitution. 

Formidable obstacles stand in the way of achieving even these 

limited objectives. A more ambitious settlement effort would only be 

practical if the local parties sought such assistance and showed both a 

real interest in reaching a compromise and the capacity to do so. 

Economic Liberalization 

The United States, India, and Pakistan share a common interest in 

South Asia's economic growth and development. The single most 

important factor in promoting such growth over the long term will 



be the continuation of economic liberalization and structural 
Unless such efforts continue, restrictive bureaucratic controls, high 
tariffs, and the insulation of whole industries from forei^ competi
tion will act as a brake on the economies of both countries. In order 
to attract major foreign investment, corruption has to be fought, 
contracts have to be honored, and the commitment to reform has to

permeate all levels of government.
The United States has prowded support and encouragernem for 

the process of liberalization, but it can and should step up its efforts 
in this area even fiirther-by sharing relevant teAnical, adnumstta- 
tive, and financial expertise; by working in conjunction with other 
national governments and international financial institutions; by 
working with representatives of state and local governments in India 
and Pakistan as well as representatives of the national governments 
to develop optimum legal, fiscal, financial, and bureaucratic arrange
ments for efficient growth and development; and perhaps even by 
providing direct economic incentives (including U.S. assistance and 
Lpport for India and Pakistan in international financial institutions) 
in response to further progress in liberalization.

Finally, the United States should demand strict compliance with 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) commitments and 
discuss alleged violations openly, seeking WTO rulings where appro
priate. Precisely because U.S.-Indian economic relations are likely to 
expand significantly in years to come, it would be best for potential 
sources of friction to be handled outside the bilateral relationship, 
where they might affect or be affected by other issues, and whenever 
possible through multilateral institutions such as the WTO.

Regional Cooperation
The Task Force believes that U.S. interests would be served by help
ing India and Pakistan to develop a “normal” bilateral relationship 
with one another. Almost half a century after independence 
relations are less extensive than were those ^^^^ween the Unhed 
States and the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War. Ihe 
United States and other interested governments and organizations 
should encourage regular, sustained, and multifaceted contact
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between them in a wide variety of areas—trade, energy and resource 
development, the environment, food and population issues, educa
tion, cultural exchanges, travel freedom, commercial projects, 
telecommunications, sports, etc. Outsiders should also promote 
informal regional interactions, “Track 11” diplomacy, and a “regular
ization” of intercourse at every official level.

In parallel with these efforts, the United States should concen
trate on promoting escalation control and conflict avoidance mea
sures. Low-key bilateral, trilateral, and multilateral mUitary-to-mil- 
itary discussions, intelligence exchanges, exchanges of delegations 
and other transparency mechanisms, all can foster cooperative indi
vidual and institutional ties that may in turn erode the hostile 
images and suspicions that abound in the relationship, laying the 
groundwork for more substantive cooperation down the road. The 
United States should also offer both countries new verification 
technologies that could help them avoid false alarms and give them 
the confidence to reduce or redeploy their main forces, simultane
ously saving money while enhancing each country’s individual secu
rity. The United States should consider providing intelligence sup
port to both sides to defuse suspicions and crises, helping to correct 
exaggerated fears on either side that may help drive unnecessarily 
destabilizing developments.

Finally, while there are obvious barriers to effective U.S. action in 
helping solve South Asia’s long-standing problems of water, refugee 
flows, and communal tension, the United States can urge the coun
tries of the region, including India, to address these and other issues 
through the South Asian Association of Regional Cooperation 
(SAARC). Over time, SAARC should be encouraged to evolve 
into an institutional counterpart to the Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations (ASEAN), and could serve as a regional fomm for 
the discussion of multilateral security issues. South Asia could bene
fit in this regard from measures comparable to those the Organiza
tion for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) has facili
tated in Europe, including prior notification of military exercises, 
agreements not to pursue exercises near contentious borders, and 
restraint in the area of missile testing.
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tion will act as a brake on the economies of both countries. In order 
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between them in a wide variety of areas-trade, energy and resource 

development, the environment, food and population issues, educa

tion, cultural exchanges, travel freedom, commercial projects, 

~elecommunications, sports, etc. Outsiders should also promote 

informal regional interactions, "Track II" diplomacy, and a "regular

ization" of intercourse at every official level. 

In parallel with these efforts, the United States should concen

trate on promoting escalation control and conflict avoidance mea
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itary discussions, intelligence exchanges, exchanges of delegations 

and other transparency mechanisms, all can foster cooperative indi

vidual and institutional ties that may in turn erode the hostile 

images and suspicions that abound in the relationship, laying the 

groundwork for more substantive cooperation down the road. The 

United States should also offer both countries new verification 

technologies that could help them avoid false alarms and give them 

the confidence to reduce or redeploy their main forces, simultane

ously saving money while enhancing each country's individual secu

rity. The United States should consider providing intelligence sup

port to both sides to defuse suspicions and crises, helping to correct 

exaggerated fears on either side that may help drive unnecessarily 

destabilizing developments. 

Finally, while there are obvious barriers to effective U.S. action in 

helping solve South Asia's long-standing problems of water, refugee 

flows, and communal tension, the United States can urge the coun

tries of the region, including India, to address these and other issues 

through the South Asian Association of Regional Cooperation 

(SMRC). Over time, SAARC should be encouraged to evolve 

into an institutional counterpart to the Association of Southeast 

Asian Nations (ASEAN), and could serve as a regional forum for 

the discussion of multilateral security issues. South Asia could bene

~t in this regard from measures comparable to those the Organiza

non for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) has facili

tated in Europe, including prior notification of military exercises, 

agreements not to pursue exercises near contentious borders, and 

restraint in the area of missile testing. 
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US. Legislation r i l jThe Task Force considered at great length the issue of whether, and
if so how, to modify existing legislation affecting U.S. 
both India and Pakistan. A number of options were examined, rang 
ing from maintaining the status quo to repealing existing I" 
end the Task Force concluded that measured reforms made the most 
sense for now, given U.S. nonproliferation-related i^ms^s ^ the 
region and beySid, recent actions in this realm by both Incha and 
pLtan, the capacity of the president to initiate si^ficant changes 
to U.S. policy under existing law, and the pohtics of Corigress.

There are four major pieces of nonproliferation and foreign assis
tance-related legislation shaping U.S policy in the region: the 
Glenn and Symington Amendments (most recently recodified in 
the Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Act of 1994; see Appendix 2), 
the Pressler Amendment to the International Security and Devel
opment Cooperation Act of 1985 (see Appendix 3), and the Brow 
Aendment to the Foreign Operations Appropriations Act o 1995 
(see Appendix 4). All four amend the Foreign Assistance Act of 
Li. tZ first two apply generally, while the last two focus only on 
Pakistan. We recommend that the executive branch exercise the 
foUest latitude to expand bilateral relations with India and Pakistan 
provided by this legislation, while simultaneously working to mod 
ify the J as necessary to support the Ml range of initiatives

described above.
The Glenn amendment prohibits most assistance to any rau tty

that delivers or receives reprocessing equipment o^^
tance to any nonnuclear state, as defined in the NPT, that tests a 
nuclear device. Waiving the sanctions for testing reqimes a joint res
olution of Congress. Any detonation of a nuclear J
either India or Pakistan would trigger apphcation of the Me 
amendment sanctions, including the termination of most forms ot 
economic assistance, defense sales and services, credit guarantees, 
U S Export-Import Bank support for India, and more.

‘ The Symington amendment forbids most assistance to any coun- 
m, that delivers or receives unsafeguarded nuclear enrichment equip
ment, materials, or technology. The provision for warvrng it
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modified in 1994 and currently requires the president to certify that 
terminating aid “would have a serious adverse effect on vital U.S. 
interests” and that he has “received reliable assurances that the coun
try in question will not acquire or develop nuclear weapons or assist 
other nations in doing so.”

The Pressler amendment prohibits U.S. military and economic 
assistance to Pakistan unless the president certifies annually that 
Pakistan does not possess a nuclear explosive device and that the 
proposed assistance will significantly reduce the chance it will possess 
one in the future. Passed in 1985, it became a major factor shaping 
U.S. policy in 1990, when the Bush administration could no longer 
certify that Pakistan met the standards set out in the legislation. The 
sanctions specified in the act were levied automatically, prohibiting 
future assistance and intermpting transactions that had already been 
signed but not concluded, such as a large sale of F-i6s.

The Brown amendment was designed to lift some of the Pressler 
amendment’s more onerous provisions. It removes the restrictions on 
economic aid, military-to-military contacts, training, and humanitar
ian and civic assistance to Pakistan. It also permits the provision of 
assistance for antiterrorism and antidmg efforts, as well as for peace
keeping purposes—except for lethal military equipment, which can 
be used for peacekeeping purposes but must then be returned. The 
Brown amendment also resolves certain issues relating to arms sales 
signed before the passage of the Pressler amendment. It permits the 
delivery of equipment (other than the F-i6s) that was in the pipeline 
in October 1990. Separate from the Brown amendment, the Clinton 
administration is seeking to resell the 28 F-i6s paid for by Pakistan to 
a third party and transfer the proceeds to Pakistan. The amendment 
does not, however, override the Symington amendment, and full 
resumption of U.S. economic assistance programs were delayed fol
lowing reports in early 1996 that Pakistan had bought ring magnets 
for its nuclear program from China.

Collectively, these pieces of legislation make it extremely difficult 
for the United States to pursue its multiple objectives toward India 
and Pakistan. That said, the executive branch does possess a degree 
of latitude under existing law that could and should be exercised.
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[43]

A New U.S. Policy Toward India and Pakistan 

U.S. Legislation 
The Task Force considered at great length the issue of whether, and 

if so how, to modify existing legislation affecting U.S. relations with 
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modified in 1994 and currently requires the president to certify that 
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economic aid, military-to-military contacts, training, and humanitar
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Unsubsidized, commercial sales of military and dual-use equiprnent 
to both countries are allowed, and the executive branch could be ^ 
more forthcoming with Ucenses. Similarly, other countries are free to | 
sell or otherwise provide military equipment to both countries, and i 
the U.S. government could provide licenses when U.S. components
are needed to make that equipment.

Other options would require changes to existing legislation, most 
notably the Pressler amendment. One course of action would be for 
the executive branch and Congress to agree on what might be 
described as new or follow-on “Brown amendments.” Such legisla
tion could make it possible to provide economic and military a^ssis- 
tance to Pakistan for a defined period of up to several years wth the 
understanding that the waiver could be extended or even made per
manent if Pakistan avoided crossing specified thresholds. Legislation 
of this sort could also permit limited government-to-government 

sales of arms.
Three legislative changes, however, should be instituted as soon as 

possible and unconditionally. (These were in the Brown amendment 
but could not be implemented when Pakistan imported nng ma^ets 
from China.) The first would be to allow military assistance to fund 
education and training programs for the Pakistani military. Regardless 
of what Pakistan may do in the nuclear realm, it is in U.S. interest to 
maintain ties to one of the most powerful institutions in that society. 
Second, economic assistance programs for Pakistan should similarly 
not be tied to nuclear developments. It is difficult to see how fie 
United States benefits from denying help to efforts that 
humanitarian in nature or would contribute to social stability. Third, 
prohibitions against OPIC loans that facilitate U.S. business activity 
in Pakistan should be repealed. Again, such involvement serves both 
countries’ interests regardless of nuclear-related developments.

U.S. Governmental Organization
The present U.S. governmental structure is not well suited to pursu
ing the policies outlined above. The question of how best to rey 
nize bureaucracies in this area, in fact, has a long history. The Miu- 
phy Commission recommended a separate South Asia bureau at fie
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State Department that could concentrate energy and attention on 
the region. The plan faced bureaucratic resistance, but such a bureau 
was created in 1992, largely because of congressional insistence. It was 
given only a small complement of staff, including, for example, only 
one deputy assistant secretary of state. At the Pentagon, the region is 
divided between two commands, with Paltistan in one and India the 
other. At the National Security Coundl and the Central Intelligence 
Agency, South Asia is handled as one of four subregions in the Near 
East and South Asia Directorate. One consequence of the latter 
structure is that South Asian issues are treated intermittently and 
secondarily by the relevant regional bureaus, while attracting con
stant and primary attention from functional experts in nonprolifera
tion. This further distorts the lens through which India and Pakistan 
are perceived, contributing to the dominance of proliferation con
cerns over all others.

Most of the Task Force believes that a uniform organizational 
stmcture across agencies would better serve U.S. interests and that 
the most sensible choice would be to include India and Pakistan in a 
separate South Asia division. With such a stmcture, standing inter
division task forces could and should be used to address the region’s 
ties to areas east and west. Moving to such an organizational stmc
ture across the board would mean that the U.S. military should 
revise its unified command plan and treat both India and Pakistan as 
part of the Pacific Command’s rather than the Central Command’s 
area of responsibility. If this proves impossible, there should be an 
integrated approach to India and Pakistan at senior levels of the 
Defense Department, and the assistant secretary of defense for inter
national security affairs should have a deputy for South Asia. The 
National Security Council staff should have at least one full-time 
person assigned to South Asia.

