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Perhaps the place to begin in assessing the chances of
various arms control proposals in South Asia is to ask

the gquestion: Which nations invelved are seriously
afraid of what?

An unprecedented conference on such issues, spon-
sored by the Federation of American Scientisis, took
place in Shanghai February 23-26 ainong mostly private
representatives of four nations—-China, India, Pakistan
and the Tnited States. It provided some glimpses of the
answers,

Without any doubt, the Pakistanis are the most seri-
ously apprehensive about an arms race, for the simple
reason that the arms race they face involves a much
!arger riva] India. Still worse, Amm-wn under the

Pressler Amendment, embargoes aid and saEes to them
without corresponding pressures on India. They have a
real interest in arms control and are prepared to go
much further in the direction than will ever be negotia-
ble with India. But they want a nuclear capability for
the same reasons that America wanted one against the
Soviet Union during the Cold War, viz, confrontation
with a larger conventional force
than they can handle with confi-
dence, and this is a limiting factor.

What America fears in South
Asia is that India and Pakistan will

become an obstacle to that univer-

sal regime on non-proliferation
which America seeks as a defense
against Iran, Irag, North Korea,
Libya and future such “renegade”
nations. With the end of the Cold
War, American hawks have joined
American doves in a fuil-court
press against the spread of nuclear
weapons; selfuinterest has joined
idealisim. Armored by disarma-
ment agreements that are cufting
its deployed warheads by 90 per-
cent, America is prepared to mobi-
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the planet against further spread of

FOUR CIVILIZATIONS GENTLY COLLIDE AT ARMS CONTROL CONFERENCE

Of its varjous fears, India is most apprehensive about
American pressures to forestall its nuclear and missile
buildup—not an arms race with Pakistan and not an
arms race with China. It wants a nuclear capapility and
a leng-range (Agni) missile for deep-seated reasons of
henor and equity. In its religious and moral statements,
it may have disparaged the genocidal quality of nuclear
weapons, but, in fact, it has accepied the primitive
notion that prestige in the modern werld requires such
accouterments. And it does live next door to a rapidly
growing, more powerful civilization that, despite its de-
fensive traditions, might someday turn arcogant.

China’s apprehensions seem {o turn mainly on being
drawn into an arms race on its periphery thai it would

rather icnore. it has lived with far greater missiles than

an Agni pointed at it. As one of China’s greatest lead-
ers—the President of its Academy of Sciences, Quo Mo
Ro—told FAS in 1972, **We are a poor country and we
intend to defend the country with diplomacy.” China,
as always, is preoccupied with itself.

{continued on page 2)
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(continued from page 1)

Under these circumstances, there will be not greater
arms control in South Asia than India wants. With
regard to nuclear capability, we ought not take too
sertously its complaints of ““discrimination,” or Ameri-
can double-standard, and the goal posts it sets up. Like
our weapons laboratories that maintained that nuclear
testing could be terminated when, and only when, nucle-
ar weapons had been eliminated, Indian pre-conditions
for giving up its nuclear capability are probably boitom-
less.

And how much arms control will india accept? If this
conference’s participants are any guide, there may be
ways to siow or freeze the deployment of baliistic mis-
siles. And there are grounds to believe that the testing of
nuclear explosives, by India and Pakistan, couid be
precluded by treaty. In the context of worldwide pro-
gress on fissionable material cutoffs, subsequent fissile
material production might be preciuded.

For the rest, the conference, predictably, was an op-
portunity for the Third World participants to devise and
promulgate new global conditions on the world’s nucie-
ar powers: conventions against first-use of nuclear
weapons or a date certain for the elimination of nuclear
weapons, Safe stuff,

As far as process goes, experienced hands in South
Asia were astounded at how well the four-party confer-
ence went, and at its Chinese locale. There are, after all,
six possible bilateral relations among four parties and
four ways in which three such parties can gang up
against one. As this record of the conference shows, it
was a highly civilized exchange among four guite differ-
ent cuftures. —Jeremy J. Stone
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CIVILIZATIONS AND PERSONALITIES

Shen Qurong, President of the Institute for Contemporary Interma-
tional Relations, with Dimgli Slzeﬂ arned F(ms: Jinving «t dirmrer

Terotitrn
hosted l[}“} the Institute ;u! (UH,ILILH(( !/lHH( q/(uus

Every civilization has its own personality, which reflects
the personalities of its population and shapes its foreign
policy. The most evident connections were these

China Disclaims Leadership

The Chincse, warned as children that “the nail that
sticks up gets hammered down,” insisted from beginning
to end of the conference that “*China is not a superpower.™
Let the U.S. and Russia “take the lead,” they urged. And
do not expect us, they warned privately, to do much in the
way of moderating the disputes of nations on our periph-
ery. Chinese diplomacy, as subtle as the personal diploma-

cy of its r‘1h7pnc 1§ too aware of the difficultics of sustain-

(U S PR 09 8 8 ¥ Al § 25 00 ware of the gifficulti¢s of sustain

ing long-term relattons without a policy that 1s pointedly
humble and strategically aloof.

Americans: Action Oriented

The Americans, full of energy. optimism and the cer-
tainty that problems have solutions, took the lead in trying
to make the conference produce just such solutions. In
this, they were acting, in a small way, just as America acts
on the world scene—trying to bring a modicum of order
and fairness to an unruly world. Building on the organiza-
tional cfforts of the Chinese host, they made the mistake of
seeking, in a limited time, to produce mutually acceptable
recommendations—over and above hdvmg a good discus-
sion. As with many American cfforts, it succeeded but not
without incidents that tested American diplomatic skills
and required the intervention of the superior skills of the
Chinesc,

The Indians, in a feisty and sometimes exuberant con-
versational style, in and out of the conference, dare to
make their own rules and show a certain combination of

chutzpa and irony. They enjoy provoking the “imperial-
ists,” getting a rise out of people. They are patriotic and
want to hold up their country’s end of the strategic debatce,
responding in particular to the indignities of thousands of
years of invasion and one kind of oppression or another.

Simitarly, in its forcign policy, India, like its citizens, is
daring to be different. 535 nations sign the non-prolifera-
tion treaty but, to the Indians, it is enough to say that the
treaty is “discriminatory.” In fact. their position is not
moral but tactical. They follow the path, in their own way,
of the Russians in the Fifties (**Ban the Bomb™ until we in
Russia have buift up ours) and the Chincse since the Sixties
("No first use” while China is strategically weak). They use
a constant reference to America’s failure to adopt “no-
first-use™ to provide political cover for a bomb and missile
they very much want.

It is evident that India wants bombs and missiles not just
tor the dark scenarios that a military man can prop up. or
tor the “technology™ that scientists like to salute, but sim-

pl\,f hecause an influential ¢lass of Indians sees nuclear
J

bombs and missiles as a route to a long-delayed greatness:
a scat on the Security Council, acceptance as a great pow-
er, perhaps cven long-denied respect from China.

The Indian Agni misstle aimed at Beijing was, in psycho-
logical terms, a wave from India signifying “We are here;
piease take note of us.” If Chinese diplomatic skills are up
to it, they could, with a peace offensive and the giving of
“face™ to the Indians, do more than anyone clse to blunt
the Indian missile threat to China. {Banishing the Indian
nuclear bomb itself is probably beyond their abilities or
anyone else’s.)

(continued on next page)

Wu Zhan, Raja Ramanna and Richard Garwin
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Pakistan: Between And Betwixt

The Pakistani delegation was sober and mature; all ot its
members were only too well awarce that they faced an arms
race against a much larger country and that India was
capable of great-power chauvinism that cquaied anything
America might do or had done. When, at a meeting, an
American asked rhetorically whether the world would. |
fact. he hapnier If America vanished off the face of the

fact, be happier if America vanished off the face o
carth, an Indian viewed this with equanimity but the Paki-
stani reaction was “But this would icave us alone with the
Indians.”

