US Policy Paradigms at the Turn of the
20" Century: Pakistani Perceptions

M. Nasrullah Mirza®

The end of the Cold War with the demise of Soviepee has
generated security problems independent of the pP&Boviet
rivalry. The proliferation of nuclear weapons andissie
technology in the developing countries, the emergeaf regional
hegemony, threatening the US regional and globarests, and
pressures of American public to reduce the costsglobal
leadership and divert national resources for rdvofatheir own
domestic economy have created new imperatives ppdrtunities
for redefining of the US foreign policy, both iretbry and practice.

These changes have brought important implicationghe US
policy and practice. It has affected US priorities different
regions. The nature and types of political, ecomopmstientific,
technical and military developments need constaohitoring.
During the Cold War the US policy of containmentsvessentially
a single-minded approach, perceiving the predontisanrce of
threat and seeking to meet it, wherever it jeozadlivital US and
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its allies’ interests. However, the post Cold Walitgcal scenario
has produced three paradigms of the US global ypaiperatives,
which played significant role in devising the p@licof
‘engagement and enlargement.’

The aim of the paper is to critically evaluate thest-Cold
War paradigms of the US policy and the Pakistarcgqaion at the
turn of the 28 century. The three paradigmsunipolarism, non-
interventionism, and multilateralisra- of the US policy are
discussed below following the Pakistani perceptions

Unipolarism

The proponents obnipolarism define interests broadly and
recommend that United States, as the sole remasupgrpower,
should exercise leadership in all aspects of waffdirs. Under
this paradigm, the US is given preponderance inntbed affairs
with a half dozen other states having special gtrethat makes
them salient in certain areas (e.g., Japan istzaabkconomic giant
but weak in military and political prestige, Russga militarily
predominant in Eurasia but is crippled by politigadtability and
economic weakness; unified Germany is pre-emimeBurope but
lacks the military capabilities as a global pownitain and France
wield certain diplomatic clout but rank below Gemgain
economic might and are also well behind the UniBtdtes in
military strength, China enjoys rapid economic gitowut has to
deal with uncertain political future and its arnfecces are in dire
need of modernization). The United States posseasasique
amalgam of political, economic, cultural, and naifit clout that
enables it to exercise unparalleled and multi-ditoeal influence
throughout the world.

The international system, with the passage of timay
become multipolar as the present great powers BEChiapan,
Russia, united Germany] are closing the gap wighithited States.
But for at least a generation, the US will continodrold sway and
will have to shoulder the burdens of a ‘unipolarmemt’? The

1 Samuel P. Huntington, “America’s Changing Swate Interests,” Survival
(January/February 1991), p.6.

2 The term ‘unipolarism’ is derived from Charlesralithammer’s concept of
‘unipolarity’. See “The Unipolar Moment,”Foreign Affairs 70 (1990-91),
pp.23-33.
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interaction between and among the great powers Wwél
characterized by ‘cooperation and competition’ anidl therefore
be more ambivalent. The world would remain hazasdglace to
live. Multiple dangers persist in the shape of oegi conflicts,
arms proliferation, militant nationalism, ethnic darreligious
hostilities, political instability, terrorist movesnts, drug
trafficking, and mass starvatioh.These problems have been
exacerbated or made more salient by the end ofuthe&Soviet
competition and could disrupt international orded dhreaten the
security interests of the United States as wethase of its allies.
Viewed in this context, military strength still rams an important
element of national power.

Unipolarists also argue that civilizational diffaces (e.g.,
Western, Confucian, Japanese, Islamic, Slavic-@dkp
constitute the key cleavages in global politicse Téentral axis’ of
this ‘clash of civilizations’ is the division beter ‘the West and
the rest’. In near future, the challenge to the 58 its Western
allies is said to be emanating from cooperationvbeh Confucian
states (China and North Korea) and Islamic stdtas,(Iraq, Libya,
Algeria and Pakistan) in efforts to acquire weapafsmass
destruction and associated delivery systémiier the May 1998
nuclear tests in South Asia Pakistan is increagingdwed as a
‘target’ state in this category.