Bureaucratic arrangements alone, however, cannot substimte for 
the development of a larger body of competent and committed 
individuals with South Asian expertise. Nor can they substitute for 
a basic decision to accord the region a higher priority. In the years 
ahead, both India and Pakistan will require an increasing amount 
of attention from the United States—^whether to help prevent
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State Department that could concentrate energy and attention on 
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stant and primary attention from functional experts in nonprolifera

tion. This further distorts the lens through which India and Pakistan 

are perceived, contributing to the dominance of proliferation con
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the most sensible choice would be to include India and Pakistan in a 
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revise its unified command plan and treat both India and Pakistan as 

part of the Pacific Command's rather than the Central Command's 

area of responsibility. If this proves impossible, there should be an 

integrated approach to India and Pakistan at senior levels of the 

Defense Department, and the assistant secretary of defense for inter

national security affairs should have a deputy for South Asia. The 

National Security Council staff should have at least one full-time 

person assigned to South Asia. 

Bureaucratic arrangements alone, however, cannot substitute for 

the development of a larger body of competent and committed 

individuals with South Asian expertise. Nor can they substitute for 

a basic decision to accord the region a higher priority. In the years 

ahead, both India and Pakistan will require an increasing amount 

of attention from the United States-whether to help prevent 



tragedies, to help promote opportunities, or both. The time has 
coL for the United States, not just the executive branch, to accept 

South Asian realities and potential and
new poUcy. Maintaining the current approach will hmit U.S. mflu 
ence and jeopardize U.S. interests with two increasingly important 
countries in an increasingly critical part of the world.
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ADDITIONAL AND DISSENTING VIEWS

Additional Views
Discussion among Task Force members revealed few indications that 
Congress is willing to modify existing law because of deep skepti
cism that any administration will achieve realistic nonproliferation 
objectives without congressional pressure. Thus, a more productive 
strategy to achieve the fundamental goals of the Task Force report 
would be for the executive branch to use its existing flexibility under 
the Nuclear Suppliers Group, 10 CFR 810, and the existing budget 
and policy authority of the secretary of energy, secretary of state, 
director of Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and director of 
United States Information Service. These means can produce tangi
ble incentives for India and Pakistan to test the proposition that U.S. 
cooperation can overcome the complex domestic political pressures 
in both India and Pakistan to move further down the nuclear 
weapons path. Only if real progress can be achieved using engage
ment and quiet diplomacy, and the administration is willing to pro
vide Congress with details in a timely fashion in executive session, 
will it be productive to start consultations to amend current law. This 
process will require significant staff resources and will become a very 
public debate in the United States as well as in the region.

Thomas W. Graham 
George Perkovich 
Shirin R. Tahir-Kheli

Much in this report reflects both a timely and genuine desire to find 
new policy avenues for the solution of real regional problems and a 
search for methods that might elicit closer bilateral cooperation with 
both India and Pakistan. The report rightly reflects the common 
desire of U.S. specialists on South Asia to see Washington give higher 
priority to the region. It also reflects changing conditions in the 
post-Cold War environment, a hope that economic liberalization in
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the subcontinent wijl pay off, an empathy «th the enormous social 
and poUtical chaUenges both countries face, and a concern that the 
long, paralyzing quarrel between them be transformed mutual 
cooperation, accelerated growth, and genuine prosperity The report 
shows a longing to dehise the frictions over Indias and Pakisms 
nuclear and missile programs, which inescapably colhde wth U.b. 
laws as well as with international arms control and nonproliferation 
imperatives, on the valid premise that progress in other channels ot 
cooperation holds important keys to the fliture. The report is truly nch

in aspiration. , .,i i j
Yet there are strands in this report that can and will 

ous ways, and some that are prone to being misconstmed. The fol
lowing gloss on two or three issues is offered in the spirit that it 
might help vrith some perspectives that are considered less exten- 
sivdy in the report than others. One concerns the prescnptive treat
ment of proUferation, another the craving for a strategic quahty to 
important bilateral relationships, and the last the interdependence of 

power and responsibility.
On nuclear and missile proliferation, the report shows a consen

sus that positive incentives (and the velvet glove) Wd be more 
likely than new sanctions at this stage to encourage India and Pak
istan to show restraint—the metaphor of staying on a plateau--as 
opposed to giving way to provocative acts and an outright nuclear 
and missile arms race. No one can doubt that restraint is a good 
thing. Unclear, though, is what the plateau consists of, how everyone 
knows that both sides are respecting it, and what recourse there will 
be if they do not. Ascribing legitimacy to the embryomc status ot 
India and Pakistan as nuclear weapons states, a suggested new policy 
category, was not the general view, nor would most subscnbe to ask
ing international partners to retract Nuclear Suppliers Group and 
Missile Technology Control Regime guidelines as positive nonpro
liferation incentives. It is hard to see how dismantling the regimes 
could serve the interests of nonproUferation.

As this report was being drafted, the final Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty negotiations produced some startUng results, nota y 
India’s reversal on signing the treaty. India abdicated its 1994 sponsor
ship of the treaty a year later but then in mid-1996 came out in full
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Additional and Dissenting Views

opposition. In the real world, if not in the report, this development 
win give considerable pause. For the contents of this report, it also 
raises serious questions about whether the plateau policy has not 
already been overtaken by events. Another development late in the 
game may have a similar effect. Press reports that China may be sup
plying Pakistan with missile production facilities, which seems likely 
to trigger U.S. sanctions law, make it hard to see how positive incen
tives could work on that side of the equation either. It is difficult to 
take the friction out of nonproliferation policy on one side without 
taking proliferation out on the other.

Aspiring to a strategic quality in the relationship with India is an 
earmark of this report and an understandable rhetorical device for 
elevating a perennially neglected South Asia policy in Washington. 
Its post-Cold War meaning is also more than a little obscure. But 
whatever it means, can it take root if it is not wanted equally in India? 
It may be presumptuous to take this for granted. No doubt India 
desires an open relationship with the United States, but it has no 
track record of seeking a strategic alliance with Washington. It would 
not be a reasonable inference, either, to interpret the Task Force’s 
consensus as calling for the building of a strategic relationship with 
India to support India as a nuclear counterweight in a post-Cold 
War system of containment of China. In fact, that said, it is not clear 
what proffering a strategic relationship would bring in return.

Finally, the report places considerable emphasis on India as an 
emerging great power as part of the report’s rationale for a relationship 
with a strategic quality. It is both inevitable and to be welcomed that 
India’s influence will rise if its economic liberalization continues and its 
trade momentum comes to resemble that of the tiger economies of 
East and Southeast Asia. But the question the report largely begs is: 
What responsibility flows from India’s emergence as a great power? Of 
course, the answer in the first instance would be India’s, but if the U.S. 
intent is to develop a closer and broader relationship with India, the 
United States is entitled to know what that emergence would bring 
and ought to have a formed view of what that responsibility should be. 
Among others, India’s neighbors would have a very strong interest in 
the answer to this question. One strand in the report that is germane 
here is the observation that Indo-Pakistan relations are among the
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and ought to have a_ \orm~ view of what that responsibility should be. 

Among others, ~ndias ~e1ghbors would have a very strong interest in 

the ~swer to this q~estton. One strand in the report that is germane 

here ts the observation that Indo-Pakistan relations are among the 



world’s rrrost undeveloped. There is no ideological ^ ^eat
power normally has many ways to develop wm-wm relations. Bu 
L the only responsibihty that matters to the rest Jones

It is singularly difficult to develop poUcy recommendations that can 
promotfTegional, and thereby global, security in South Asia whde ^ 
the same time not precipitating counterproductwe reactions fro 
New Delhi and/or Islamabad. The leaders of ^ Task Force deserve 
commendation for managing an open, thoughtfiil process of recon- 
cZg divergent views. I endorse the bulk of ffie report^ recommen- 
datiL, mindM of the many controversies

However, in addition to the comment in which I join Thom 
Graham and Shirin Tahir-Kheli, I would like to note three other

qualifications to the report’s recommendations
^ First I believe that the United States should be highly reluctai^o 
provide’military sales to Pakistan under current ciraimstances. The 
Latest threat to Pakistani security today is internal, not ^^md I 
Sems from the corruption and thorough-going cynicism of Pahstans 
XgLte and its unwillingness to reform the basic institutions ^ 
rUcies governing the political economy. Unless arid untd P^stani 
Lders repair the internal apparatus of the state and rebuild the con 
fidence of society (and the military), there is little reasori to beheve 
ffie provision ofidvanced U.S. weaponry will fundamentally improw 
Lkistan’s circumstances or U.S. interests. Th. United States sho^d 

do everything it can to maintain positive relations “
with thTpakistani military, in particular, but it should not delu e 
itsefr that advanced weaponry can contribute significantly to solving 
Msmn’s problems and serving the U.S. interests associated wth 
them. Thus, whether or not legislative prohibitions on transfers o 
military equipment are removed, U.S. poUcy should not entd such

^ Sney Jones's
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for regional and global security as an emerging great power. India’s 
recent debate on nuclear policy failed to address fundamental ques
tions regarding how ffie nation is prepared to contribute to solving 
regional and global security problems. This will require a less solip- 
sistic and narcissistic approach to international relations and cooper
ative security than India displayed in ffie Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty debate, just as the Task Force has recommended a more 
other-regarding policy for ffie United States.

Third, I believe, in rough parallel with Paul Kreisberg, that ffie 
U.S. government should not become actively involved in efforts to 
resolve ffie Kashmir dispute. History and current dynamics provide 
no reason to think that U.S. involvement would improve the 
prospects for resolving ffie dispute or deepening relations with both 
Pakistan and India.

George Perkovich

It appears that ffie Clinton administration has already embarked on 
the cautious departure we recommend for U.S. nonproliferation pol
icy in South Asia. Shipments of military equipment to Pakistan are 
continuing under a narrow exception to the Pressler amendment, 
while military-to-military contacts with India have begun. The 
administration has publicly declared that ffie opening to Islamabad 
can continue only if there are no significant adverse changes in Pak
istan’s nuclear and missile programs, and the same rules implicitly 
guide ffie U.S. opening to New Delhi. Existing U.S. sanctions laws 
ensure, moreover, that not only would Washington end these and 
other incentives in the event of a major act of proliferation but also 
that the United States would impose significant penalties—an 
approach that helped deter India in late 1995 from conducting ffie 
nuclear test it was apparently planning.

The dual incentives-sanctions strategy has proven its worth 
recently in North Korea and Ukraine and may do so in South Asia. 
Unfortunately, developments in South Asia over ffie past year raise 
questions as to whether ffie time has not arrived to withdraw incen
tives and begin applying additional sanctions. In brief, if press 
reports quoting U.S. intelligence documents are accurate, Pakistan 
is currently completing its first plutonium-production reactor, fin
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world's most undeveloped. There is no ideological divide. A great 

power normally has many ways to develop win-win relations. But is 

that the only responsibility that matters to the rest of the world? 
Rodney W Jones 

It is singularly difficult to develop policy recommendations that can 

promote regional, and thereby global, security in ~outh As~a while at 

the same time not precipitating counterproduct1ve reactions from 

New Delhi and/or Islamabad. The leaders of this Task Force deserve 

commendation for managing an open, thoughtful process of recon

ciling divergent views. I endorse the bulk of the report's recommen

dations, mindful of the many controversies lurking within them. 

However, in addition to the comment in which I join Thomas 

Graham and ·Shirin Tahir-Kheli, I would like to note three other 

qualifications to the report's recommendations. . 

First, I believe that the United States should be highly reluctant to 

provide military sales to Pakistan under current circumstances. The 

greatest threat to Pakistani security today i~ intern~'. not exten:ial. ~t 

stems from the corruption and thorough-going cyruasm of Pakistans 

ruling elite and its unwillingness to reform the basic insti~tion~ an~ 

policies governing the political economy. Unless and un~ Pakistaru 

leaders repair the internal apparatus of the state and rebuild the ~on

fidence of society (and the military), there is little reason to believe 

the provision of advanced U.S. weaponry will fundamentally improve 

Pakistan's circumstances or U.S. interests. The United States should 

do everything it can to maintain positive relations with Pakistan and 

with the Pakistani military, in particular, but it should not delude 

itself that advanced weaponry can contribute significantly to solving 

Pakistan's problems and serving the U.S. interests associated with 

them. Thus, whether or not legislative prohibitions on transfers of 

military equipment are removed, U.S. policy should not entail such 

transfers under current circumstances. Rather, economic and human

itarian assistance and the promotion of American investment should 

be the priorities of U.S. policy toward Pakistan. 

Second, I agree with Rodney Jones's "Additional View'' that th; 

United States and India need to engage now to explore each others 

assumptions about the responsibilities India is prepared to assume 
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for regional and global security as an emerging great power. India's 
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Third, I believe, in rough parallel with Paul Kreisberg, that the 

U.S. government should not become actively involved in efforts to 

resolve the Kash~ dispute. Hi~tory and current dynamics provide 

no reason to thmk that U.S. involvement would improve the 

prospects for resolving the dispute or deepening relations with both 
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It appe~ that the Clinton administration has already embarked on 

~e _caut:J.ous de~artur~ we recomme.n_d for U.S. nonproliferation pol

icy ~ S?uth Asia. Shipments of military equipment to Pakistan are 

cont:mwng under a narrow exception to the Pressler amendment 

whil_e _mili~ary-to-military contacts with India have begun. Th~ 

admirus~at:J.on has_ publicly declared that the opening to Islamabad 

~an continue only if there are no significant adverse changes in Pak-

1st~n's nuclear and ~ssile programs, and the same rules implicitly 

gwde the U.S. opening to New Delhi. Existing U.S. sanctions laws 

ensur~, mor~ove:, that not only would Washington end these and 

other incent:Ives in the event of a major act of proliferation but also 

that the United States would impose significant penalties-an 

approach th_at helped deter India in late 1995 from conducting the 

nuclear test it was apparently planning. 