The Pakistars tricd to show their Chinese ally that they
were not in league with others against them. while signal-
ing the rest of the conferces that they would agree to
virtually any fair proposal. And this was, also. the foreign
policy of Pakistan.

For the purposes of the conference. the senior repre-
sentatives were: Qian Jiadong, whose close ties with the
Chinese foreign ministry and long-time diplomatic cxperi-
ence made him the natural person for the Chinese govern-
ment to ride herd on the host country delegates: Richard
Garwin, whose legendary energy and “old college try”
made it possible for the conference to try to sccurc a
product; General Sundarji, whose military prestige, expe-
rience and analytical skills made it possible for the Ameri-
cans to craft a missile deployment freeze that just might go
somewhere; and Abdul Sattar, whose quict sobriety and
long experience protected Pakistan™s position and dignity
at cvery turn.

Priorities of Conference Organizers

The secretaries of the organizing groups. Dingli Shen of

Fudan University’s Center for American Studics, Jeremy
Stone of FAS and Brahma Chellaney of the Center for
Policy Studies in New Delhi, had their own agendas.

Shen wanted to “survive™ the conference. His head was
on the biock if anything went wrong. With the skills of a
trained physicist and, above all, bcing a very diplomatic
Chincse, he organized everything to a “t”", accommodated
everyone who seemed to d something and showed ¢
great deal of integrity.

Stone’s interest was in making the corference more than
just a meeting. With a characteristically activist approach
to life, he wanted not just the unprecedented workshop in
China with Indians and Pakistanis but proposals that could
be pushed later.

Brahma Chellaney became a kind of spokesman for the
Indian position, introducing barbed questions and leaving
no point unturned, even at times adopting positions that
other Indians with special knowledge would not support.

Pakistan’s Munir Ahmed Kahn and India’s Raja Ra-
manna were like Manhattan Project atomic scientists
working now only for pcacc after long pcriod‘; running
their countries’ atomic en Ccrgy COMIMISSions. 1\41111, da per-
son of good cheer and good will, provided vcry-well-in-
formed papers from which, the Indians joked, they were
learning much about their own programs. Ramanna

EY
. A

India’s General Sundarii and Pakisian’s General Arif arm in arm

scemed caught in the official web, knowing too much and
ticd in too closely to say or do all that he would like.
Pakistan’s General Khalid Mahmud Arnf scemed sin-
cerely interested in devoting his later carcer to peace, and
the Chinese were amazed to see Generals Arif and Sun-

di”’il cmbracine in f'rmnril\, spirit nnl\f seven vears after
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their armics faced off in 1987. More gcm,rdlly, they were
surprised to sec how well, and without a single untoward
incident, the entire Indian and Pakistani delegations inter-
acted,

All three of the non-American delegations have their
own reasons to be angry with America, but the Indians
show 1t the most. From their point of view, America I8
puffing on an untold number of nuclear cigars and telling
them not to smoke on the grounds that, someday in the
tuture, they might die. No parent ever had a harder sell.

The Chinese feel that they are being criticized for mole-
hills‘ of arms sales while America cxports mountains—and

es to tell them how to run their Lountry w1th intrusive

uman richts demands. But thev s
IWiiiledat Ll“lll - L i

about it in public.
And the Pakistanis, who have a right to rcal complaints
over the onc-sidedness of the Pressler Amendment, were
remarkable in their avoidance of anti-American attitudes.
No doubt even the embargoes and economic pressures
applied to them diminish in significance in comparison
with the dangers and attitudes they see in India policy.
All of the non-Chinesc delegations share a British heri-
tage, communicating with cach other not only in fluent
English but also in basically British attitudes. While we are
all in awe of certain Chinese characteristics, the Indians, in
particular, are quietly alarmed over Chinese economic
progress. To sce China making such progrcs‘ﬂ; in only a few
ybdlb "J\' Ccs uzuu pausb Laii\b L)!d&“n J.UU-ld J.b
great future in the next century, a future it may not real-
ize. — IS
J
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PARTICIPANTS AT THE CONFERENCE AND ITS ORIGINS

Because this confercnce, especially in South Asta. is
being given surprising prominence., something ought to be
said at the outset of how it was started and, by good
fortune, grew 1n significance along the way. In particular,
the assumption that there was major Chinese Government
interest 1n this conference is inaccurate.

Meeting First Proposed In Mid-1993

The initiative for the conference came, predictably,
from the Americans, in this case from Frank von Hippel.
then Chairman of the FAS Fund, policy research and edu-
cation arm of the Federation. With his subsequent decision
to enter the Clinton Admimstration (as Assistant Director
for National Security Affairs in the Office of Scicnee and
Technology Poticy), the planning of the conference was
left to the FAS President Stone. Von Hippel's plan was for
a scientific workshop on arms control issues between Indi-
an and Chinesc experts to discuss the comprehensive test
ban and fissionable material cutoffs—arms control staples
in which he had a long-standing intcrest.

The Pakistanms were not included, at the outset. because
he concluded that the real problems for India were with
China and that no such mecting had vet ever been held.

With help from a Chinese professor at Fudan Universi-
ty, Dingli Shen, who had been trained, in part, at Prince-
ton Usniversity under von Hippel, the conference was
planned for Shanghai and permission given by the Educa-
tion Ministry of China which supervises the university.
Plans were for five representatives from each of threc
countries.

After von Hippel entered the Government, two changes
occurred. In the first place, the Chinese Government had
asked Professor Shen to invite a few Pakistanis, rcasoning,
no doubt. that it had a special relationship with Pakistan
that ought not be ignored. FAS, meanwhile, decided that
parity was cssential and invited five Pakistanis. The confer-
cnce became fully four-cornered rather than three-sided.

Next, at a4 conference in Philadelphia, run by the Univ.
of PA’s Center for the Advanced Study of India, FAS met
five very suitable Indians whom it invited to the confer-
ence. and as a consequence, the conference becamc less of
a purcly scientific workshop and began to include a more
political component. These Indian representatives were as
follows.

General Krishnaswami Sundarji, former Chief of Staft
of the Indian Army, is a widely respected defensce analyst
and scholar. General Sundarji was commander of the Indi-
an army during such dramatic Indian cpisodes as the
“Brass Tacks” mobihzation of the indian army in 1987
(which provoked a counter-mobilization of the Pakistani
Army), the 1984 attack on the Golden Temple m Amriisar
{which led to the assassination of Indira Ghandi) and the
Indian intervention in Sri Lanka in 1987 (which led to the
assassination of Rajiv Ghandi).

Dr. Raja Ramanna, currently the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Advanced Studies, was Chairman of the
Atomic Encrgy Commission of India and even, for a short
time. India’s Minister of State for Defense.

Secretary A.P. Venkateswaran. former Indian Forcign

{continued on next page)
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from the four countries—China, India, Pakistan and the U.S.

Waorkshop on Possible Interlinked South Asian and Worldwide Nuclear Arms Contvol and Disarmament Initiutives attracted 25 participunts
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Secretary, was Ambassador to China between 1982 and
1985 and headed the Indian delegation to the sentor official
level talks between China and India over the border dis-
pute.

Brahma Chellaney, a research professor at New Delhi’s
Centre for Policy Research, is a former journalist for Unit-
cd Press International. He also has worked at Harvard,
Johns Hopkins, University of Maryland and Brookings.

(A fifth Indian, Rakcsh Scod, currently serving as Di-
rector of the Disarmament & International Security Af-
fairs Drivision of the Ministry of External Affairs, was invit-
ed but, at the last minute, could not attend.)

The Indian delegation, with Professor Chellaney serving
as its secretary, helped FAS round up a comparably distin-
guished Pakistani delegation.