Noninterventionism

The concept ofnoninterventionismhas replaced the old
paradigm of ‘isolationism’. Isolationism, in a sfrisense, includes
political, economic and military withdrawal from t@rnational
affairs, but the concept of non-interventionism dens military
disengagement only not complete political detachmen
economic autarky.

3 Samuel P. Huntingtoop.cit, p.6.

4 Samuel P. Huntington, “The Clash of Civilizag@f Foreign Affairs72 (Summer
1993). See also Responses to Samuel P. HuntingfmésClash of Civilizations?”
Foreign Affairs72 (September / October 1993), pp.1-26 and SaRuélintington,
“If Not Civilizations, What? Paradigms of the P&md War World,” Foreign
Affairs 72 (November/December 1993), pp.186-94.

5 Ted Galen Carpentéek, Search for Enemies: America’s Alliances after@uoéd War
(Washington, DC: Cato Institute, 1992), p.189. Sks® Doug Bandow, “Keeping
the Troops and the Money Hom&urrent History(Jan. 1994), p.13.
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Noninterventionists believe that the contemporarprigv
suffers from a multitude of disorders, but with thisintegration of
Soviet Union, the US faces no major security thréherefore, the
US military strength can be reduced significantlycater to the
needs of direct defence of American territory. Mwer, use of the
US armed forces for other purposes (countering oredi
aggression, supporting peacekeeping and humamitanissions) is
almost always unwarranted, dangerous, costly atite,fuather,
they contend that ‘market forces’ can only provideonomic
security and protect the US positibn.

Non-interventionists further believe that ‘hiddearld’ forces
will tend to maintain a rough equilibrium in thesttibution of
power. In self-preservation, the states in proxmotthe emerging
hegemon will go for massive arms build-up and fammitary
alliances with local states to counter aggressi@hina and
Pakistan will constrain India; India with Russiadalapan, in turn,
would contain expansionist China; Germany and Jap#inbe
counterbalanced by Ukraine, Russia, China and S¢otba). Had
the US failed to oppose Iragi invasion of Kuwaitan, Syria,
Turkey and Egypt eventually would have to be unitedkeep
Saddam Hussain in check. These ‘regional anti-lsoavél serve
the required purpose and the US has consequentlgered to
intervene in various regional conflicts. The USmention might
be required in rare cases to tip the balance ofepow favour of
anti-hegemonic forces.

Multilaterism

The multilateralistsenvisage courses of action predominantly
based on the concerted behaviour of several statése actual
ceding of national authority to an internationajamization. They
believe that the US can neither retire from thelaventirely nor
defend its interests successfully on its own. Tiienating vision is
one of an increasingly interdependent world in \Whike US no
longer should pursue autarchic policies. They arghat the

6 John J. Kohout lllgt al, “Alternative Grand Strategy: Options for the téai
States,”"Comparative Strategyol. 14. No. 4 (October/December 1994), pp.384-
85.

7 Christopher Layne and Benjamin Schwarz, “Ameriddegemony-without an
Enemy,”Foreign Policy No. 92 (Fall 1993), pp.22-23.



US Policy Paradigms at the Turn of thé™0entury: Pakistani Perceptions 11

financial burden of military preponderance puts tH& at a
considerable disadvantage with respect to its negonomic
competitors (Japan, Western Europe) which it comn to
protect®

Multilateralist solutions to global problems is notique in the
post-Cold War international political system. Rathais type of
solution was sought through formation of LeagueNations and
United Nations following the World War | and II, sgectively.
The two major differences, however, are: First, éma of the
military confrontation between the East and Weshgtstanding
problems that shaped national policy, such as ti8&Sbviet
struggle for geo-strategic advantage, the feaamfd-scale conflict
in Europe, and the threat of general nuclear waagtgally have
disappeared. Second, the end of the Cold War hlagnerd the
need for economic cooperation. The topography dfatsgic
landscape’ has changed from geo-political advasté&geconomic
benefits through free-market forces, promotion @&mdcracy,
human rights and protection of environment from idap
degradation.

Policy of Engagement and Enlar gement

The post-Cold War world requires a different andreno
nuanced worldview, reflecting the intricacies amnplexities of
power and its uses, which makes obligatory theraeteng role of
the US as a sole superpower. The US policy of @ontent’ of
communist ideology which shaped the world politisgstem as
tight bipolar has transformed into policy of ‘engawent and
enlargement’ with the end of the Cold War.