The ?ual incentives-sanctions strategy has proven its worth 

recently m North Korea and Ukraine and may do so in South Asia. 

Unfo~nately, developments in South Asia over the past year raise 

quest:Ions as to whether the time has not arrived to withdraw incen

tives and b:gin applying _additional sanctions. In brief, if press 

reports quot:Ing U.S. intelligence documents are accurate Pakistan 

is currently completing its first plutonium-production re~ctor, fin-
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ishing a plant to extract plutonium from the reactor’s fuel, expand
ing its capacity to produce weapons-grade uraniurn, working to 
master new nuclear weapons designs (probably including that for a 
missile warhead), and building a ballistic missile factory. China is 
said to be assisting with every one of these projects-^nd testimony 
by CIA Director John Deutch in late May 1996 indicated that this 
aid continued even after China’s May 10,1996, pledge to cease assis
tance to nuclear installations, such as those just noted, that are not 
covered by International Atomic Energy Agency inspections, for- 
tunately, Pakistan has not yet crossed any major new proliferation 
thresholds, and China may yet abide by its May 10 pledge of 
restraint and its earlier commitments to implement the standards ot , 
the Missile Technology Control Regime. As for India, its nuclear 
test preparations and its obstruction of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty at the Conference on Disarmament are no less troubhng. 
Moreover, it too is expanding its nuclear weapons and missUe deliv- 

ery capabilities.
Is this the moment for the United States to impose new sane- j 

tions, offer new incentives, or maintain its current cautious openings i 
to both countries? This critical decision must depend on the facts on 
the ground. Unfortunately, a number of Task Force members are 
privy to classified information on this subject that others lack. At 
least one “insider” has implied that new proliferation shocks in South ^ 

Asia may be in the offing.
Given this background, our watchword must be caution: ihe 

administration should hold new incentives and sanctions in 
abeyance for the moment, while remaining ready to expand the for
mer only if India and Pakistan demonstrate frirther restraint-and 
to impose the latter in response to new proliferation setbacks.

The Task Force report explicitly accepts this approach in what 1 
consider to be its key operative sections. Unfortunately, elsewhere the 
text speaks with excessive enthusiasm about major departures in U.b. 
relations with India and Pakistan, as though we were recommending
these be implemented immediately. riTC

I also cannot support the report’s neuralgic denunaations of U.b. 
nonproUferation sanctions laws as unduly rigid. These have proven a 
valuable tool of U.S. nonproUferation poUcy m the past, and the
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report itself acknowledges that they provide considerably more flexi
bility than might at first appear to be the case.

I also see no virtue in suggesting that India and Pakistan be 
accorded a special status, however tacitly, in the hierarchy of nuclear 
and nonnuclear states.

Finally, in the event that circumstances permit the United States 
to extend additional incentives to India and Pakistan, assistance to 
the two states’ nuclear and space launch programs should be at the 
bottom of the U.S. incentives Ust, many, many other options, from 
increasing textile quotas to providing assistance for “least-cost” 
energy initiatives, should be pursued first.

Leonard S. Spector

Additional and Dissenting Views

Dissenting Views
The recommendation that the United States should resume arms sales 
to Pakistan cannot be justified and its implementation would direefiy 
conflict with the central recommendations of the report.

If adopted, this recommendation will undermine congressional 
legislation to deter nuclear proUferation. Paradoxically, it will also 
make it virtually impossible to accompUsh the basic goals endorsed 
by the Task Force, which are to restore close working relations with 
Pakistan while developing a closer strategic partnership with India.

Congress in 1995 passed the Brown amendment for the express 
purpose of permitting the United States to restore normal relations 
with Pakistan without sacrificing its commitment to nuclear non
proUferation abroad. The Brown amendment modified the Pressler 
amendment of 1985, which banned all assistance to Pakistan if the 
president was unable to certify that Pakistan did not possess a 
nuclear explosive device. The inabUity of the president to provide 
such a certification, starting in 1990, reflects Pakistans continuing 
nuclear weapons program. Nevertheless, the Brown amendment, in 
an effort to improve U.S.-Pakistan ties permitted the resumption of 
virtuaUy aU aspects of normal relations between the two countries, 
including economic assistance, miUtary-to-miUtary contact and 
training, humanitarian and civic assistance projects, peacekeeping 
and multilateral operations, cooperation on narcotics control, and 
antiterrorism activities.
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ishing a plant to extract plutonium from the reactor's fuel, expand

ing its capacity to produce weapons-grade uranium, working to 

master new nuclear weapons designs (probably including that for a 

missile warhead), and building a ballistic missile factory. China is 

said to be assisting with every one of these projects--and testimony 

by CIA Director John Deutch in late May 1996 indicated that this 

aid continued even after China's May 10, 1996, pledge to cease assis

tancr to nuclear installations, such as those just noted, that are not 

covered by International Atomic Energy Agency inspections. For

tunately, Pakistan has not yet crossed any major new proliferation 

thresholds, and China may yet abide by its May 10 pledge of 

restraint and its earlier commitments to implement the standards of 

the Missile Technology Control Regime. As for India, its nuclear 

test preparations and its obstruction of the Comprehensive Test Ban 

Treaty at the Conference on Disarmament are no less troubling. 

Moreover, it too is expanding its nuclear weapons and missile deliv

ery capabilities. 
Is this the moment for the United States to impose new sanc-

tions, offer new incentives, or maintain its current cautious openings 

to both countries? This critical decision must depend on the facts on 

the ground. Unfortunately, a number of Task Force members are 

privy to classified information on this subject that others lack. At 

least one "insider" has implied that new proliferation shocks in South 

Asia may be in the offing. 
Given this background, our watchword must be caution: The 

administration should hold new incentives and sanctions in 

abeyance for the moment, while remaining ready to expand the for

mer only if India and Pakistan demonstrate further restraint-and 

to impose the latter in response to new proliferation setbacks. 

The Task Force report explicitly accepts this approach in what I 

consider to be its key operative sections. Unfortunately, elsewhere the 

text speaks with excessive enthusiasm about major departures in U.S. 
relations with India and Pakistan, as though we were recommending 

these be implemented immediately. 
I also cannot support the report's neuralgic denunciations of U.S. 

nonproliferation sanctions laws as unduly rigid. These have proven a 

valuable tool of U.S. nonproliferation policy in the past, and the 
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report itself acknowledges that they provide considerably more flexi

bility than might at first appear to be the case. 

I also see no virtue in suggesting that India and Pakistan be 

accorded a special status, however tacitly, in the hierarchy of nuclear 

and nonnuclear states. 
Finally, in the event that circumstances permit the United States 

to extend additional incentives to India and Pakistan, assistance to 

the two states' nuclear and space launch programs should be at the 

bottom of the U.S. incentives list; many, many other options, from 

increasing textile quotas to providing assistance for "least-cost" 

energy initiatives, should be pursued first. 
Leonard S. Spector 

Dissenting Views 

The recommendation that the United States should resume arms sales 

to Pakistan cannot be justified and its implementation would directly 

conflict with the central recommendations of the report. 

If adopted, this recommendation will undermine congressional 

legislation to deter nuclear proliferation. Paradoxically, it will also 

make it virtually impossible to accomplish the basic goals endorsed 

by the Task Force, which are to restore close working relations with 

Pakistan while developing a closer strategic partnership with India. 

Congress in 1995 passed the Brown amendment for the express 

purpose of permitting the United States to restore normal relations 

with Pakistan without sacrificing its commitment to nuclear non

proliferation abroad. The Brown amendment modified the Pressler 

amendment of 1985, which banned all assistance to Pakistan if the 

president was unable to certify that Pakistan did not possess a 

nuclear explosive device. The inability of the president to provide 

such a certification, starting in 1990, reflects Pakistan's continuing 

nuclear weapons program. Nevertheless, the Brown amendment, in 

an effort to improve U.S.-Pakistan ties permitted the resumption of 

virtually all aspects of normal relations between the two countries, 

including economic assistance, military-to-military contact and 

training, humanitarian and civic assistance projects, peacekeeping 

and multilateral operations, cooperation on narcotics control, and 

antiterrorism activities. 



The argument is now being made that the Brown amendment is 
insufficient to improve U.S.-Pakistan relations on two grounds. 
First, it cannot be implemented because it does not ovenride the ear
lier Symington amendment, which banned economic aid as well as 
military ^d to all countries engaged in the illegal import or e^ort o 
materials and equipment required to make nuclear weapons. Second, 
“normal” U.S.-Pakistan relations cannot, according to the formula
tion in this report, be complete without resuming “limited conven

tional arms sales.”
Neither of these arguments can withstand scrutiny, first, the pro

visions of the Brown amendment have not so far been implemented 
because recent intelligence reports have documented that Pakistan 
continues to illegally import components for its nuclear weapons pro
gram, specifically ring magnets from China; and these ^e in addition 
to the complete M-u missile systems also supplied by China in 1992. 
Indeed, in 1979, after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, when Con
gress burned all assistance to Pakistan under the Symington amend
ment, a waiver was granted to Pakistan, and it was this wawer that 
was removed by the Pressler amendment. The fact that Pakistan 
refuses to stop illegally importing components for its nuclear weapons 
program is the reason for keeping the Brown amendment on hold 
Removing this obstacle to resumption of “normal” relations, through 
“new or follow-on ‘Brown amendments’” allowing extended waivers 
or even permanent waivers to provide military assistance to PaMstan,
would make what is presently illegal entirely normal.

Second, one does not have to quarrel -with the general pnnciple 
that arms sales are a legitimate tool of American foreign poHcy to 
realize that in the case ofU.S. arms suppUes to Pakistan history and 
national interest both dictate that the United States should forgo 
this right. The military assistance relationship between the United 
States and Pakistan was first begun in 1954 at the height of the Cold 
War. Intended to be limited in scale, it ultimately amounted to ho 
billion by 1989 and included the most advanced U.S. converitional 
military equipment. There is no reason to believe that Pakistan 
aspires to an>^ng less than this magnitude and qu^ty of equip
ment, since its main focus is still on preventing India from establish
ing its natural superiority as the dominant military power in the
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region. Indeed, it is possible that, as in the past, American equip
ment win be used to help arm Kashmiri insurgents and further esca
late the conflict in the region.

The report is itself ambivalent about the rationale for supplying 
conventional military equipment to Pakistan at this time. It recog
nizes that the executive branch possesses latitude under existing law 
to allow unsubsidized commercial sales of military and dual-use 
equipment to both Pakistan and India. What is new in proposing 
waivers of the Brown amendment is legislation to permit limited 
government-to-govemment sales of arms to Pakistan, presumably on 
other than commercial terms. The reasons given to justify such a step 
are, first, to forestall other potentially unwelcome Pakistani military 
relationships and, second, to diminish Pakistan’s incentives to fall 
back on nuclear weapons. Such vague goals are uncomfortably remi
niscent of the 1954 military assistance agreement between Pakistan 
and the United States, and they could not be achieved without mas
sive, rather than modest, military sales to Pakistan. It is also stretch
ing credulity to assert that military sales of conventional equipment 
would cause Pakistan to draw back from its nuclear weapons pro
gram, since the greatest advances by Pakistan toward nuclear capa
bility were made during the period of the largest U.S. arms sales, 
during the 1980s.

Possibly the most puzzling part of these recommendations is that 
they are combined with the stated goal of cultivating India as a 
potential strategic partner. The report recognizes that India is 
emerging as a tme global partner across the board, while speculating 
that Pakistan may be a potential failed state. This is not the place to 
repeat the reasons for the U.S.-India estrangement over the last 40 
years, but perhaps it will be sufficient to say that the beginmng of 
this distrust dated from the 1954 U.S.-Pakistan military assistance 
agreement; resumption of military assistance to Pakistan without 
even the justification of the Cold War, at a time when India is assert
ing its claim to major power status, could be easily interpreted as 
hostility by the United States to India’s new role.

Even worse, such recommendations are likely to harden India’s 
view, forcefully stated in its opposition to the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty, that the entire effort of the United States to establish
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The argument is now being made that the Brown amendment is 

insufficient to improve U.S.-Pakistan relations on two grounds. 