Minister Mubashir Hasan, was former Minister of Fi-
nance, Planning, Development and Economic Affairs
(1971-74}) and, later Secretary-General of the then-govern-
ing Pakistani People’s Party.

Minister Abdul Sattar, a thirty-vear career diplomat,
was Foreign Minister of the interim administration that

turned over power t0 Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto’s

turned power 10 Prime Mini Benazi
government following the elections in October. Previous-
ly, he had served as Ambassador to India and to the Sovict
Union.

General Khalid Mahmud Arif was Vice Chief of Staff of
the Pakistani army between 1984 and 1987 (in effect, Chief
of Staff, but President Mohammad Zia ui-Haq had re-
tained that title while delegating its powers).

Dr. Munir Ahmed Khan, was Chairman of the Pakistan
Atomic Energy Commission between 1972 and 1991 and,
briefly, Minister of State during 1990-1991. He had been
Chairman of the IAEA Board of Governors from 1986 to

1987,
Riaz Hussain Khokhar, is Pakistan’s High Commission-
o ol (1 Amh'ﬂcc )f‘/\!’\ f(\ Ihfql’) Hf\ 1€ M, f\F"}"I{\ manct (‘ﬁ"l“\lf\“‘

er (i.c., Ambassador) to India. He 1s onc of the most senior
career officials of Pakistan and had been the Additional
Secretary in charge of Foreign Affairs, Defense, Atomic
Energy and Information in the Prime Minister’s Secretari-
at.

China Officially Unreceptive

With these unexpectedly senior, if mostly retired, offi-
cials from India and Pakistan rounded up, the main confer-
ence organizers, in the person of Professor Shen and FAS
President Stone, sought without success to get current rep-
resentatives of the Chinese Foreign Ministry to attend the
conference.

Instead, a former ambassador to the United Nations
confercnce on disarmament in Geneva, Qian Jiadong,
agreed to attend. A former secretary to Premier Chou En-
Lai, he has been, among other things, Assistant Director
of the Asian Department of the Chinese Foreign Ministry.

Representatives of a number of lcading Chinese ipsti-
tutes were also invited:

The China Institute of Contemporary International Re-
lations—— subordinated to the State Council—sent a young
woman in her twenties, Fang Jinying. who specialized in

Indian foreign policy.

The China Lnstitute of International Studics—subordi-
nated to the Chinese Foreign Ministry—sent its Deputy
Director, Zheng Ruixiang, who had long experience in
India and Sri Lanka.

The China Institute for International Strategic Studies
sent an expert on non-proliferation, Mu Changlin.

The Institute of Annlnﬁd thmu and (‘nmnn'r,mnn al
Mathematics sent Chen Xueym, a physicist mtcrcsu,d in
the future role of nuclear weapons.

The Commission of Science. Technology and Industry
for National Defense (COSTIND} sent the Director of its
Program on Arms Control and Disarmament at its De-
fense Science and Technology Information Center.

The International Politics Department of Fudan Univer-
sity sent its Vice-Chairman, Ni Shixiong, a prolific author
on international politics.

The Chinese Academy of Social Science sent a senior
fellow of its Institute of American Studies, Wu Zhan.

The Shanghai Institute for International Studies sent its
Deputy Director, Wang Hongyu, who specializes in South
Asian and Middle East issues,

Siall alilld LRLEY LU VT bl ¥ AW

And, of course, there was Dingli Shen. Associate Pro-
fessor of Fudan University, who organized the conference
from the Chinese side. Professor Shen is a physicist by
training but is currently working on arms control after
post-doctoral training at Princcton University.

America’s Handpicked Delegation

From the U.S. came current FAS officials and staff, onc
former official and one of America’s most distinguished
experts on South Asia.

Richard Garwin, FAS Vice-Chairman and Chairman of
the FAS Fund, is the dean of American public interest
scientists, with a resume showing cxtmordinarv activity

aver an anarmone ranos af nohlice intavact finldc
OVOED ail TRoTmous range oI puoad i NICIest 118148 11 lubll

technology and arms control.

Frank von Hippel, identified above, is also a recent
winner of a MacArthur genius award, and the entire
Shanghai conference had been shifted forward one day to
permit him to receive the AAAS award for scientific free-
dom and responsibility in San Francisco.

Jeremy J. Stone and Dr. Jerome Holton, a physicist
working on Stone’s zero-ballistic missile project repre-
sented FAS.

Stephen P. Cohen of the Umiversity of Illinois, was a
member of the State Department Policy Planning Staff
from 1985 to 1987. The author, co-author or editor of eight
books and many articles and chapters, Cohen has long
experience in both India and Pakistan and is considered an
expert on the region.

Under the conference ground rules, papers presented by
participants can be quoted, and attributed, if they are not
marked “not for quotation,” but the Conference com-
ments of participants are not to be otherwise attributed to
them by name unless authorized. This report follows those
ground rules. — JJ§
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UNPRECEDENTED CONFERENCE AIRS SOUTH ASIAN VIEWS ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Protected by the Himalayas and onc of mankind's oldest
continuous civilizations, the great Han pcople of China
have had little reason to occupy themselves with the dispa-
rate cultures of South Asia and. characteristically, little
intercst in doing so.

Five thousand years after their written history began,
however, they face the disturbing possibility that modern
technology may bridge the geographical barriers between
themselves and India. The [ndians are building a nuclear-
capable missile, the Agni, whose 1500-mile range just hap-
pens to coincide with the shortest distance between India’s
northeast territories and China’s capital. India had a nucle-
ar test in 1974 and has a nuclear “capability” that could
represent 10 to 20 bombs in readiness. China thus faces the
possibility that a neighbor other than Russia could reach it
with a weapon of mass destruction.

More generally, China and India are beginning to be
linked in a worldwide effart to control the spread of weap-
ons.

But from material read on the planc en route to Shang-
hai, it became apparent how reluctant China has normally
been to get involved in regional arms control. A chapter in
lain Johnston’s Superpower Maritime Strategy in the Pacif-
ic (Rontledge, 1990; Frank C. Langdon and Douglas A.
Ross, cds.) noted that China has had “littic or nothing to
say about arms contrel,” that “‘cuts too close for comfort.”
Aloofness, Johnston felt, was China’s *“traditional re-
sponse to [the] sort of tough dilemma’™ of having to veto or
accede to regional arms conirol processes. Such processes
might even put Chinese military programs and behavior
“on the table” in the Asia-Pacific region.

China’s approach, he felt, reflected a tendency to seck a
“free ride” on arms control and disarmament by reaping
the benefits of 1J.S. and Soviet arms controi processes
while “scrupulously avoiding substantive commitments
that might affect China’s own weapons programmes.”

According to his report, China tends to “oppose or
avoid bilaieral arms conirol and disarmament, Asian-fo-
cused arms control and disarmament, and arms control
and disarmament which constrains China’s on-going or
potential military programmes.”

It seemed that, if he were right, the Shanghai conference
was triply unlikely to produce agreements on regional arms
control involving China. This turned out to be almost com-
pletely correct, with a possible exception concerning mis-
sile deployment that Chinesc delegates were, characteristi-

....... M ks e ~ T A
Lauv, GNwiniig o pumu to be issued oy the conference.

Indian “Hawks”’ Attended

On top of these problems, it was evident that our Indian
and Pakistani participants were, in most cases, not
“doves™ from the perspective of their countries. On the
contrary, General Sundarji was considered a militant who
sought an Indian “minimum nuclear deterrent.” complete

with an Agni missile that could hit China. Dr. Ramanna, as
a former head of the Indian AFP and cven, hT‘iPﬂV a
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Indian delegate Brahma Chellaney

Minister of Defense, was part of the weapons establish-
ment. just as Secretary A.P. Venkateswaran was part of
the diplomatic establishment. Even the ex-journalist and
professor Brahma Chellancy had written in fnternational
Security (“*South Asia’s Passage to Nuclear Power™, Sum-
mer 1991) that the risks of a subcontinental nuclear war
would neveriheless remain modest and lildlldbbdulb " even
if the Indians and Pakistanis built “small nuclear forces™ —
and this was his “likely picturc of the ¢merging South
Asia.”