According to the White House the meaning and oljestof
the US policy of ‘engagement and enlargement’ are:

Our national security strategy is based on enlgrghe community of
market democracies while deterring and containingraye of threats to
our nation, our allies and our interests. Theretlaree central components
to our strategy of engagement and enlargementeffoits to enhance our
security by maintaining a strong defence capabiltyd promoting

8 Ashton B. Carter, William J. Perry, and JohnSieinbrennerA New Concept of
Cooperative SecuritpWashington, DC: Brookings Institute, 1992), p.4.

9 John J. Kohout lllet al., op.cit, pp.402-06.
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cooperative security measures; our work to opeeigarmarkets and spur
: ) . do
global economic growth; and our promotion of deracgrabroad.

The post-Cold War policy reflects focus on funcibissues
compared to erstwhile geopolitical imperatives amdcaimed at
global integration in terms of economic and segurietworks
through the promotion of democracy and free-magkenomy.

The policy ofenlargemenipresupposes engagement with the
world. The views expressed by the large communitaralysts
after the end of the Cold War were that the US pullsue a policy
of isolationism in the wake of the ‘eradication’ thfe opposing
pole, but President Clinton made it clear that ‘tHeited States
will continue to play an active role in internatiraffairs,™ e.qg.,
reaffirmation of American role as a world leadehisT policy of
‘engagement and enlargement’ has four basic conmiene
strengthening of the community of major market deracies;
fostering and consolidation of new democracies anarket
economies; countering of states hostile to demgcieand free
markets; and pursuit of humanitarian agenda nat bylproviding
aid, but also by working to help democracy and mgdconomies
in the regions of greatest humanitarian conéérn.

The policy of enlargement is based on five couadexction in
terms of regional priorities and five in terms o#ris-national
problems. First, economic policy placed at the hehtUS foreign
policy; Second, the US support for reforms in Raisand the
newly independent states of Central Asia; Thirdjntaning the
NATO alliances; Fourth, expansion of strategic taih East Asia
and Fifth, to secure peace in Middle E&sln terms of trans-
national problems, the Clinton administration’s tsdg policy
addressed nuclear non-proliferation, combating otem,
controlling drug trafficking, protecting human righ and
environmental degradation.

10 The White HouseA National Security Strategy of Engagement and rfgelaent
(Washington DC: US Government Printing Office, Ju894), p.2.

11 President Clinton said in ti$¢ate of Union Addresdanuary 1994 (mimeo), p.10.

12 Anthony Lake, “From Containment to Enlargenfergmarks at the John Hopkins
University School of Advanced International Studi@spt. 21, 1993 (mimeo), p.5.

13 Lloyd Bentsen, then-Secretary of the Treas@tatement before the Senate
Appropriations Committee, April 27, 1993, p.1-15.
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The other crucial aspect of the US foreign polgyhe use of
military force where diplomacy and other non-miltalternatives
fail. The National Security Adviser to the Presigeinthony Lake,
listed the following situations where the US coulse military
force:

To defend against direct attacks on the US, itzesis at home and abroad,

and its allies; to counter aggression, which istreénto preserving a

peaceful world; To defend our most important ecoicanterests, because

it is here that American see their most immediatesgnal stake in our
international engagement; to preserve, promote, dafdnd democracy,
which in turn enhances our security and the sprafadur values; to
prevent the dangerous proliferation of nuclear weapand other weapons
of mass destruction, to prevent acts of terrorisith @ combat the deadly
flow of drugs; to maintain our reliability. When g¢hUS makes
commitments to other nations, we must keep our mes and for
humanitarian purposes, such as combating famine athdr natural

disasters and in cases of overwhelming violatidrtauman rightsl.4

In response to fears that the United States wasupg a
‘neo-isolationist’ policy, the then US Ambassador the UN,
Madeleine Albright, categorically stated: “Our mati will not
retreat into a post-cold war foxhole, ... not tiecs reliance on
unilateralism or multilateralism, instead the UditStates will
decide how to achieve its goals on case-by-cases.basAs
Christopher noted “the question of unilateralismmurtilateralism
creates a false polarity.... It is not an eithepraposition.*®