First, it cannot be implemented because it does not override the ear

lier Symington amendment, which banned economic aid as well as 

military aid to all countries engaged in the illegal import or export of 

materials and equipment required to make nuclear weapons. Second, 

"normal" U.S.-Pakistan relations cannot, according to the formula

tion in this report, be complete without resuming "limited conven-

tional arms sales." 
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region. Indeed, it is possible that, as in the past, American equip

ment will be used to help arm Kashmiri insurgents and further esca

late the conflict in the region. 
The report is itself ambivalent about the rationale for supplying 

conventional military equipment to Pakistan at this time. It recog

nizes that the executive branch possesses latitude under existing law 
to allow unsubsidized commercial sales of military and dual-use 

equipment to both Pakistan and India. What is new in proposing 

waivers of the Brown amendment is legislation to permit limited 

government-to-government sales of arms to Pakistan, presumably on 

other than commercial terms. The reasons given to justify such a step 

are, first, to forestall other potentially unwelcome Pakistani military 

relationships and, second, to diminish Pakistan's incentives to fall 

back on nuclear weapons. Such vague goals are uncomfortably remi

niscent of the 1954 military assistance agreement between Pakistan 

and the United States, and they could not be achieved without mas

sive, rather than modest, military sales to Pakistan. It is also stretch

ing credulity to assert that military sales of conventional equipment 

would cause Pakistan to draw back from its nuclear weapons pro

gram, since the greatest advances by Pakistan toward nuclear capa

bility were made during the period of the largest U.S. arms sales, 

during the 1980s. 
Possibly the most puzzling part of these recommendations is that 

they are combined with the stated goal of cultivating India as a 

potential strategic partner. The report recognizes that India is 

emerging as a true global partner across the board, while speculating 

that Pakistan may be a potential failed state. This is not the place to 

repeat the reasons for the U.S.-India estrangement over the last 40 

years, but perhaps it will be sufficient to say that the beginning of 

this distrust dated from the 1954 U.S.-Pakistan military assistance 

agreement; resumption of military assistance to Pakistan without 

even the justification of the Cold War, at a time when India is assert

ing its claim to major power status, could be easily interpreted as 

hostility by the United States to India's new role. 
Even worse, such recommendations are likely to harden India's 

view, forcefully stated in its opposition to the Comprehensive Test 

Ban Treaty, that the entire effort of the United States to establish 
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universal nonproliferation regimes that indefinitely perpetuate the 
inequality between the nuclear weapons states, including China, and 
nonnuclear weapons states, including India, is designed to relegate 
India to second-class status. It is a matter of urpnt concern that this 
report, which appears to acquiesce in Pakistan s clandestine acquisi 
tion (with Chinas reported assistance) of nuclear and ballistic mis
siles technology, may provide the clinching argument needed by the i 
advocates of testing in India to exercise openly the nuclear option.

Francine R. Frankel 
Sumit Ganguly 
Selig S. Harrison 
Stephen Solarz •
RajuG.C. Thomas

I support the central themes of the report calling for greater Ameri
can recognition of the growing importance of India. However, I 
strongly dissent from its policy recommendations relating to nuclear 

and missile issues.
While properly urging that the United States shift from a policy of 

nuclear rollback in South Asia to a poUcy of nuclear restraint, these 
recommendations ignore the critical dimension of global nuclear arms 
control. In particular, they ignore the failure of the United States to 
link its efforts to promote nuclear restraint in South Asia vwth parallel 
efforts to promote the reduction and eventual elimination of the 
nuclear arsenals of the existing nuclear powers. Without this linkage, 
nuclear restraint in South Asia cannot be achieved, and the proposed 
use of incentives, together with the implicit threat of sanctions, vill 
only serve to exacerbate Indo-U.S. tensions.

The United States is not making even a token effort to promote 
fiirther reductions in U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons beyond 
START n levels and has not made even a rhetorical commitment to 
pursue progressive and balanced reductions in nuclear weaponry by the 
existing nuclear powers. In effect, the United States is committed to a 
frozen international power structure dominated by five countries 
claiming the right to a perpetual nuclear monopoly. Inia, with its 
aspiration to great power status second to none, is umted in its refiisd 
to accept or ratify such an inequitable global power structure. In condi
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tioning its support for a comprehensive test ban on a time-bound 
pledge by existing nuclear weapon states to phase out their nuclear 
stockpiles, India was acting in accordance with the spirit and letter of 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. Article Six of the NPT commits 
the nuclear weapon states to move cooperatively to reduce their 
nuclear arsenals in return for the commitment of the nonnuclear states 
to remain nonnuclear.

Unless the United States is ready to initiate a credible process of 
movement toward a nonnuclear world, however gradual, hard-line 
nationalists opposed to nuclear disarmament will prevail in Moscow. 
China wiU then seek to catch up with U.S. and Russian nuclear 
capabilities, and India, faced with growing Chinese nuclear strength, 
will feel increasingly compelled to deploy its Agni intermediate-range 
missiles with nuclear warheads. This in turn wiU intensify Pakistan’s 
determination to enhance its own missile capabilities.

If, as the report correctly observes, the deployment of missiles 
with nuclear warheads by India or Pakistan would be profoundly 
destabUizing, the only realistic way to head off this danger is for the 
United States to take the lead in a global process of nuclear arms 
reductions with the declared goal of eliminating nuclear weapons 
altogether within a period of 20 to 30 years in paraUel with nonpro
liferation efforts. In the final analysis, global and regional nuclear 
arms control are inseparable.

Selig S. Harrison

I support the basic views expressed in the Task Force Report with 
two cautions.

First, the United States should not become reengaged in efforts 
to resolve the Kashmir dispute. Organization of an international 
“contact group” focused on easing tensions, friction, and establish
ment of political normalcy in Jammu and Kashmir would be unwise.

The United States has long made clear to both countries its wUl- 
ingness to be helpful in seeking a resolution of tensions on the Kash
mir issue and in providing technology to assist in monitoring any 
confidence-building measures. Japan, Germany, the United King
dom, and other countries have also repeatedly made clear their wiU- 
ingness to be helpful in any dispute settlement regime.
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universal nonproliferation regimes that indefinitely perpetuate the 
inequality between the nuclear weapons states, including China, and 
nonnuclear weapons states, including India, is designed to relegate 
India to second-class status. It is a matter of urgent concern that this 
report, which appears to acquiesce in Pakistan's clandestine acquisi
tion (with China's reported assistance) of nuclear and ballistic mis

siles technology, may provide the clinching argument needed by the 

advocates of testing in India to exercise openly the nuclear option. 
Francine R. Frankel 
Sumit Ganguly 
Selig S. Harrison 
Stephen Solarz 
Raju G. C. Thomas 

I support the central themes of the report calling for greater Ameri
can recognition of the growing importance of India. However, I 
strongly dissent from its policy recommendations relating to nuclear 

and missile issues. 
While properly urging that the United States shift from a policy of 

nuclear rollback in South Asia to a policy of nuclear restraint, these 
recommendations ignore the critical dimension of global nuclear arms 
control. In particular, they ignore the failure of the United States to 

link its efforts to promote nuclear restraint in South Asia with parallel 
efforts to promote the reduction and eventual elimination of the 

nuclear arsenals of the existing nuclear powers. Without this linkage, 
nuclear restraint in South Asia cannot be achieved, and the proposed 

use of incentives, together with the implicit threat of sanctions, will 
only serve to exacerbate Indo-U.S. tensions. 

The United States is not making even a token effort to promote 

further reductions in U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons beyond 
START II levels and has not made even a rhetorical commitment to 

pursue progressive and balanced reductions in nuclear weaponry by the 
existing nuclear powers. In effect, the United States is committed to a 
frozen international power structure dominated by five countries 

claiming the right to a perpetual nuclear monopoly. India, with its 
aspiration to great power status second to none, is united in its refus~ 
to accept or ratify such an inequitable global power structure. In condi-
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tioning its support for a comprehensive test ban on a time-bound 
pledge by existing nuclear weapon states to phase out their nuclear 
stockpiles, India was acting in accordance with the spirit and letter of 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. Article Six of the NPT commits 
the nuclear weapon states to move cooperatively to reduce their 
nuclear arsenals in return for the commitment of the nonnuclear states 
to remain nonnuclear. 

Unless the United States is ready to initiate a credible process of 

movement toward a nonnuclear world, however gradual, hard-line 
nationalists opposed to nuclear disarmament will prevail in Moscow. 
China will then seek to catch up with U.S. and Russian nuclear 

capabilities, and India, faced with growing Chinese nuclear strength, 
will feel increasingly compelled to deploy its Agni intermediate-range 
missiles with nuclear warheads. This in tum will intensify Pakistan's 

determination to enhance its own missile capabilities. 
If, as the report correctly observes, the deployment of missiles 

with nuclear warheads by India or Pakistan would be profoundly 
destabilizing, the only realistic way to head off this danger is for the 
United States to take the lead in a global process of nuclear arms 

reductions with the declared goal of eliminating nuclear weapons 
altogether within a period of 20 to 30 years in parallel with nonpro
liferation efforts. In the final analysis, global and regional nuclear 
arms control are inseparable. 

Selig S. Harrison 

I support the basic views expressed in the Task Force Report with 
two cautions. 

First, the United States should not become reengaged in efforts 
to resolve the Kashmir dispute. Organization of an international 
"contact group" focused on easing tensions, friction, and establish

ment of political normalcy in J arnmu and Kashmir would be unwise. 
The United States has long made clear to both countries its will

ingness to be helpful in seeking a resolution of tensions on the Kash
mir issue and in providing technology to assist in monitoring any 
confidence-building measures. Japan, Germany, the United King
dom, and other countries have also repeatedly made clear their will
ingness to be helpful in any dispute settlement regime. 
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national strategy. At the very least, the greater legislative flexibility 
for executive policymakers recommended in the Task Force report is 
a wise and needed step.

Paul H. Kreisberg

Plaudits are due to all those who have contributed so diligently to the 
Council’s Task Force on South Asia, and especially to the Task Force’s 
chairman, Richard Haass, and director, Gideon Rose. This report 
reflects the best efforts of the Task Force to balance the need for 
improved U.S. relations with both India and Pakistan, while seeking a 
more stable plateau against nuclear dangers on the subcontinent.

This balancing act has never been easy, and it has become far 
more difficult as the Task Force’s deliberations have proceeded. 
Recent developments, particularly India’s blocking action against the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and reports of a new missile pro
duction facility in Pakistan, constructed with significant Chinese 
assistance, are most distressing. More bad news from the region 
could follow and would not be terribly surprising.

Under these circumstances, many initiatives contained in this 
report could further exacerbate tensions rather than alleviate them. 
For example, I believe that the report’s recommendations regarding 
further arms and dual-use technology transfers to the region are 
unwise at this time. In my view, the Task Force’s recommendations 
ought to be viewed in India and Pakistan as possible avenues of 
greater cooperation with the United States that might follow—not 
precede—sensible efforts at reconciliation, including the firm estab
lishment of a stable plateau against nuclear dangers. I strongly urge 
India and Pakistan to reconsider the dangerous course they are cur
rently pursuing. If they could agree to a more stable bilateral relation
ship, one that includes ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty and nondeployment of tension-generating, nuclear capable 
missiles, key figures in the U.S. executive and legislative branches 
might endorse, or at least accept, some of the more sensitive initiatives 
included in this report. It is simply not possible to do so under current 
circumstances.

Michael Krepon
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The Council on Foreign Relations Task Force on South Asia is to be 
commended for taking a fresh look at the thorny issues that plague 
relations between India and Pakistan and today make this region 
more susceptible than any other to a horrible nuclear conflict. We are 
in complete agreement with the Task Force report s general premises 
that India and Pakistan deserve upgraded priority in U.S. foreign 
policy and that this policy should be given a more broadly conceived 
agenda than in the past. We concur with a substantial number of the ^ 
report s specific recommendations, including its call for repeal of the 
Pressler nonproliferation amendment’s strait] acket on pursuing most 
other elements of a constructive relationship with Pakistan and for ; 
removal of restrictions on fimited conventional arms sales to the 
region. But the report’s two supposedly “innovative” core propos
als—one that would set aside important goals of nuclear nonproUfer- 
ation policy and even the principles of the international nonprolifer
ation regime, and the other that would proffer strategic partnership 
to India—seem to us not only to be misguided but almost bound to i

make matters worse. ;
On nonproliferation, the report urges Washington to redefine its j 

nuclear policy in the region, to drop its principal efforts to persuade 
India and Pakistan to become full-fledged members of the nuclear 
nonproliferation regime, and essentially to acquiesce in the two 
countries’ achievement of nuclear weapons capabilities, asking only , 
that their nuclear capabilities be capped at their present levels (short 
of testing, deployment, or export). Tlus hoped-for cap is then trans
lated, in an astonishing leap of faith, into a more stable plateau. 
The report even endorses something akin to making India and Pak- ; 
istan “associate members” of the exclusive nuclear club. The report > 
justifies its nuclear permissiveness by adopting a set of inducements, 
like the sale of heretofore embargoed dual-use technologies to India.

The report’s criticisms of past legislative efforts to bind nonprolif- 
eration policy toward this region are to a certain extent warranted: I 
the Pressler amendment, in particular, inflicted very heavy damage 
on U.S. relations with Pakistan, which was singled out in the legisla
tion, without weaning Pakistan in any permanent way from its 
nuclear weapons program. Unfortunately, the report goes well . 
beyond the Pressler amendment to recommend a weakening of vir
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tually all congressionaUy mandated nuclear-related sanctions. Even 
worse it couples its sweeping dismissal of past U.S. nonproliferation 
efforts in the region with support for a “carrots for compfiance” 
approach rooted in the very rislq/^ assumption that Indian and Pak
istani conformity with nonproliferation norms can be won by dan
gling an assortment of political, economic, and military incentives in 
front of the two countries, but without addressing the root causes of 
their conflict. This approach assumes that removal of legislative 
brakes on proliferation will somehow automatically introduce cre
ativity into U.S. policy toward India and Pakistan. It impmdently 
ignores the powerful motives driving the region’s nuclear programs, 
and it also badly underestimates the ability of these two countries to 
continue playing a rather cynical nuclear proliferation game to their 
own advantage. In inviting just such an outcome, the report proposes 
less a new nuclear policy than a form of capitulation. Needless to say, 
this new double standard for South Asia would invite emulation, 
with corrosive effects elsewhere on the nonproliferation regime.