Indced, he considered nuclear weapons to be “the first
truly political weapon system”-—one that bestowed on its
holders “immensc political clout.” He believed that the
stability which nuclear weapons had produced for the two
Cold War blocs had induced “systemic instability” in the
Third World. His article referred 10 an ‘“'nndtc inclinati
in LS. policy toward interventionism.”

For Professor Chellaney, India’s goal was to “block or
siow down™ the Pakistani nuclcar program while holding
up its own end of a competition with China, cspecially at
sed, that has been encouraged by China’s nuclear and
missile assistance to Pakistan. He seemed almost to wel-
come the “technology denial” approach of the internation-
al non-proliferation regime, inasmuch as it “accelerated

indizenous development of nuclear and fuel-cyele technol-

ogies” in the Third World. He noted, approvingly, “It is
this momentum that has helped catapult India into what is
widely perceived as the role of a regional superpower
through an awesome defense buildup and an increasingly
assertive military role.”

He expected Indian policies of “calculated nuclear ambi-
guity” to continue for some time to come, in part because it
would be “premature to give up its posture of pursuing a

{continued on next page)
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Abdul Sattar, Foreign Minister of Pakistan's interim government

peaceful nuclcar program as long as it is notin a position to
counter what it sees as the nuclear threat from China.”

Pakistan’s Position

The Pakistani position was quite differeat. As & much
smaller power than India (onc-cighth the size with one-
sixth the GNP), caught up in an arms race, Pakistan was
rcady for virtually any balanced agreement with India. It
even feared that some Indians had not yet reconciled them-
selves to an indcpendent Pakistan, and in particular, there
was the problem of Kashmir.

A paper submitted to the conference by General Arif
noted that, in addition, international pressures on Pakistan
were “more severe” than on India. As far as Pakistan was
concerned, India had “rejected over half a dozen Pakistani
proposals Jor bilateral agreement on nuclear related is-
sues” and was “declining scrious ncgotiations to gain time
o complctc ner Uﬂ-g’)iﬂg nuclear effort in the 11(Jpc that the
tait accompli of her nuclear capability will be accepted and
her negotiating position will improve.”

He supported a nuclear weapon-free South Asiz as an
“achievable and desirable goal despite the prevailing re-
gional nuclear reality.” Even Pakistani gencrals were obvi-
ously for far-reaching arms control. He proposed to the
conference seven regional proposals, including a compre-
hensive one that calls for “A bilateral treaty between India
and Pakistan covering the non-manufacture, non-testing
and non-deployment of all weapons of mass dcstructlon,
their munitions and the associated delivery vehicles.”

The U.S. Agenda

Meanwhile, the American side had its own agenda. Von
Hippel had been working on a fissionable matceriais cutoff
for at least a decade and was strongly for a comprehensive
test ban. Garwin had been working on all of these and was
interested in sharp reductions in stockpites of nuclear
weapons. Stone had proposed in 1992, (L.A. Times,
March 26 op-ed) the notion of revisiting the Revkjavik
proposal on a global basis. held a Senate-based “*Scientists’
Hearing” on the subject, and sccured grants from Carne-

gie Corporation of NY und The W. Alton Jones Founda-
tion to staff a project and advance this notion. This was a
new initiative with which to brief a conference sceking just
such links between regionat and global agreements on bal-
listic missiles.

Sundarii, Sattar In DC Before Conference

Stone had invited General Sundarn
b SUN ]

Washington for the three wecks pru,cdmo the COI]fL[’LHLL
to help FAS prepare. And Minister Abdul Sattar had been
in Washington curing this period also, thanks to a grant
from the U.S. Institute for Peace.

In particular, after consulting with Sundarjt and Sattar,
Stone had weorked out cight scemingly mutually agreecable
proposals to submit to the conference and, in particular,
one that dealt with & missile freeze in South Asia combined
with some Chinese accommodation. Morc about this later.

Stephen Cohen, a master of the region’s politics, had
cdited the “bible” on South Asian arms control— Nuclear
Proliferation in South Asia: Prospects for Arms Control
{Westvicw Press, 1991), complete with a master table of adl
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along a paper proposing a South Asian Regional Initiative
{SARIL).(Sce page 15.)

The Education Ministry of the Chinese Government
must have been surprised by the high levef of the attend-
ees, as indeed werce its local organizers, but in the end, they
had obviously agreed, presumably after consultations with
the Foreign Ministry, to let the conference go forward.

Shanghai was enjoying a five-year economic building
boom that made parts of the city look like it had stepped
out of the capitalist world of Hong Kong. The Regal Hotel
was the best of the Chinesc four-star hotels and at least one
partictpant had motion detectors that turned off all the
lights after 30 minutes of no movement in his room. (Tl’us

meant that, in the middle of the night, a guest might have
to sit up and wave at the motion detector to get the be dsmlc,
light to work.)

The Conference Begins

The President of Fudan University, Xie Xide, welcomed
the delegates, noting that consensus might be hard to reach
but that “{friendship and good will are the cornerstones™ on
which peace and security can be built.

An Indian participant emphasized the importance of
progress (** . . . must do somethimg about these dangers or
let our families down’). A Pakistani suggested that the
conference will “cmpower us” to more effectively influ-
cnce our own respective states. And an American opened
the first session by caliing for concrete proposals and
thanking the W. Alton Jones Foundation and its staffer
George Perkovich for the funds and vision that made the
conference possible.

The first speaker, General Arif, spoke along the lines
sketched above from his comprehensive paper and urged a
host of proposals. But he noted that Kashmir was the
mmportant political problem and that its occupation was
illegal.
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In the discussion, a Pakistani specaker reminded the au-
dience that most of the Indian army was, in fact, devoted to
Pakistan. The army was far in excess of India’s fegitimate
necds already and committed to improvements and mecha-
nization by the year 2.000. The China “card”™ was just 4
way for India to keep its options open, since in fact the
Himalayas were too big an obstacle for China to be a
significant danger to India.

Pakistan had offered a freeze on fissionable material and
wantcd a nuclear-free zone. Security guarantces by others
would not work and the Pressler Amendment showed less
than an even-handed approach.

Colonial Borders Cited As Problem

Next, Brahma Chellancy delivered a paper entitled “In-
dia and Southern Asia in the Post-Cold War.” which, la-
beled “in draft.,” cannot be quoted. An Indian said the
problem was colonial borders, and that weapons from Af-
ghanistan had provided arms to fuel terrorism in the re-
gion. He argued that the “no-first-use™ pledge of China
was not consistent with its retention of tactical nuclear
weapons. [This is false, since tactical nuclear weapons
could be used to deter the use of tactical nuclear weapons
ot others without any intention to use nuclear weapons
first.]

He felt that China had exported arms and, in particular,
had created and enlarged threats to India. He urged a
comprchensive test ban treaty (CTBT) and a worldwide
cutoff of fissionable material. But he said that Pentagon
statements that nukes were an enduring necessity meant a
bleak future for the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty
(NPT).

He felt that the fact that the Security Council was com-
posed only of states with nuclear weapons meant that they
want to maintain their monopely and would act to do so.
He was for an international no-first-use convention and for
a ban on the production not only of uranium and plutoni-
um but also tritium.

Professor Ni Shixiong of Fudan University presented a
paper that “noticed with much anxiety that against the
global reduction of strategic weapons, the arms race in this
region increases unchecked”. Observing that India’s popu-
lation, territory and GNP were all in excess of 70 per cent
of the total for the subcontinent, he said that “accordingly,
the solution of regional conflicts will largely depend on
India’s position.”