Even more extraordinary is the formula that the report urges be 
applied in determining the distribution of carrots. Remember, these 
rewards are not given to win compliance with U.S. nuclear nonprolif
eration objectives but merely for staying put on the “stable plateau” 
and not making matters worse. India, given its size and importance, 
inevitably is promised a lengthier and more enticing set of induce
ments. But one of these inducements—the report’s assertion that “the 
time is ripe for the United States to work to develop a closer strategic 
pajrtnership with India”—is of an entirely different quality than the 
others. It offers a comprehensive and open-ended relationship, one 
that “acknowledges India’s growing power of importance” in Asia and 
might logically evolve in time into a full alliance or quasi alliance.

Now it is far from certain that India’s leaders would genuinely wel
come any such relationship with Washington. What is certain, how
ever, is that this recommendation will be understood (correctly) in 
Islamabad as a prestigious private group’s call for a U.S. strategic tilt 
toward India and an alarming bellwether of the post-Cold War drift 
of the United States that threatens Pakistan with yet further isolation. 
This in Pakistani ears is likely to drown out as disingenuous the 
report’s protestations that Washington’s links with Pakistan are to be
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tually all congressionally mandated nuclear-related sanctions. Even 
worse it couples its sweeping dismissal of past U.S. nonproliferation 
efforts in the region with support for a "carrots for compliance" 
approach rooted in the very risky assumption that Indian and Pak
istani conformity with nonproliferation norms can be won by dan
gling an assortment of political, economic, and military incentives in 
front of the two countries, but without addressing the root causes of 
their conflict. This approach assumes that removal of legislative 
brakes on proliferation will somehow automatically introduce cre
ativity into U.S. policy toward India and Pakistan. It imprudently 
ignores the powerful motives driving the region's nuclear programs, 
and it also badly underestimates the ability of these two countries to 
continue playing a rather cynical nuclear proliferation game to their 
own advantage. In inviting just such an outcome, the report proposes 
less a new nuclear policy than a form of capitulation. Needless to say, 
this new double standard for South Asia would invite emulation, 
with corrosive effects elsewhere on the nonproliferation regime. 

Even more extraordinary is the formula that the report urges be 
applied in determining the distribution of carrots. Remember, these 
rewards are not given to win compliance with U.S. nuclear nonprolif
eration objectives but merely for staying put on the "stable plateau" 
and not making matters worse. India, given its size and importance, 
inevitably is promised a lengthier and more enticing set of induce
ments. But one of these inducements-the report's assertion that "the 
time is ripe for the United States to work to develop a closer strategic 
partnership with lndia"-is of an entirely different quality than the 
others. It offers a comprehensive and open-ended relationship, one 
that "acknowledges India's growing power of importance" in Asia and 
might logically evolve in time into a full alliance or quasi alliance. 

Now it is far from certain that India's leaders would genuinely wel
come any such relationship with Washington. What is certain, how
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restored to “normalcy^ and kept in good repair. Imperfectly executed 
though it be, one of the sound insights in the report is that further 
isolation of Pakistan will only accentuate the instability in South Asia 
and weaken U.S. influence in promoting constructive interests.

In short, in addition to its paucity of practical insight into how to 
mend fences between India and Pakistan, the most serious defect of 
this report is that its poor recommendations, rather than lessening 
the painful security dilemmas that beset South Asia, are likely to 

compound them.
Robert G. Wirsing 
Shirin R. Tahir-Kheli
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Appendix 1

The Simla Agreement on Bilateral Relations 
Between India and Pakistan

[Adopted at Simla, India, July 3,1972]
[Entered into force, August 4,1972]

Agreement on Bilateral Relations between the Government
of India and the Government of Pakistan Signed in Simla by 

The Prime Minister of India, Mrs. Indira Gandhi, and 
The President of Paldstan, Mr. Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto

I. The Government of India and the Government of Pakistan are 
resolved that the two countries put an end to the conflict and con
frontation that have hitherto marred their relations and work for the 
promotion of a friendly and harmonious relationship and the estab
lishment of a durable peace in the subcontinent, so that both coun
tries may henceforth devote their resources and energies to the press
ing task of advancing the welfare of their peoples.

In order to achieve this objective, the Government of India and 
the Government of Pakistan have agreed as follows:

(1) That the principles and the purposes of the Charter of the 
United Nations shall govern the relations between the two countries.

(2) That the two countries are resolved to settle their differences 
by peaceful means through bilateral negotiations or by any other 
peaceful means mutually agreed upon between them. Pending the 
final setdement of any of the problems between the two countries, 
neither side shall unilaterally alter the situation and both shall pre
vent the organisation, assistance or encouragement of any acts detri
mental to the maintenance of peaceful and harmonious relations.
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(3) That the pre-requisite for reconciliation, good neighbourliness 
and durable peace between them is a commitment by both countries 
to peaceful coexistence, respect for each other s territorial integity and 
sovereignty and non-interference in each others internal affairs, on
the basis of equality and mutual benefit.

(4) That the basic issues and causes of conflict which have bedev
iled the relations between the two countries for the last 25 years shall 

be resolved by peaceful means.
(5) That Aey shall respect each other s national unity, temtonal 

integrity, political independence and sovereign equality.
(6) That in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, 

they will refirain firom the threat or the use of force against the temtor- 
ial integrity or political independence of each other.

II. Both Governments will take all steps within their power to prevent 
hostile propaganda directed ag^nst each other. Both countries will 
encourage the dissemination of such information as would promote

III. In order progressively to restore and normalise relations between 
the two countries step by step, it is agreed that:

(1) Steps shall be taken to resume communications—postal, tele
graphic, sea, land including border posts and air links including over-

^^(TrAppropriate steps shall be taken to promote travel facilities for

the nationals of the other country. 1 r 1 j
(3) Trade and cooperation in economic and other agreed fields

win be resumed as far as possible.
(4) Exchange in the fields of science and culture will be pro

moted. In this connection, delegations firom the two countries will 
meet firom time to time to work out the necessary details.

IV. In order to initiate the process of establishment of a durable
peace, both Governments agree that.

(1) The Indian and Pakistani forces shall be withdrawn to their
side of the international border. , . r. u

(2) In Jammu and Kashmir the line of control resulting from the
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cease-fire of December 17,1971 shall be respected by both sides with
out prejudice to the recognised position of either side. Neither side 
shall seek to alter it unilaterally irrespective of the mutual differences 
and legal interpretations. Both sides further undertake to refrain 
fi-om the threat or the use of force in violation of this line.

(3) Withdrawals shall commence upon the entry into force of 
this Agreement and shall be completed within a period of 30 days 
thereafter.

V. This Agreement will be subject to ratification by both countries in 
accordance with their respective constitutional procedures and will 
come into force with effect from the date on which the Instmments 
of Ratification are exchanged.

VI. Both Governments agree that their respective heads wiU meet 
again at a mutually convenient time in the future and that, in the 
meanwhile, the representatives of the two sides will meet to discuss 
further the modalities and arrangements for the establishment of a 
durable peace and the normalisation of relations, including the 
questions of repatriation of prisoners-of-war and civilian internees, 
a final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir and the resumption of 
diplomatic relations.
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Appendix 2

The Glenn and Symington Amendments

Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Act of 1994 
(Amends Arms Export Control Act)

Sec, 102. Nuclear ReprocessingTransfers, Illegal Exports for
Nuclear Explosive Devices, Transfers of Nuclear Explosive 

Devices, and Nuclear Detonations (Glenn)

(a) Prohibitions on Assistance to Countries Involved in Transfer of 
Nuclear Reprocessing Equipment, Materials, or Technology; Excep
tions, Procedures Applicable.

(1) Elxcept as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, no funds 
made available to carry out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or this 
Act may be used for the purpose of providing economic assistance 
(Including assistance under chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assis 
tance Act of 1961), providing military assistance or grant military edu
cation and training, providing assistance under chapter 6 or part II of 
that Act, or extending military credits or making guarantees, to any 
country which the President determines—

(A) delivers nuclear reprocessing equipment, materials, or tech
nology to any other country on or after August 4, 1977, or receives 
such equipment, materials, or technology from any other country on 
or after August 4,1977 (except for the transfer of reprocessing tech
nology associated with the investigation, under international evalua
tion programs in which the United States participates, of technolo
gies which are alternatives to pure plutonium reprocessing), or

(B) is a non-nuclear-weapon state which, on or after August 8, 
1985, exports illegally (or attempts to export illegally) from the 
United States any material, equipment, or technology which would 
contribute significantly to the ability of such country to manufac
ture a nuclear explosive device, if the President determines that the 
material, equipment, or technology was to be used by such country 
in the manufacture of a nuclear explosive device.

For the purposes of clause (B), an export (or attempted export) by
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a person who is an agent of, or is otherwise acting on behalf of or in 
the interests of, a country shall be considered to be an export (or 
attempted export) by that country.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, the Presi
dent in any fiscal year may furnish assistance which would otherwise 
be prohibited under that paragraph if he determines and certifies in 
writing during that fiscal year to the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives and to the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate that the termination of such assistance would be 
seriously prejudicial to the achievement of United States non-prolif
eration objectives or otherwise jeopardize the common defense and 
security. The President shall transmit with such certification a state
ment setting forth the specific reasons therefor.

(3) (A) a certification under paragraph (2) of this subsection shall 
take effect on the date on which the certification is received by the 
Congress. However, if, within 30 calendar days after receiving this 
certification, the Congress enacts a joint resolution stating in sub
stance that the Congress disapproves the furnishing of assistance 
pursuant to the certification, then upon the enactment of that resolu
tion the certification shall cease to be effective and all deliveries of 
assistance furnished under the authority of that certification shall be 
suspended immediately.

(B) Any joint resolution under this paragraph shall be considered 
in the Senate in accordance with the provision of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act 
of 1976.

(b) Prohibitions on Assistance to Countries Involved in Transfer or 
Use of Nuclear Explosive Devices; Exceptions; Procedures Applica
ble: (1) Except as provided in paragraphs (4), (5), and (6), in the event 
that the President determines that any country, after the effective 
date of part B of the Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Act of 1994.

(A) transfers to a non-nuclear-weapon state a nuclear explosive 
device,

(B) is a non-nuclear-weapon state and either:
(i) receives a nuclear explosive device, or
(ii) detonates a nuclear explosive device.
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Appendix2 

The Glenn and Symington Amendments 

Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Act of 1994 
(AmendsAnns Export Control Act) 

Sec. 102. Nuclear Reprocessing Transfers, Illegal Exports for 
Nuclear Explosive Devices, Transfers ofNuclear Explosive 

Devices, and Nuclear Detonations (Glenn) 

(a) Prohibitions on Assistance to Countries Involved in Transfer of 
Nuclear Reprocessing Equipment, Materials, or Technology; Excep-
tions, Procedures-Applicable. 

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, no funds 
made available to carry out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or this 
Act may be used for the purpose of providing economic assistance 
(Including assistance under chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assis
tance Act of 1961), providing military assistance or grant military edu
cation and training, providing assistance under chapter 6 or part Il of 
that Act, or extending military credits or making guarantees, to any 
country which the President determines--

CA) delivers nuclear reprocessing equipment, materials, or tech-
nology to any other country on or after August 4, 1977, or receives 
such equipment, materials, or technology from any other country on 
or after August 4, 1977 ( except for the transfer of reprocessing tech
nology associated with the investigation, under international evalua
tion programs in which the United States participates, of technolo
gies which are alternatives to pure plutonium reprocessing), or 

(B) is a non-nuclear-weapon state which, on or after August 8, 
1985, exports illegally (or attempts to export illegally) from the 
United States any material, equipment, or technology which would 
contribute significantly to the ability of such country to manufac
ture a nuclear explosive device, if the President determines that the 
material, equipment, or technology was to be used by such country 
in the manufacture of a nuclear explosive device. 

For the purposes of clause (B), an export (or attempted export) by 
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a pe:son who is an agent of, or is otherwise acting on behalf of or in 
the interests of, a country shall be considered to be an export (or 
attempted export) by that country. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection the Presi
dent in any fiscal year may furnish assistance which would otherwise 
be prohibited under that paragraph if he determines and certifies in 
writin? during that fiscal year to the Speaker of the House of Repre
s~ntat:Ives and to the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Rela
t:Ions of the Senate that the termination of such assistance would be 
seri~usly p_rej~dicial to the achievement of United States non-prolif
erat:Ion obJect:Ives or otherwise jeopardize the common defense and 
security. The President shall transmit with such certification a state
ment setting forth the specific reasons therefor. 

(3)(A) A certification under paragraph (2) of this subsection shall 
take effect on the date on which the certification is received by the 
Co~gres~. However, if, within 30 calendar days after receiving this 
certificat:Ion, the Congress enacts a joint resolution stating in sub
stance that the Congress disapproves the furnishing of assistance 
pursuant to the certification, then upon the enactment of that resolu
tion the certification shall cease to be effective and all deliveries of 
assistance furnished under the authority of that certification shall be 
suspended immediately. 
. (B) Any joi~t resolution under this paragraph shall be considered 
m the Senate m accordance with the provision of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act 
of 1976. 

(b) Prohibitions on Assistance to Countries Involved in Transfer or 
Use of Nuclear Explosive Devices; Exceptions; Procedures Applica
ble: (1) Except as provided in paragraphs (4), (s), and (6), in the event 
that the President determines that any country, after the effective 
date of part B of the Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Act of 1994. 