Chinese officials, he said, had proclaimed the “four
nevers”: never claim hegemony, never engage in an arms
race, never enter into any military bloc and never seck
spheres of influence. And the following further principles
had been put forward by China:

“Asian countries should treat cach other in an equal and
fricndly way; cooperation at different levels based on mu-
tual benefits and common development should be promaot-
ed; China would facilitate arms control and disarmament
on a fair and reasonable basis and would opposc any new
arms race and seek to prevent nuclear proliferation; China

would seek to solve border disputes and other problems
through peaceful negotiations in line with relevant interna-
tional norms and would oppose the use or threat of usc of
force; China would carry out multi-form, multi-level and
multi-channel security dialogucs in order to increase com-
munications and enhance understanding and trust between
nations,”

[n particular, China supported security regimes in South
Asia and would take an active part in their formation. It
supported reconciliation and rapprochement between In-
dia and Pakistan and wanted to improve its relations with
both,

Professor Nt urged India and Pakistan to sign the NPT
and called for “an early official multiple security dialogue
among Southern Asian countries and other countries con-
cerned when the time is ripe” after bilateral contacts and
scholarly meetings on sceurtty.

No-First-Use Of Nuclear Weapeons

In a far-reaching discussion of “no-first-use” of nuclear
weapons, onc indian delegate expressed strong interest in
a no-first-usc convention for all states, while another Indi-
an candidiy explained that Pakistan could never sign such
an agreement. Indeed, Pakistan delegates cxplained pa-
ticntly that no-first-use or the total elimination of nuclear
weapons could make the world safe for conventional war,

In the coursc of this discussion, it became evident that
the Indian delegates most interested in no-first-use had
completely ignored the very large cxtent to which the Unit-
ed States (and other states) had already adopted virtual no-
first-use policies while, at the same time, they enormously
exaggerated the strategic significance of the no-first-use
declarations they called for.

An American delegate (Stone) made these two points:

a). The United States had a “negative sccurity assur-
ance” doctring, adopted at the United Nations in 1978 and
constantly repeated since., which assured non-nuclear
states (so long as they had endorsed the non-proliferation
treaty or a comparable undertaking) that it would not use
nuclear weapons against them. (An exception for non-
nuclear states cngaging in aggression in alliance with nucle-
ar states— designed for North Korea—no longer applied
to any real situation since the relevant alliances with ag-
gressive nuclear powers no longer existed.)

Accordingly, the U.S. was frec to use nuclear weapons
first only against nuclear powers. But it was unthinkable
that it would use them against Britain or France, unneces-
sary now against Russia (which was a capitalist state suffer-
ing conventional inferiority), and totally out of the ques-
tion against China. Mcanwhile the non-signatory states of
Isracl, Pakistan and India had never feared nuclear attack
from the U.S. In sum, the U.S. had no significant possibihi-
ty of using nuclear weapons first. (Indeed, U.S. officials
had assured FAS that nuclear weapons would not be used
against Iraq, under this doctrine, even as Iraq was thrcat-
ening U.S. troops with another weapon of mass destruc-
tion--chemical weapons.)

(continued on next page)
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Frank von Hippel and Munir Ahmed Khan

Experts on South Asia confirmed, as did the surprise of
the Indian dclegates, that this argument was absolutely
unknown in South Asia. State Department officials please
note.

b). A no-first-use statement, even a no-first-use conven-
tion with all nuclear powers signing it, was neither verifi-
able nor refiable and would not have the effect the Indian
delegates claimed of removing the basis for nuclear weap-
ons.

This follows because, even if all nuclear powers assert
no-first-use, any specific nuclcar power cannot rely sufti-
ciently on these declarations to throw away its nuclear
weapons.

And as the Pakistani delegates emphasized on more
than one occasion, those who sought nuclear weapons as a
defense against conventional attack—rather than as an
effort to deter nuclear attack—would not have their posi-
tions that much improved by no-first-use statcments by
conventionally stronger adversaries.

[All in all, the Indian position on no-first-use thus ap-
peared to be a make-weight argument designed to fend off
U.S. pressures on it to forgo nuclear weapons. It 1s true
that the adoption of no-first-use statements by the nuclear
powers, removing this argument, might have political 1m-
plications in undermining the Indian nuclear program. But
Indian nuclear proponents could simply move on to argu-
ing that India needed nuclear weapons to discourage Chi-
nese conventional attack in the border areas which, in-
deed, they already argued.]

Thursday Afternoon: Fissile Material

Frank von Hippel presented conclusions drawn from his
September 1985 Scientific American paper (“*Stopping the
Production of Fissile Materials for Weapons™). He urged a
worldwide cutoff. It was argued that JAEA would require
an additional $100,000,000 a year to verify such a world-

wide cutoff—more than double the $60,000.,000 it spends
today. Indian delegates wanted heip with both nuclear
safety and commercial power in return for such agreement.

An American noted that controls on tritium, as urged by
an Indian delegate, were irrelevant because a 30-year sup-
ply of tritium now cxists as a result of reductions of auclear
weapons. And, in any case, cxcess fissionable material
could be used to offset the loss of tritium.

Dr. Ramanna presented a paper asserting that any end
to the production of highly cnriched materials has to be
discussed in the context of “defense requirements,” which,
he said, “arc usually controlled by the surrounding potliti-
cal atmosphere of the country concerned.”

He argued that stopping production of unsafeguarded
plutonium means the application of NPT, “with its impli-
cations of safeguarding all reactors and production facili-
ties within a given country.” But, he fclt, this meant sign-
ing the NPT which India does not subscribe to “as long as it
is discriminatory” and until it becomes a total ban on
nuclear weapons everywhere. With changes in technology,
even accelerators might produce fissile material, and so the
only method of control was ““a total rencuncement of the
devciopment and usc of nuclcar weapons.”

Friday Morning: Test Ban

General Sundarji is a military man who wants more
rationality in military planning. In 1991, in an interview, he
complained to The Times of India that the military had
been forced into “political” conflicts including, among oth-
crs, the 1984 invasion of the Sikhs” Golden Temple in
Amritsar and the 1987 intervention in Sri Lanka (both of
which he commanded). “'In foreign and military policy,”
he urged, “one should expect a whole spectrum of scenari-
os from the sublime to the ridiculous and we should have
all the possible answers worked out. That kind of discipline
and institutional underpinning is just not there.”

He presented a paper that asserted that India should
make constructive proposals and, practicing the art of sce-
narios himself, he described three world contexts. 1f, in his
worst case, the U.S. retained large nuclear stockpiles and
refused to assert “no-first-use™ or to ban fissile material
production or nuclear testing, then India should treat the
nuclear regime as “thoroughly discriminatery and cynical”™
and should take the view that “There is no aliernative (o
nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles if you are to live in
security and with honor.” (emphasis in original).

If, however, the nuclear powers pledge “no-first-use”
and the U.S. and Russia cap their arsenals at about 10
percent of the present levels while freezing China, Britain
and France at current levels, and if the United Nations
Security Council is changed so that no one member can
veto its actions, he would support India’s signing the Non-
proliferation Treaty as a non-weapon power.