(A) transfers to a non-nuclear-weapon state a nuclear explosive 
device, 

(B) is a non-nuclear-weapon state and either: 
(i) receives a nuclear explosive device, or 
(ii) detonates a nuclear explosive device, 



(C) transfers to a non-nuclear-weapon state any desi^ informa
tion or component which is determined by the President to be 
important to, and known by the transferring country to be intended 
by the recipient states for use in, the development or manufacture 
of any nuclear explosive device, or (D) is a non-nuclear-weapon 
state and seeks and receives any design information or component 
which is determined by the President to be important to, and 
intended by the recipient states for use in, the development or 
manufacture of any nuclear explosive device, then the President 
shall forthwith report in writing his determination to the Congress 
and shall forthwith impose the sanctions described in paragraph (2) 

against that country.
(2) The sanctions referred to in paragraph (1) are as toUows:
(A) The United States Government shall terminate assistance to 

that country under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, except for 
humanitarian assistance or food or other agricultural commodities.

(B) The United States Government shall terminate:
(i) sales to that country under this Act of any defense articles, 

defense services, or design and construction services and
(ii) hcenses for the export to that country of any item on the

United States Munitions List. „ r •
(C) The United States Government shall terminate all toreign

military financing for that country under this Act.
(D) The United States Government shall deny to that country 

any credit, credit guarantees, or other financi^ assistance by any 
department, agency, or instrumentality of the Umted States Govern
ment, except that die sanction of this subparagraph shall not app y.

(i) to any transaction subject to the reporting requirements of title 
V of the National Security Act of 1947 (relating to congressional 

oversight of intelligence activities), or
(ii) to humanitarian assistance.
(E) The United States Government shall oppose, in accordance 

with section 701 of the International Finanaal Institutions Act (22 
U.S.C. 262d), the extension of any loan or financid or technical 
assistance to that country by an international finanaal institution.

(F) The United States Government shall prohibit any United 
States bank from making any loan or providing any credit to the
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government of that country, except for loans or aedits for the pur
pose of purchasing food or other agricultural commodities.

(G) The authorities of section 6 of the Export Administration 
Act of 1979 shall be used to prohibit exports to that country of spe
cific goods and technology (excluding food and other agricultural 
commodities), except that such prohibition shall not apply to any 
transaction subject to the reporting requirements of title V of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (relating to congressional oversight of 
intelligence activities).

(3) As used in this subsection:
(A) the term ‘design information’ means specific information that 

relates to the design of a nuclear explosive device and that is not 
available to the public; and

(B) the term ‘component’ means a specific component of a 
nuclear explosive device.

(4) (A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, the 
President may, for a period of not more than 30 days of continuous 
session, delay the imposition of sanctions which would otherwise be 
required under paragraph (i)(A) or (i)(B) of this subsection if the 
President first transmits to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives, and to the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate, a certification that he has determined that an immediate 
imposition of sanctions on that country would be detrimental to the 
national security of the United States. Not more than one such certi
fication may be transmitted for a country with respect to the same 
detonation, transfer, or receipt of a nuclear explosive device.

(B) If the President transmits a certification to the Congress under 
subparagraph (A), a joint resolution which would permit the Presi
dent to exercise the waiver authority of paragraph (5) of this subsec
tion shall, if introduced in either House within thirty days of continu
ous session after the Congress receives this certification, be considered 
in the Senate in accordance with subparagraph 2 of this paragraph.

(C) Any joint resolution under this paragraph shall be considered 
in the Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act 
of 1976.

(D) For purposes of this paragraph, the term “joint resolution
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(C) transfers to a non-nuclear-weapon state any design informa

tion or component which is determined by the President to be 

important to, and known by the transferring country to be intended 

by the recipient states for use in, the development or manufacture 

of any nuclear explosive device, or (D) is a non-nuclear-weapon 

state and seeks and receives any design information or component 

which is determined by the President to be important to, and 

intended by the recipient states for use in, the development or 

manufacture of any nuclear explosive device, then the President 

shall forthwith report in writing his determination to the Congress 

and shall forthwith impose the sanctions described in paragraph (2) 

against that country. 
(2) The sanctions referred to in paragraph (1) are as follows: 

(A) The United States Government shall terminate assistance to 

that country under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, except for 

humanitarian assistance or food or other agricultural commodities. 

(B) The United States Government shall terminate: 

(i) sales to that country under this Act of any defense articles, 

defense services, or design and construction services and 

(ii) licenses for the export to that country of any item on the 

United States Munitions List. 

(C) The United States Government shall terminate all foreign 

military financing for that country under this Act. 

(D) The United States Government shall deny to that country 

any credit, credit guarantees, or other financial assistance by any 

department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States Govern

ment, except that the sanction of this subparagraph shall not apply: 

(i) to any transaction subject to the reporting requirements of title 

V of the National Security Act of 1947 (relating to congressional 

oversight of intelligence activities), or 

(ii) to humanitarian assistance. 

(E) The United States Government shall oppose, in accordance 

with section 701 of the International Financial Institutions Act (22 

U.S.C. 262d), the extension of any loan or financial or technical 

assistance to that country by an international financial institution. 

(F) The United States Government shall prohibit any United 

States bank from making any loan or providing any credit to the 
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government of that country, except for loans or credits for the pur

pose of purchasing food or other agricultural commodities. 

(G) The authorities of section 6 of the Export Administration 

~ct of 1979 shall be used to prohibit exports to that country of spe

cific goods and technology ( excluding food and other agricultural 

commodities), except that such prohibition shall not apply to any 

transaction subject to the reporting requirements of title V of the 

National Security Act of 1947 (relating to congressional oversight of 

intelligence activities). 

(3) As used in this subsection: 

(A) the term 'design information' means specific information that 

relates to the design of a nuclear explosive device and that is not 

available to the public; and 

(B) the term 'component' means a specific component of a 

nuclear explosive device. 

(4)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, the 

President may, for a period of not more than 30 days of continuous 

session, delay the imposition of sanctions which would otherwise be 

required under paragraph (1)(A) or (1)(B) of this subsection if the 

President first transmits to the Speaker of the House of Representa

tives, and to the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of 

the Senate, a certification that he has determined that an immediate 

imposition of sanctions on that country would be detrimental to the 

national security of the United States. Not more than one such certi

fication may be transmitted for a country with respect to the same 

detonation, transfer, or receipt of a nuclear explosive device. 

(B) If the President transmits a certification to the Congress under 

subparagraph (A), a joint resolution which would permit the Presi

dent to exercise the waiver authority of paragraph (s) of this subsec

tion shall, if introduced in either House within thirty days of continu

ous session after the Congress receives this certification, be considered 

in the Senate in accordance with subparagraph 2 of this paragraph. 

(C) Any joint resolution under this paragraph shall be considered 

in the Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 601(b) of 

the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act 

of 1976. 

(D) For purposes of this paragraph, the term "joint resolution'' 



means a joint resolution of the matter after the resolving clauses of
which is as follows; “That the Congress having received on ^ -----
certification by the President under section 102(b)(4) of the Arms
Export Control Act with respect to-----^— the Congress hereby
authorizes the President to exercise the waiver authority contained in 
section 102(b)(5) of that Act,” with the date of receipt of the certifica
tion inserted in the first blank and the name of the country inserted

in the second blank. -r u r
(5) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, 11 the Con

gress enacts a joint resolution under paragraph (4) of this subsection, 
the President may waive any sanction which would otherwise be 
required under paragraph (i)(A) or (i)(B) if he determined and certi
fies in writing to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
that the imposition of such sanction would be seriously prejudicial to 
the achievement of United States nonproliferation objectives or oth
erwise jeopardize the common defense and security. The President 
shall transmit with such certification a statement setting forth the 

specific reasons therefor.
(6)(A) In the event the President is required to impose sanctions 

against a country under paragraph (i)(C) or (i)(D), the President 
shall forthwith so inform such country and shall impose the required 
sanction beginning 30 days after submitting to the Confess the 
report required by paragraph (1) unless, and to the extent that, there 
is enacted during the 30-day period a law prohibiting the imposition 

of such sanctions.
(B) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the sanctions 

which are required to be imposed against a country under paragraph
(i)(C) or (i)(D) shall not apply if the President determines and certi
fies in writing to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committee on Governmental Affairs of the House of Repre
sentatives that the application of such sanctions against such country 
would have a serious adverse effect on vital United States interests. 
The President shall transmit with such certification a statement set
ting forth the specific reasons therefor.

(7) For purposes of this subsection, continuity of session is broken 
only by an adjournment of Congress sine die and the days on which
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either House is not in session because of an adjournment of more 
than three days to a day certain are excluded in the computation of 
any period of time in which Congress is in continuous session.

(8) The President may not delegate or transfer his power, author
ity, or discretion to make or modify determinations under this sub
section.

(C) Non-Nuclear-Weapon State defined. As used in this section, 
the term ‘non-nuclear-weapon state’ means any country which is not 
a nuclear-weapon state, as defined in Article IX(3) of the Treaty on 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

Sec. 101. Nuclear Enrichment Transfers (Symington)

(a) Prohibitions; Safeguards and Management.
Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, no funds 

made available to carry out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or this 
Act may be used for the purpose of providing economic assistance 
(including assistance under chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assis
tance Act of 1961), providing military assistance or grant military 
education and training, providing assistance under chapter 6 of part 
n of that Act, or extending military credits or making guarantees, to 
any country which the President determines delivers nuclear enrich
ment equipment, materials, or technology to any other country on or 
after August 4,1977, or receives such equipment, materials, or tech
nology from any country on or after August 4, 1977, unless before 
such delivery:

(1) the supplying country and receiving country have reached 
agreement to place all such equipment, materials, or technology, 
upon delivery, under multilateral auspices and management when 
available; and

(2) the recipient country has entered into an agreement vrith the 
International Atomic Energy Agency to place all such equipment, 
materials, technology, and all nuclear fuel and facilities in such coun
try under the safeguards system of such Agency.

(b) Certification by President of Necessity of Continued Assistance; 
Disapproval by Congress.
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means a joint resolution of the matter after the resolving clauses of 

which is as follows: "That the Congress having received on a __ _ 

certification by the President under section 102(b )(4) of the Arms 

Export Control Act with respect to ___ the Congress hereby 

authorizes the President to exercise the waiver authority contained in 

section 102(b )(s) of that Act," with the date of receipt of the certifica

tion inserted in the first blank and the name of the country inserted 

in the second blank. 
(s) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, if the Con-

gress enacts a joint resolution under paragraph (4) of this subs~ction, 

the President may waive any sanction which would otherwise be 

required under paragraph (1)(A) or (1)(B) ifhe determined a~d certi

fies in writing to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and 

the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 

that the imposition of such sanction would be seriously prejudicial to 

the achievement of United States nonproliferation objectives or oth

erwise jeopardize the common defense and security. The President 

shall transmit with such certification a statement setting forth the 

specific reasons therefor. 
(6)(A) In the event the President is required to impose sanctions 

against a country under paragraph (1)(C) or (1~(D), the Presi~ent 

shall forthwith so inform such country and shall impose the required 

sanction beginning 30 days after submitting to the Congress the 

report required by paragraph (1) unless, and to.~~ extent _that, ~-ere 

is enacted during the 30-day period a law prohibiting the unpositlon 

of such sanctions. 
(B) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the sanctions 

which are required to be imposed against a country under paragraph 

(1)(C) or (1)(D) shall not apply if the President determines and certi

fies in writing to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 

and the Committee on Governmental Affairs of the House of Repre

sentatives that the application of such sanctions against such country 

would have a serious adverse effect on vital United States interests. 

The President shall transmit with such certification a statement set

ting forth the specific reasons therefor. 
(7) For purposes of this subsection, continuity of session is bro~en 

only by an adjournment of Congress sine die and the days on which 
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either House is not in session because of an adjournment of more 

than three days to a day certain are excluded in the computation of 

any period of time in which Congress is in continuous session. 

(8) The President may not delegate or transfer his power, author

ity, or discretion to make or modify determinations under this sub

section. 
(C) Non-Nuclear-Weapon State defined. As used in this section, 

the term 'non-nuclear-weapon state' means any country which is not 

a nuclear-weapon state, as defined in Article IX(J) of the Treaty on 

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 

Sec. 101. Nuclear Enrichment Transfers (Symington) 

(a) Prohibitions; Safeguards and Management. 
Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, no funds 

made available to carry out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or this 

Act may be used for the purpose of providing economic assistance 

(including assistance under chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assis

tance Act of 1961), providing military assistance or grant military 

education and training, providing assistance under chapter 6 of part 

II of that Act, or extending military credits or making guarantees, to 

any country which the President determines delivers nuclear enrich

ment equipment, materials, or technology to any other country on or 

after August 4, 1977, or receives such equipment, materials, or tech

nology from any country on or after August 4, 1977, unless before 

such delivery: 
(1) the supplying country and receiving country have reached 

agreement to place all such equipment, materials, or technology, 

upon delivery, under multilateral auspices and management when 

available; and 
(2) the recipient country has entered into an agreement with the 

International Atomic Energy Agency to place all such equipment, 

materials, technology, and all nuclear fuel and facilities in such coun

try under the safeguards system of such Agency. 

(b) Certification by President of Necessity of Continued Assistance; 

Disapproval by Congress. 
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(1) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this section, the President 
may furnish assistance which would otherwise be prohibited under 
such subsection if he determines and certifies in writing to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate that (A) the termination of such 
assistance would have a serious adverse effect on vital United States 
interests; and

(B) he has received reliable assurances that the country in ques
tion will not acquire or develop nuclear weapons or assist other 
nations in doing so.

Such certification shall set forth the reasons supporting such 
determination in each particular case.

(2) (A) a certification under paragraph (i) of this subsection shall 
take effect on die date on which the certification is received by the 
Congress. However, if, within thirty calendar days after receiving this 
certification, the Congress enacts a joint resolution stating in sub
stance that the Congress disapproves the furnishing of assistance 
pursuant to the certification, then upon the enactment of that resolu
tion the certification shall cease to be effective and all deliveries of 
assistance furnished under the authority of that certification shall be 
suspended immediately.

(B) Any joint resolution under this paragraph shall be considered 
in the Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act 

of 1976.
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The Pressler Amendment

This Act may be cited as the “International Security and Develop
ment Cooperation Act of 1985”

Sec. 902. Nuclear Non-Proliferation Conditions on Assistance for 
Pakistan.

Section 620E of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:

“(e) No assistance shall be furnished to Pakistan and no military 
equipment or technology shall be sold or transferred to Pakistan, pur
suant to the authorities contained in this Act or any other Act, unless 
the President shall have certified in writing to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate, during the fiscal year in which assis
tance is to be furnished or military equipment or technology is to be 
sold or transferred, that Paldstan does not possess a nuclear explosive 
device and that the proposed United States assistance program will 
reduce significantly the risk that Pakistan will possess a nuclear explo
sive device.”

Committee Comments
G. Assistance to Pakistan
The Committee adopted a provision offered by Senators Math

ias, Pressler, and Boschwitz to strengthen the nuclear non-prolifera
tion conditions on our assistance and military sales to Pakistan. The 
amendment requires the President, as a condition of further assis
tance and military sales, to certify that Pakistan does not possess a 
nuclear explosive device and that the proposed U.S. assistance will 
reduce significantly the risk of Pakistan possessing such a device.

The amendment is identical to one adopted by the Committee 
last year. The Administration testified in support of the amendment 
that U.S. intelligence focuses on potential nuclear proliferation risks 
and that “we believe we would have the capability to know whether 
or not a country has such a device.”

The Committee believes that continued U.S. assistance to the 
people of Pakistan is in the national security interests of both coun-
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(1) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this section, the President 
may furnish assistance which would otherwise be prohibited under 
such subsection if he determines and certifies in writing to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate that (A) the termination of such 
assistance would have a serious adverse effect on vital United States 
interests; and 

(B) he has received reliable assurances that the country in ques
tion will not acquire or develop nuclear weapons or assist other 
nations in doing so. 

Such certification shall set forth the reasons supporting such 
determination in each particular case. 

(2)(A) A certification under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall 
take effect on the date on which the certification is received by the 
Congress. However, if, within thirty calendar days after receiving this 
certification, the Congress enacts a joint resolution stating in sub
stance that the Congress disapproves the furnishing of assistance 
pursuant to the certification, then upon the enactment of that resolu
tion the certification shall cease to be effective and all deliveries of 
assistance furnished under the authority of that certification shall be 
suspended immediately. 

(B) Any joint resolution under this paragraph shall be considered 
in the Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act 
of 1976. 
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The Pressler Amendment 

This Act may be cited as the "International Security and Develop
ment Cooperation Act of 1985" 

Sec. 902. Nuclear Non-Proliferation Conditions on Assistance for 
Pakistan. 

Section 620E of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(e) No assistance shall be furnished to Pakistan and no military 
equipment or technology shall be sold or transferred to Pakistan, pur
suant to the authorities contained in this Act or any other Act, unless 
the President shall have certified in writing to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate, during the fiscal year in which assis
tance is to be furnished or military equipment or technology is to be 
sold or transferred, that Pakistan does not possess a nuclear explosive 
device and that the proposed United States assistance program will 
reduce significantly the risk that Pakistan will possess a nuclear explo
sive device." 

Committee Comments 
G. Assistance to Pakistan 
The Committee adopted a provision offered by Senators Math

ias, Pressler, and Boschwitz to strengthen the nuclear non-prolifera
tion conditions on our assistance and military sales to Pakistan. The 
amendment requires the President, as a condition of further assis
tance and military sales, to certify that Pakistan does not possess a 
nuclear explosive device and that the proposed U.S. assistance will 
reduce significantly the risk of Pakistan possessing such a device. 

The amendment is identical to one adopted by the Committee 
last year. The Administration testified in support of the amendment 
that U.S. intelligence focuses on potential nuclear proliferation risks 
and that "we believe we would have the capability to know whether 
or not a country has such a device." 

The Committee believes that continued U.S. assistance to the 
people of Pakistan is in the national security interests of both coun-
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tries. The Committee is deeply concerned by the continued develop
ment of military capabilities in Pakistan’s unsafeguarded nuclear pro
gram which jeopardizes future U.S. economic and military assistance.

The amendment is directed to Pakistan because that country is the 
only aid recipient with a statutory exemption from the existing 
nuclear non-proliferation requirements contained in Section 669 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act. The Committee is also deeply concerned 
about nuclear proliferation risks worldwde.

The Committee is also concerned about India’s nuclear progr^. 
The Committee notes that India actually detonated a nuclear explosive 
device in 1974, that India has rejected Pakistani proposals that both 
countries sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and that India is 
now operating unsafeguarded reactors. The Committee believes that 
any Indian eflFort to exploit the military capabilities of its nuclear pro
gram will seriously harm prospects for fliture U.S. assistance or cooper
ation with that country.

Appendixes

Appendix 4

The Brown Amendment

At the appropriate place in the biU, add the following new section:
SEC. 510. Clarification of Restrictions Under Section 620E of the 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.
Subsection (e) of section 620E of the Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961 (P.L. 87-195) is amended—
(1) by striking the words ‘No assistance’ and inserting the words 

“No military assistance’;
(2) by striking the words ‘in which assistance is to be furnished or 

military equipment or technology’ and inserting the words ‘in which 
military assistance is to be furnished or military equipment or tech
nology’; and

(3) by striking the words ‘the proposed United States assistance’ and 
inserting the words ‘the proposed United States military assistance’;

(4) by adding the following new paragraph:
‘(2) The prohibitions in this section do not apply to any assistance 

or transfer provided for the purposes of:
(A) International narcotics control (including Chapter 8 of Part I 

of this Act) or any provision of law available for providing assistance 
for countemarcotics purposes;

(B) Facilitating military-to-military contact, training (including 
Chapter 5 of Part II of this Act) and humanitarian and civic assis
tance projects;

(C) Peacekeeping and other multilateral operations (including 
Chapter 6 of Part II of this Act relating to peacekeeping) or any pro
vision of law available for providing assistance for peacekeeping pur
poses, except that lethal military equipment shall be provided on a 
lease or loan basis only and shall be returned upon completion of the 
operation for which it was provided;

(D) Antiterrorism assistance (including Chapter 8 of Part II of 
this Act relating to antiterrorism assistance) or any provision of law 
available for antiterrorism assistance purposes’;

(5) by adding the following new subsections at the end:
(f) Storage Costs.—^The President may release the Government
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tries. The Committee is deeply concerned by the continued develop
ment of military capabilities in Pakistan's unsafeguarded nuclear pro
gram which jeopardizes future U.S. economic and military assistance. 

The amendment is directed to Pakistan because that country is the 
only aid recipient with a statutory exemption from the existing 
nuclear non-proliferation requirements contained in Section 669 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act. The Committee is also deeply concerned 
about nuclear proliferation risks worldwide. 

The Committee is also concerned about India's nuclear program. 
The Committee notes that India actually detonated a nuclear explosive 
device in 1974, that India has rejected Pakistani proposals that both 
countries sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and that India is 
now operating unsafeguarded reactors. The Committee believes that 
any Indian effort to exploit the military capabilities of its nuclear pro
gram will seriously harm prospects for future U.S. assistance or cooper-

ation with that country. 

Appendixes 

Appendix4 

The Brown Amendment 

At the appropriate place in the bill, add the following new section: 
SEC. 510. Clarification of Restrictions Under Section 620E of the 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 
Subsection (e) of section 620E of the Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961 (P.L. 87-195) is amended-
(1) by striking the words 'No assistance' and inserting the words 

'No military assistance'; 
(2) by striking the words 'in which assistance is to be furnished or 

military equipment or technology' and inserting the words 'in which 
military assistance is to be furnished or military equipment or tech
nology'; and 

(3) by striking the words 'the proposed United States assistance' and 
inserting the words 'the proposed United States military assistance'; 

(4) by adding the following new paragraph: 
'(2) The prohibitions in this section do not apply to any assistance 

or transfer provided for the purposes of: 
(A) International narcotics control (including Chapter 8 of Part I 

of this Act) or any provision of law available for providing assistance 
for countemarcotics purposes; 

(B) Facilitating military-to-military contact, training (including 
Chapter 5 of Part II of this Act) and humanitarian and civic assis
tance projects; 

(C) Peacekeeping and other multilateral operations (including 
~~apter 6 of Par:t II of this Act relating to peacekeeping) or any pro
vis10n of law available for providing assistance for peacekeeping pur
poses, except that lethal military equipment shall be provided on a 
lease or loan basis only and shall be returned upon completion of the 
operation for which it was provided; 

(D) Antiterrorism assistance (including Chapter 8 of Part II of 
this Act relating to antiterrorism assistance) or any provision of law 
available for antiterrorism assistance purposes'; 

(s) by adding the following new subsections at the end: 
(f) Storage Costs.-The President may release the Government 
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of Pakistan of its contractual obligation to pay the United States 
Government for the storage costs of items purchased prior to Octo
ber 1,1990, but not delivered by the United States Government pur
suant to subsection (e) and may reimburse the Government of Pak
istan for any such amounts paid, on such terms and conditions as the 
President may prescribe, provided that such payments have no bud

getary impact.
(g) Return of Military Equipment.—The President may return to 

the Government of Paldstan military equipment paid for and deliv
ered to Pakistan and subsequently transfeired for repair or upgrade to 
the United States but not returned to Pakistan pursuant to subsection 
(e). Such equipment or its equivalent may be returned to the Govern
ment of Pakistan provided that the President determines and so certi
fies to the appropriate congressional committees that such equipment 
or equivalent neither constitutes nor has received any significant qual
itative upgrade since being transferred to the United States.

(h) Sense of Congress and Report:
W It is the sense of the Congress that:
(A) fundamental U.S. policy interests in South Asia include:
(1) resolving underlying disputes that create the conditions for 

nuclear proliferation, missile proliferation and the threat of regional 
catastrophe created by weapons of mass destmction;

(2) achieving cooperation with the United States on counternar
cotics, international peacekeeping and other U.S. international 

efforts;
(3) achieving mutually verifiable caps on fissile material produc

tion, expansion and enhancement of the mutual no first strike 
pledge' and a commitment to work with the United States to cap, 
roll-back and eliminate all nuclear weapons programs in South Asia;

(B) to create the conditions for lasting peace in South Asia, U.S. 
pohcy toward the region must be balanced and should not reward 
any country for actions inimical to the United States [sic] interest;

(C) the President should initiate a regional peace process in South 
Asia with both bilateral and multilateral tracks that includes both 

India and Pakistan;
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs 

Appropriations Act, 1996 (Senate September 21,1995)
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Brown Amendment Text
Add the following subparagraph to section 620E of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961:

(_) Applicability: (a) The restrictions of section 62oE(e) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall continue to apply to contracts 
for the delivery of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan.

(b) Notwithstanding the restrictions contained in section 
62oE(e), military equipment, technology or defense services, other 
than F-16 aircraft, may be transferred to Pakistan pursuant to con
tracts of cases entered into before October 1,1990.

Impact of the Brown Amendment
The proposed legislation would authorize the release of approxi
mately $368 million worth of military equipment purchased by Pak
istan before the imposition of Pressler sanctions (1 October 1995) but 
not delivered to Pakistan due to Pressler sanctions. Specifically pro
hibited from release to Pakistan under this legislation are the 28 F- 
16s. Items to be released include:

Item Stored quantity

Army:
C-NITE modification kits 18
M198 Howitzers 24
TPQ;36 radars 4
M-Series rebuild parts NA
TOW launchers 135
2.75 inch rockets 16,720
Miscellaneous Army items NA

%vy:
P-3C aircraft 3
Harpoon missiles 28
AIM-9L missile components 360
MK-46/Mod 2 torpedo components NA
Miscellaneous Navy items NA
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of Pakistan of its contractual obligation to pay the United States 

Government for the storage costs of items purchased prior to Octo

ber 1, 1990, but not delivered by the United States Government pur

suant to subsection (e) and may reimburse the Government of Pak

istan for any such amounts paid, on such terms and conditions as the 

President may prescribe, provided that such payments have no bud

getary impact. 
(g) Return of Military Equipment.-The President may return to 

the Government of Pakistan military equipment paid for and deliv

ered to Pakistan and subsequently transfeJTed for repair or upgrade to 

the United States but not returned to Pakistan pursuant to subsection 

(e). Such equipment or its equivalent may be returned to the Govern

ment of Pakistan provided that the President determines and so certi

fies to the appropriate congressional committees that such equipment 

or equivalent neither constitutes nor has received any significant qual

itative upgrade since being transferred to the United States. 