[He cautioned in a footnote that even this major series of
international concessions would not be enough for many of
his colleagues, who would ask, in addition, that the nuclear

fcontinued on page 12)
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INDIAN SOCIETY: BACKDROP TO REGIONAL ARMS CONTROL

What follows is drawn from India: Facing the Twenty-First Century by Barbara Crossette of The New York Times,

Indiana University Press, 1993,

India faces problems of poverty, caste ghetteization,
regional rebellion, religious strife and political gangster-
ism. Wary of new foreign overlordships of any kind
after centuries of subjugation, many Indians lash out at
symbols—the World Bank, the International Moenetary
Fund and a host of international human rights groups—
for turning on the spotlight. Human rights warnings are
brushed aside as inapplicable to India, which nonethe-
less blasts other nations regularly for lesser crimes.
Caste discrimination is a fact of life,

Quality of Life Low on Scale

According to indexes measuring the quality of life,
India was ranked 123rd among 160 Third World na-
tions on a human development index. For quality of life,
it was behind all of Latin America except Haiti. Almost
two-thirds of Indian women cannot read. Corruption,
observers say, has spread ““to all but a very few positions
of power.”” Telephones, roads and internal air transpor-
tation networks rank among the world’s worst. Televi-
sion and the press are ali but devoid of meaningful
international news.

But the Indian intellectual, however trenchant or
even vitriolic in criticism of India and the fatal hubris of
its Jeadership, remains a patriot at heart, deeply in love
with the country. Indians don’t want to let their country
down.

Observers are quoted as saying “We don’t think in
linear terms™ and ““There is no serious regard for his-
torical authenticity.”” A former minister of state for
foreign affairs was doleful in his view of a Hinduw’s
relationship with facts, writing on one occasion that

_““Our cerebral underpinning rests on a sponge.’’ Cheat-
ing is widespread in school and even in science; a World
Bank expert reports that international organizations are
often skeptical of scientific findings from Indian univer-
sities.

India often produces muddled responses fo interna-
tional issues, as intense pride and a sense of manifest
destiny collide with an unwillingness to make bold policy
moves. Wild allegations and abstractions are huried
arcund and sanctimonious speeches made, but concrete
proposais or rational analyses rarely follow.

Indians say ‘‘We treat our women like goddesses
here” but, in fact, this is a fantasy. Even the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court of India said publicly in
1990 that he did not reaily agree with giving women
legal equality. Observers say that Indians ‘“‘spend more

time in performing refigious rituals than any other pec-
ple in the world.”

At the Beijing Asian Games, India won one gold
medal while China won 126. The dean of Indian sports-
writers says that Indians are on the whole poor team
players and much prefer to excel in individual competi-
tion that tests mental skills and psychological strengths,
Consumers face meaningless guarantees, false advertis-
ing and the widespread marketing of fake merchandise.
The environment is being destroyed.

India bas an anti-foreign ethos and its official attitudes
toward foreigners—symbolized by frequent noncoopera-
tion with international organizations, repeated refusals to
Jjoin nuclear nonproliferation regimes and the powerful
undercover role ceded to inteliigence agencies in foreign
affairs—were rooted in long vears of association with the
former Soviet bloc and in a narrow (and always conve-
nient) reading of regional hisiory, which assigned this
nation an unmistakably imperial role in South Asia.

China is India’s biggest neighbor and a persistent
concern of policymnakers. Yet Indians read or see virtu-
ally nothing about China and the Chinese in the media.
India never condemned the attack on democracy in
Tiananmen Square. An Indian scholar notes, “The In-
dian government doesn’t want to say anything that
could be misinterpreted in Beijing or could cause the
Chinese to start talking about Kashmir.”

Similarly, the lack of freedom in Russia was never,
never mentioned. New Delhi supported Moscow’s inva-
sion of Afghanistan.

Cloaks And Daggers Dominate Politics

Politically, every one of India’s smaller neighbors has
been the victim of Kautilyan (i.e., Machiavellian) in-
trigue since the death of Nehru in 1964. Indian policy-
making on Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Nepal, Bhutan and
to some extent Maldives and Pakistan {a special case)
was a game for intelligence agents, schemers in the
Ministry of External Affairs, and vice-regal dipiomats
in imperial cloaks. For more than a quarter of a centu-
ry, Indian policies have been pushing regional nations
closer to the Chinese, who cannot ignore New Delhi’s
repeated interventions in neighbors’ affairs.

Foreign diplomats in New Delhi have learned to sup-
press natural and spontanecus responses to Indian ti-
rades because it is easy to provoke unintentionally an
official reaction that is wiidly out of proporticn, even
when critism is meant only to get a few facts in order. [
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forces of the permanent five states be placed under U.N.
control—or cven more. |

General Sundarji is a major proponent of the view,
championed in the U.S. by Professor Kenneth N. Waltz,
that nuclear weapons can be stabilizing 1n circumstances
like those of India and Pakistan— in particular that India
will be much more loath to attack Pakistan with conven-
tional forces now that Pakistan has a nuclear capability and
that the same would presumably apply to China versus
India. He feels confident, for example, that none of the
three wars fought between India and Pakistan would have
occurred had cach side had the present nuclear backdrop.
And he believes a pattern of greater Indian circumspection
now applies for this reason.

Hc would urge India to seek a minimum deterrent com-
bined with targeting of cities and a no-first-use doctrine.
He belicves that such a policy precludes arms races and
doegs not require “hair-trigger™ responses with their atten-
dant risks. Asa further precaution, he would avoid deploy-
ment, Jeaving warheads and delivery vehicles in different
sites in an “unweaponized™ and “undeployed™ state of
“existential deterrence”—only to be united after an at-
tack.

General Sundarii explained a recent change in his think-
ing. He now believes that “minimum nuclear deterrence in
South Asia can be made to stick without weaponization or
deployment in the classic sense, providing that certain tacit
understandings are arrived at regarding the continued
maintenance of capped but live capabilities of weaponizing
at short notice, and having the requisite vectors for cffec-
tive delivery, but not marrying with warheads and deploy-
ing them in advance.”

[In cffect, he had come arcound to the view on non-
weaponized deterrence espouscd by George Perkovich of
The W. Alton Jones Foundation, a view he had opposed in

Munir Ahmed Khan and Raja Ramanna

an carlier paper. |

In ¢losing, his paper called for “capping” the South
Aslan arms competition: keeping it short of weaponization
and deployment; capping the size of arsenals; capping the
production of fissiie material and capping the number, or
range, or both, of undeployed missiles held in inventory.

This, he felt, could be done voluntarily, through infor-
mat negotiations, or formally. He considered the “"most
practical and realistic approach™ to be to try to narrow the
gap between negotiated and formal capping, with the U.S.
helping with verification,

[ This paper did not require any action by China as a quid
pro quo for capping the Indian forces except for a with-
drawal clausc permitting India to withdraw if it percetves a
“serious security threat” from China. But the paper ques-
tioned whether India would agree without some guid pro
quo in the form of credible international guarantces to
non-weapon powers, in case of the absence of any capping
of the Chingse nuclear capability.]

Pakistan’s Munir Ahmed Kahn

Dr. Kahn made a strong casc for a regional nuclear test
ban in one section of his paper. “Possible Impact of Global
CTBT on South Asia™:

“From the technical point of view testing is not absolute-
lv necessary for making a workable low or medium yicid
heavy nuclear device. Enough information, design and
technical data are available to have reasonable assurance
that such a device would work. But certain questions
would still remain. First of all the device may be rather too
large for the delivery system available. There could be a
limitation on their range of delivery. Sccondly, a battle-
field weapon is diffcrent from a device for underground
testing and demonstration. The former has to work when
rclcased at a certain height over a specific place and at a
given time. If prior testing has not taken place, it cannot be
inducted inte the war machine as a reliable and sure-firc
weapon.”

He warncd that a reckless act on the part of one stde or
the other “could mean the testing of a hydrogen bomb by
India and a fission bomb by Pakistan™ and noted that some
Indians had asked Pakistan to go ahcad and test. In partic-
ular, a test ban would slow down the development of hy-
drogen weapons “for which testing is considered to be
nceessary.”’

Kahn urged a bilateral treaty banning all nuclear tests in
South Asia, and this won the unanimous agreement of the
conference.

In a complementary paper, “Regional Implications of
the Spread of Ballistic Misstles in South Asia,” Dr. Kahn
felt a race for ballistic missiles was developing in South
Asia and would spili over to other countries and have
global repercussions. But there “may still be time to arrest
further deterioration of the situation.” He called attention
to the near-term deployment of Prithvi, Akash and Nag
battlefield weapons and the longer-range Agni.

In a seemingly characteristic response, one Indian par-
ticipant said: “We have to defend ourselves. We have
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been under foreign control for such a long period. And
technology must be developed. We need psychological
progress between [ndia and Pakistan. And we have to have
the potential to act if anybody becomes a threat—we don’t
say who is the threat.”

Further Reductions in The Nuclear Arsenals

Wu Zhan stated the Chinese position. The Chinese were
for “complete prohibition’ and “thorough destruction™ of
nuclear weapons and no-first-use statements by nuclear
powers. The U.S. and Russia should “take the lead in
halting the test, production and deployment of all types of
nuclear weapons and drasticaily reduce all types of nuclear
weapons” which would “create favorable conditions™ tor
an international confcrence on which further progress
could be based.

An Amcrican compiained
it would join in disarmament talks if and whep the U.S.
and Russia cut their warheads by half. Now that just such
major progress was in train. China had shifted to demand-
ing “drastic” reductions and, according to Wu Zhan, this
could be interpreted as 95, rather than 30 per cent.

Wu Zhan’s paper showed the same exaggerated faith,
seen in some [ndian statements, in no-first-usc declara-
tions. He argued that such a commitment by nuclear pow-
ers would “render their research, testing, production and
deployment of nuclear weapons meaningless and unneces-
sary.”

His proposal for the region was to frecze the status quo
in India and Pakistan in procurement and deployment of

nuclear Weapons and to do so ‘v’CI"if}?Lb}}’.

Richard Garwin noted that under Start 1 and Start il
Russian nuclear warheads would decline from a peak of
45 000 warhcads to 3000-3300 strategic warhcads by the
year 2003 and the U.S. would reach the same limits, down
from 33,000. For both powers, only 700 air-dclivered
NATO tactical nuclear weapons are outside the borders of
U.S. and Russia.

After deseribing the U.S. National Academy of Science
study on the management and disposition of excess weap-
ons plutonium, he urged cxtending disarmament of nucle-
ar warheads to reach levels of 1000 on each side, with
tactical nuclear weapons included in that total. Other nu-
clear powers might, he suggested, adopt limits on their
nuctear weapon holdings of about 300 to facilitate this
progress.

a had, in 1982 said
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Ballistic Missile Disarmament

TImA
Under a current FAS p

ment {ZBM), which was dcscnbed y FAS staffer Dr.
Jerome Holton, the U.S. and Russia would agree on a
contingent “good faith initiative™ to make substantial fur-
ther reductions in missiles if all nations would agree, at a
world conference, to attempt the goal of zero baliistic
missilcs. Thereafter, eight regional zones, covering the
entire world, would attempt freezes and disarmament of
ballistic missiles in their regions.

nlan for b
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Stephen P, Cohen, expert on South Asia, with Stone

Stone presented a retated proposal for a ballistic missile
freeze in the region which said:

“India and Pakistan could agree to freeze the deploy-
ment of nuclear-capable ballistic missiles, in accordance
with jointly agrecd definitions on what constitutes deploy-
ment—and with such mutually agreed on-site inspection
by cach other, or by an agreed third party, as the two
partics requirc—so long as China agrees, as a good-faith
scsture, to keep all IRBMs out of agreed territories adjoin-
ing India. As part of the agreement, the United States
could agree to provide technical assistance and informa-
tion designed o help verify the agreement.”

The Chincsc were urged to give this careful consider-
ation on the grounds that:

a). its security was at stake if missiles were created in
states on its periphery that could reach China, especially in
regions prong 10 war;

b). that, in any case, its friendship with neighboring
states should extend to helping them freeze their own mis-
sile arms races if this could be done without great damage
to Chincsc sccurity' and
othcrw;se inevitable requests from Pakistan for he!p from
China in holding up Pakistan’s end of an arms race with a
largcr power, India.

In the discussion that followed, Stone reminded Profes-
sor Wu that his paper said: “India is not the target of the
Chinese nuclear force so long as it does not deploy any
nuclear weapons™ (emphasis added), which implied that,
in the context of a deployed Agni missile with nuclear
warhead, China would certainly be targeting India and a
new confrontation would exist.

One Chinese participant said the idea of worldwide bal-
listic missile elimination was “very interesting” and sug-
gested that two bilateral negotiations (India-China and
India-Pakistan) might be better than a trilateral one. [This
conforms to Chinese traditional interest, emphasized sev-
erai times below, in avoiding getting in between two quar-
reling parties. |
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PAKISTANI| SOCIETY

What follows is drawn from Oa The Grand Trunk
Road by Steve Coll, Random House, 1944,

Pakistan, born in 1947, was separated from its East-
ern wing, which became Bangladesh, in 1971. Since
1947, it has tried about a half-dozen different potitical
systems and four formal constitutions and survived
many internal crises.

From 1956 to 1969, it was led by General Ayub
Khan. He was overthrown by the commander-in-
chiet, General Yahva Khan, who, 33 months later,
discredited by Pakistan’s defeat in East Pakistan,
turned power over to Zulfikar Ali Bhutto. He. in turm,
was removed from office by commander-in-chief of
the army General Zia ul-Hagq in 1977. Bhutto was hung
in 1979 after having been tried for polit ical crimes, and
Zia was assassinated in 1988 in an unsolved aircraft
crash. Bhutto’s daughter, Benazir Bhutto, became
Prime Minister in 1988, lost in 1990, and regained the
position in 1993,

This has been an extremely heterogeneous society
for more than 5000 years and features now, by lan-
guage groupings, Punjabi speakers (48%), Pushto
(13.19%), Sindhi (11.8%). Saraiki (9.8%%) and Urdu
(7.6%), with another 10 percent distributed among still
other languages. The British left it with a fractured
legal system that differed from province to province.
And the country is constantly dealing with Islamic
pressures, e.g., {0 test the “‘repugnancy’” of all laws
with Quranic injunctions. In theory, though not in
practice, it has such Islamic punishments as the ampu-
tation of hands for theft, stoning of offenders for sexu-
al crimes, and lashes for consuming alcohol.

Despite the many crises, Pakistan’s economy has
been growing since 1947 at four percent a year, among
the fastest in the Third World. Pakistan now has an
average per capita income of more than $500 per year.
While close to **middle-income’” in economic terms, it
is, in social terms, much lower on the world scale. It is
equal to or worse than India in infant mortality, child
mortality and life expectancy at birth (51 vears). And
its adult literacy rate is 24 percent, compared to 85
percent for India. (In both countries the female litera-
cy rate is about half that of males.) Population growth
is 2.4 percent, compared to India's 1.8 percent. lts
population is about 125 million.

According to one conference participant quoted in
this book, Mubashir Hassan: “‘Indo-Pakistan society
is paranoiac by nature. They are extremely insecure.
They have always been ruled by force and power.
They have yet to learn to rule over themselves. The
more they learn, the more they become afraid of what
will happen to them. They keep looking for protectors
atevery level . . .. Salvaging the Pakistanj state might
require a combination of a Caesar and a Plato.” [

An Indian participant defended the proposal for a regional
freeze, saying “‘non-deployed, non-weaponized" status for
missiles “‘would do” and would prevent “'arms racing.”” He
said we could not be “sanguine” that such arms racing
would not occur, and the proposal would not mean one was
“writing off ones capacity to retaliate”. It was better to
stay; by agreement. “short of deployment, and with trans-
parency” since, otherwise, one could never be sure what a
future government might do, and an arms race might start,

A Chinese participant said the regional freeze was ““inter-
esting,” and still another said, **It is true that we are a bit
concerned about Agni.” He went on: “As neighbors of
India and Pakistan, we hope they can solve their differences
and we are for nuclear-weapon-free zones—although this is
the first we have heard of a ballistic-missile-free zone. It
should be the joint product of countries involved, but first of
all India and Pakistan.™ And he raised the question of how
countries outside the zone would cooperate, e.g.. the U.S.
carrier Enterprise.