(h) Sense of Congress and Report: 

(1) It is the sense of the Congress that: 

(A) fundamental U.S. policy interests in South Asia include: 

(1) resolving underlying disputes that create the conditions for 

nuclear proliferation, missile proliferation and the threat of regional 

catastrophe created by weapons of mass destruction; 

(2) achieving cooperation with the United States on counternar

cotics, international peacekeeping and other U.S. international 

efforts; 
(3) achieving mutually verifiable caps on :fissile material produc

tion, expansion and enhancement of the mutual 'no first strike 

pledge' and a commitment to work with the United States to cap, 

roll-back and eliminate all nuclear weapons programs in South Asia; 

(B) to create the conditions for lasting peace in South Asia, U.S. 

policy toward the region must be balanced and should not reward 

any country for actions inimical to the United States [sic] interest; 

(C) the President should initiate a regional peace process in South 

Asia with both bilateral and multilateral tracks that includes both 

India and Pakistan; 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs 

Appropriations Act, 1996 (Senate-September 21, 1995) 

Appendixes 

Brown Amendment Text 

Add the following subparagraph to section 620E of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961: 

(_) Applicability: (a) The restrictions of section 620E(e) of the 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall continue to apply to contracts 

for the delivery of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan. 

(b) Notwithstanding the restrictions contained in section 

620E(e), military equipment, technology or defense services, other 

than F-16 aircraft, may be transferred to Pakistan pursuant to con

tracts of cases entered into before October 1, 1990. 

Impact of the Brown Amendment 

The proposed legislation would authorize the release of approxi

mately S368 million worth of military equipment purchased by Pak

istan before the imposition of Pressler sanctions (1 October 1995) but 

n?t. delivered to Pakistan due to Pressler sanctions. Specifically pro

hibited from release to Pakistan under this legislation are the 28 F-

16s. Items to be released include: 

Item 

Army: 
C-NITE modification kits 

Mi98 Howitzers 
TPQ:36 radars 
M-Series rebuild parts 
TOW launchers 
2. 75 inch rockets 
Miscellaneous Army items 

Navy: 
P-3C aircraft 
Harpoon missiles 

AIM-9L missile components 

MK-46/Mod 2 torpedo components 

Miscellaneous Navy items 

Stored quantity 

18 
24 
4 

NA 

135 
16,720 

NA 

3 
28 

360 
NA 
NA 
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Air Force:
Peace Gate II support equipment,
22oE engine kits 3°>968
Depot engine spares program 4>746

ILC kits:
Spares for ILC, ALQ;i3i, F-ioo,
and ALR-69 support ^»°35

Peace Gate III support package:
Peculiar support equipment 37
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The Military Balance

India Pakistan

GDP 1994
1995

GDP per capita 1994
1995

Growth 1994
1995

Inflation 1994
1995

Defense Exp. 1994

1995

Population 
Armed Forces 

Active 
Reserves
Other Paramilitary Forces 

Army 
Corps 
Divisions

$30iB $5iB
$33oB $56B
$1,300 $2,200
$1,400 $2,200

4.8% 4.0%
6.2% 6.1%

10.2% 12.4%
10.3% 12.4%
$7-5B S3.5B

(2.5% GDP) (6.9% GDP)
$8.3B $3-6B

(2.5% GDP) (6.4% GDP)
950M 133M

1.145M .587M
1.185M .513M

1.944M .247M
980,000 520,000

11 9
3 Armored 2 Armored
4 “Rapid” —

18 Infantry 19 Infantry
9 Mountain 1 Area Cmd 

(DivEqiv)
1 Arty 9 Arty Bde

15 Indep Bde 16 Indep Bde
1SSM Regt 18 SSMs
16 AD Bde 8 AD Bde
3 Eng Bde 7 Eng Bde
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Air Force: 
Peace Gate II support equipment, 
220E engine kits 
Depot engine spares program 

ILG kits: 
Spares for ILC, ALQ:131, F-100, 
and ALR-69 support 

Peace Gate m support package: 
Peculiar support equipment 

[]8] 

2,035 

37 
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Appendix5 

The Military Balance 

India 

GDP 1994 $3oiB 
1995 $330B 

GDP per capita 1994 $1,300 
1995 $1,400 

Growth 1994 4.8% 
1995 6.2% 

Inflation 1994 10.2% 
1995 10.3% 

Defense Exp. 1994 $7-5B 
(2.5°/4 GDP) 

1995 $8.3B 
(2.5%GDP) 

Population 950M 
Armed Forces 

Active 1.145M 
Reserves 1.185M 
Other Paramilitary Forces 1.944M 

Army 980,000 
Corps 11 

Divisions 3Armored 
4 "Rapid" 

18 Infantry 
9 Mountain 

1Arty 
15 Indep Bde 
1 SSMRegt 
16AD Bde 
3 EngBde 

Pakistan 

$5iB 
$56B 

h,200 
h,200 

4.0% 
6.1% 

12.4% 
12.4% 
S3.5B 

(6.9%GDP) 
$3.6B 

(6.4%GDP) 

13JM 

.587M 
.513M 
.247M 

520,000 

9 
2Armored 

19 Infantry 
1AreaCmd 

(DivEqiv) 
9 ArtyBde 

16 Indep Bde 
18 SSMs 

sADBde 
7 Eng Bde 
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The Military Balance

India Pakistan

Army (continue)
Main Battle Tanks 2,400 2,050
Armored Combat Vehicles 1.350 850
Self-Propelled Artillery 80 240
Towed Artillery 3.575 00 0

Air Defense Guns 2,400 2,000
SAMs 1.795

000

Helo Son H 8
Deployment:

North: 2 Corps—10 Div
West: 3 Corps—9 Div
Central: 1 Corps—3 Div
East: 3 Corps—8 Div
South: 2 Corps—4 Div

Navy 55.000 22,000
Subs 13 9
Principal Surface Comb 26 u
Carriers 2 —

Amphibs 9 —

Mine Warfare 20 5
Naval Combat Aircraft 68 4
Naval Armed Helos 75 12

Air Force uo,ooo 45,000
Combat Aircraft 77^ 430
Armed Helos 34 —

SAMs 280 150

SOURCE: The Military Balance 1996/gy (London, England: Oxford University Press for the 
nSS, 1996), pp. 159-61,165-6. Items in storage not included in tabulations. “B’ abbreviation for 

billions; ‘M’ abbreviation for millions.
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Contributions to U.N. Peacekeeping Missions

India Pakistan

Total Forces Abroad 1.987 918
Iraq/Kuwait 7 Mil Obs 8 Mil Obs
Angola 13 Civ 

1,063 Troops
20 Mil Obs

7 Troops
6 Mil Obs

Liberia 9 Mil Obs 8 Mil Obs
Rwanda 853 Troops 22 Mil Obs
Western Sahara — 5 Mil Obs
Former Yugoslavia — 14 Troops

8 Mil Obs
Georgia — 8 Mil Obs
Haiti — 854 Troops

SOURCE: U.N. Military Staff Committee Monthly Summary of Troop Contributions to 
Peacekeeping Operations, as of February 29,1996. Mil Obs’ is an abbreviation for military 
observers.
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The Military Balance 

Army (continue) 
Main Battle Tanks 
Armored Combat Vehicles 
Self-Propelled Artillery 
Towed Artillery 
Air Defense Guns 
SAMs 
Helo Sqn 
Deployment: 

North: 2 Corps--10 Div 
West: 3 Corps--9 Div 
Central: 1 Corps--J Div 
East: 3 Corps--8 Div 
South: 2 Corps--4 Div 

Navy 
Subs 
Principal Surface Comb 
Carriers 
Amphibs 
Mine Warfare 
Naval Combat Aircraft 
Naval Armed Helos 

Air Force 
Combat Aircraft 
ArmedHelos 
SAMs 

India 

2,400 
1,350 

80 

3,575 
2,400 
1,795 

14 

55,000 
13 
26 

2 

9 
20 
68 

75 
uo,ooo 

778 
34 

280 

Pakistan 

2,050 
850 
240 

1,580 
2,000 

850 
8 

22,000 

9 
ll 

5 
4 

12 

45,000 
430 

SOURCE: The Military Balance 19¢/9'7 (London, England: Oxford University Press for the 

IISS, 1996), pp. 159--61, 165--6. Items in storage not included in tabulations. 'B' abbreviation for 

billions; 'M' abbreviation for millions. 
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Contributions to U.N. Peacekeeping Missions 

Total Forces Abroad 

Iraq/Kuwait 

Angola 

Liberia 

Rwanda 

Western Sahara 

Former Yugoslavia 

Georgia 

Haiti 

India 

1,987 

7Mil Obs 

13 Civ 
1,063 Troops 
20Mil Obs 

9 Mil Obs 

853Troops 

Pakistan 

918 

8Mil Obs 

7Troops 
6Mil Obs 

8 Mil Obs 

22Mil Obs 

5Mil Obs 

14 Troops 
8 Mil Obs 

8 Mil Obs 

854 Troops 

SOURCE: U.N. Military Staff Committee Monthly Summary of Troop Contributions to 
Peacekeeping Operations, as of February 29, 1996. 'Mil Obs' is an abbreviation for military 
observers. 
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REPORT OF AN INDEPENDENT TASK FORCE 

The ti1nc h:1:-z come t(i rethink the U.S. :tppruxh to the l11d,i-! 1aki:-;t;mi 
Jllll'\c;tr ri \·;t\r_\", :-Z:l_\·..:_ :l c(ll\!ll:il-:-:pon:-;()l"Cll indcpcndcrn Tt:-zk Force. 111:-ztL'ad 
ti!"cti11tinuing the current poliL:_\· 1iftr_\·ing \() roll hack l 11di;1\ ;md l 1;1ki:-;1;rn':-z 
de facto 11uclc:1r c;1p;1hilitic::;, the United Sc1tc:-z :-zlwuld work \\'ith h(ith 
c11u11tric:-; to pur:-Zlll'. llltirc limited hut p()tcnti;1ll_\· xhic\·ahlc oh_ic1..·ti\T:-Z. :-;UL'h 
;1:- f(l di:-zcoULl.l-(C nuclear tc:-zring, nuclc:tr \\T:tpon:-: dcplo_nncnt. and the 
cxpnrt of rrndc:ir \\'Cl\)1J11 or nli:.::-zilc-rcLucd nutcri;d ;u1d tcL:!1110\og_\·. 

/\l'L'.tfflling to the l"l'j)Ort, lJ.S. rcbtiClll:-Z with the rcgio1ul f)()\\'lT-" or 
South /\:-zi:1 h:tn· hccn h·.111btru11g h_,.

- diffcrcn.__·L·:-; between l(1ngrc:--::--:ion:tl 
and l'\l'lllti\T opinitlll, ;tnd action 011 :1 hro;H[ range of U.S. intcrc:--:b-frolll 
LYnnomiL·:-,; to :-;ccurit.,·-h;i:-,; hce11 held ho;;t;1gc tti the unrcili:--:tiL: e.\peL:ta
titHb nt· the n1rre11t pllli'-:.1:.

The report further reL:ommcnd:-; tlut thL· United SLuc:-; exp;u1d ih 
l'L'onomil, politil;il, and militar_,. rclati(llb with l11di;1 ;l!ld l\1ki:-;Ltn :--:imul
t:mcou:-;l.1:, :--:ccking po:-;iti\·e i111pron:111e11t:-; in relation� wirh hoth i.:ou11tric:-;, 
a:-; oppo:-;ed to the either/or :tppro;tch tlut m:trked p;t:-;t U.S. dhirt:-, t(l de;il 
with the ri\·;1]r.'·· It ;ti;;n urge:--: a i.:lo:--:cr :--:tLltegic rLlttion:-;hip with lndi;t ;md 
the rc�umpti()]l ofli1 11ired L·om-cntional arm� :-;ale;; to l\1ki;;t:u1. 

On the i:-;:-;uc o!.K:1:-;Jrn1ir. the reptirt cdl:-- for i11'-:reme11tal :-tep:--: to e;1:-e 
tc11:-;io1b :u1d :Hhi,c:-- ;1g-;1i11:-;t :u11hirim1:- diplom;1c:· tk:-;igned t(1 ;;(1h·e thi:-; 
l(lllg-:-;1;1ndi11g· pnihlem. 

;\rnong the report·:-; other kc_\· rec()]11memL1tion:-;: the United Sure:-; 
:-hollld :--:trong-l:· :-uppon !ndi:lll and l\1ki:-;ta11i economiL· rct�irm:-;, work to 
promote rohu:-;t dc111(1CL1til iri:-;tituti(111;; i11 the region, and rc:--tructurc ir:-; 
o\\'!l hurc;tucLtL\. tti hcttcr deal with Somh t\:-;i;t. 

The T;1:-;k Ftirl'L'-ch;iircd h:· Ri'-:lLml �- I Lu:-:-;, direl:ltlr of Ft1reig11 
Polil:_\· Studic:-; at the Brooking:-; l11:-;titutio11, ;\lld dircl'tcd h:· C1n11Kil Fdlo,,· 
Cidco11 Ro;;c-i11L:ludi.::- U.S. expert:- ;tnd fonncr :-;cnior p(1li,:.'·m:ils:cr:-;. Thi:-; 
rcp()n, whi....-h include� important don1111c11t:nio11 ;1;; well a:-; the ;1dditio11al 
and di;;:-cnting ,·ic\\':-; pf :-;L'\"l'Lil Ta:--:k l·�)I\'C mcrnlK·r:--:, pro\·idc:-; ;1 C()Jllprc
hen:-,i\T and crcati\·c ex;1rni11;1tio11 of U.S. polic_,. toward India ;tnd l\1ki:.;r;111. 