A Pakistani said the “missile threat in the region is real™
and that “ves, a freeze is good for us.”™

(In the end, when the time came to see if there was
consensus on conference proposals, this item was the most
controversial, mainly because one Chinese delegate felt that
it was too detailed.” There was palpable fear, underlying
that comment, that a reference to China in the report— and
this was the only proposal under consideration that required
anything explicit of China that was not already Chinese
policy—could lead someone. somewhere in the Chinese
burcaucracy, to come down hard on the Chinese delegates.
Under the circumstances, Stone withdrew the proposal
from consideration for promulgation, saying that FAS
would pursue it, in any case, and did not need an expression
of consensus. |

P

General Arif and Ambassador Riaz Khokhar of Pakistan
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In a final session, Stephen Cohen tabled a paper for his
South Asian Regional Initiative (SARI)Y under which the
U.S. and Japan—and probably Russia, Germany and
Great Britain—would co-sponsor a process seeking to
pass a “framing” UN resolution updating the UN position
on regional peace in a contemporary context, Substantive
committees would deal with various components of India-
Pakistan relations. Nuclear proliferation in the region and
a dialogue on Kashmir would be subsumed in this long-
term effort designed to change perceptions and with incen-
tives and disincentives applied to India and Pakistan.

On To Beijing

Working late into the evening, Garwin, under instruc-
tions from a group of four lcaders including himself, sct out
to put the proposals that seemed to have survived the
consensus process into a common form. But it was evident
that the conference had not had time for a final review.
Later, in Beijing, members of the Indian delegation com-
plained that a “no-first-make” proposal for a bilateral
agreement between India and Pakistanr not to manufacture
nuclear weapons had not been noticed by them during the
45-minute review scssion.

They insisted that this would be embarrassing to them
and asked that it be struck—not just covered by a phrase
that indicated the review had not been compieted and the
consensus not reached. In the end, under pressure from
them, and after virtually all other delegates had lcft, the
proposal turned into a completely different proposal for a
regional agreement not to be the first to use nuclear weap-
ons. [But this proposal is, obviously, not acceptable to the
Pakistanis, who want their nuclear capability to deter con-
ventional attack by the Indians, and the final document

delivered to participants does indicate that both Pakistani

and some Indian delegates do not agree with it.]
Foreign Ministry Institute for International Studies

It was intcresting to sec the pressure under which the
Chinese were acting. The Deputy Director of the Institute
for International Studies had asked Stone. the night be-
fore, whether the agenda for the meeting at the Institute
might be “U.S. Policy Toward Asia.” On Stone’s objec-
tion, he said, “0.K., open agenda.” But when the meeting
opened, he returned to announcing that the topic was
“U.S. Policy Toward Asia.”

Why? Perhaps, the Foreign Ministry or the Institute was
worried that, somehow, the three visiting delegations
might join in some combined approach or theme petition-
ing China to do something or other or criticizing its policy.
Better to deflect this by having an agenda in which all
would criticize U.S. policy. All this reveals the unbeliev-
able vigilance of a system in which long-serving bureau-
crats must worry about any slip that might be magnified,
through McCarthyite demagoguery, into a charge on their
record that could upset an otherwise iron rice bowl.

During the discussion, an Indian delegate said, “The
U.S. thinks it is the chosen people of God and is not
prepared to accept China as a co-equal.” Another Indian

Chengxu Yang, former Chinese Ambassador to Austric {at right)
hosted « 12-course lunch in Belfing

delegate criticized China for not accepting any arms con-
trol limitations except the Chemical Weapons Convention
and urged a substantive dialogue with India.

An American criticized the Chinese for not taking a
leadership role in their region, where “you are unquestion-
ably a superpower.” He was advised that “We don’t want
to be leaders™ and “We fear that the U.S. has a strong
interest in being the world’s leader.” Another said, “India
has a right to nuclear weapons; why does the U.S. object to
this? I worry about U.S. meddling in South Asia.” He also
volunteered, “To lead a world is not so easy, $0 we arc not
so cager to try.”" A Pakistani defended the Chinese against
the charge of not showing great interest in arms control.
And another said that “"China should get its due share and
deference to its greatness.”

After an interesting discussion, the head of the Institute,
former Ambassador to Austria Chengxu Yang, hosted a
lunch. In answer to questions, he said that China’s biggest
problem was control of the economy, the Forcign Minis-
try’s biggest problem was America and the Institute’s big-
gest problem was to find good young people.

In the afternoon, our delegates were received by the
very senior General Xu Xin, now Director of the Beijing
Institute of International Strategic Studics and formerly
Vice Chief of the Armed Services. In his prcsentation, he
was at great pains to provide statistics showing how little
the Chinese military was being given in its budget.

According to his figures, using exchangc rates at the
periods in question, Chinese military expenditures had
been $6.1 billion in 1991, $6.7 billion in 1992 and $7.35
billion in 1993 (but less than §5 billion if using last Octo-
ber’s exchange rate). The budget had gone up only 1.6
times from 1980 to 1993. Since Spring 1993, the exchange
rate moved against them, and now he had only 40 cents per
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day per soldier for food. Per capita. the U.S. was spending
70 times as much on its defense budget.

Regarding India, he said that it had two aireraft carriers.
while China could not buy any. And that “our Indian
friends have bought some Ru'ssian weapons which surpass
in numbers the weapons we have bought.” China had
bought a few Su-27 aircraft “so we can bencfit from the
advanced technology™ of other countrics.

With respect to oil in the South China Sea, China's
approach was to “shelve the dispute and engage in com-
mon developments: what better policy could there be?™

General Xu pointed out that the U.S. was the biggest
arms merchant in the world, with $33 billion in sales, so the
U.S. should take the Icad in arms control.

[Editor’s Note: Congressman Lec Hamilton's March 10
report to the House on Fiscal 1993 U.S. arms sales lists

Ambassador Khokhar, Generul Xu Xin and FAS President Stone
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532.4 billion in government-t0 government sales, plus
$25.5 billion in exports of commerically sold defense arti-
cles and services—a total of $58 billion. |

On the issuc of ballistic missiles, about which FAS had
inquired, he said:

“As to control of ballistic missiles, this is good if condu-
cive to world peace. But here. in principle, they should be
“fair. reasonable and balanced™ and consultation should
be carried out among the countries around the world.

Institute for Contemporary Internationai Relations

At a meceting with officials of this institute of over 400
rescarchers, the Americans made their pitch for ZBM,
which a Pakistani delegate said he supported, [Indeed,
their Government is considering proposing some version
of this in the UNGA.] An Indian and a Pakistani delcgate
cach taunched into long derunciations of U.S. policy,

Over a dinner hosted by President Shen Qurong, FAS
was urged not ““to exaggerate the role China has played in
negotiating solutions to problems with our neighbors.”

The Beijing Institute Of IAPCM

The next morning the group met with physicists interest-
cd in arms control at the Institate of Applied Physics and
Computational Mathematics whose director is Fu Hon-
gyuan. At this mecting, there was further discussion about
no-first-use, with a Pakistani delegate trying to explain
why the pro—no-fust-usc analysis ignored situations where
conventional attack was the thing the nuclear weapons
deterred. A wide range of other issues was touched upon,
zndudmg dual-use technology for peacetul purposes. This
institute is hosting an ISODARCO meeting on Aprit 26.
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