The policy of ‘engagement and enlargement’ is eomal mix
of the above stated three paradigms unipolarism, non-
interventionism and multilateralism. These paradigre basically
the ideal types. In real terms, no US administrai® likely to
adhere scrupulously to a single ideal. The Clirddministration
has borrowed guidelines from all the three idealthough the
multilateralists’ prescriptions seem to dominateéhe Tprincipal
objective of the United States is to hold on whatas now and
preserve it for as long as possible. The Clintomiadstration is
trying to realize this principal national goal thgh strategic tools

14  Anthony Lake, “American Power and American Diphcy,” Warren and Anita
Manshel Lecture at Harvard University, Oct. 21,49imeo), p.4.

15 James M. McCormick, “Assessing Clinton’s FoneRplicy at Midterm,"Current
History, Vol. 94, No. 595, (November 1995), p.371.

16 Ibid.
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by supporting forces of democratization, free-mar&eonomy,
stopping proliferation of nuclear weapons and tebbgy,
promotion of human rights, combating terrorism amahtrolling
drug-trafficking. Here, it will be appropriate toisduss the
Pakistani perceptions regarding the use of thesgegic tools by
the Clinton administration in order to achieve ti& national
goals.

Pakistani Perceptions

‘Incoherent’,  ‘inconsistent’, ‘indecisive’, ‘unjusied’,
‘lopsided’, ‘dual in nature’, and ‘discriminatoryhave, too often,
become the catchwords for describing American athtnation’s
foreign policy towards Pakistan. This Pakistanicpetion is based
on its experience in dealing with the Americans tfee last five
decades since independence. Before coming to thest&a
perceptions regarding the US policies at the tdinhis century let
us first review Pakistan’s experiences and peroaptin the Cold
War period, when Pakistan was termed as “mosteadliy” of the
United States.

The US involvement in South Asia was no doubt irspitl of
its global policy of containment of communism but its
manifestations it moved from one end of the spectta another
leaving different impressions on the two South Asiavals —
India and Pakistan.

The sense of insecurity and helplessness duringatig years
of independence pushed Pakistan into the lap oUtBePakistani
policy-makers threw their weight whole-heartedly thwithe
Americans without giving much thought to its gedHpzal
realities in face of the perceived Indian threat hence to acquire
the much needed economic and military assistartoe Ainericans
accepted Pakistan’s participation in their colleeti security
arrangement without realizing the nature and intgms the deep-
rooted Indo-Pakistan hostility. Both the countrisgent into
alliances with an expectation that they will settveir own national
interests without giving thought to the implicattonand
consequences of such alliances between unequalepsirt The

17 The involvement of a superpower in any parthefworld is basically the product
of two principal categories of interests; thoseated to its global position as a
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Americans never contemplated the deployment ofliBeforces
and the use of American-supplied equipment agdimdia. The
Pakistanis, on the other hand, expected that theridans would
not only extend full diplomatic support to Pakistartase on
Kashmir but would also actively back Pakistan ie #vent of war
with India.

The Pakistani perceptions, though a little on tigh hside,
were not unnatural as they thought that the Amescaere not
only fully conscious of the Indian threat to Pa&iss security but
also realized that this was the main factor thduaed Pakistan to
ally itself with the US. Perhaps the view was naiwvethe part of
Pakistan but this naiveté could have been the ptodti both
ignorance of world politics and lack of experienoediplomacy.
The Americans were also equally naive because @f thmited
experience as a world policeman. They could nopeny judge
the implications of an alliance between a superpcaamel a small
state which was deeply locked in a local and fratal conflict.
Therefore, it is not surprising to find the Amenesaalong with the
USSR, building up India in the wake of the Sino#ndorder clash
in total disregard of Pakistani susceptibilittés.

Pakistan felt betrayed in the aftermath of the Siban
border clash when the Americans rushed for thenship of
substantial quantities of military equipment to ifndwithout
consulting their ‘most allied ally’. As compared the defence
support of around $55 million to Pakistan, the U&/egy India
military aid worth $90 million up to 196%.

superpower and those associated with the areaeincdimtext of regional and
bilateral relations. For a small state, the magason for forging closer relations
with each or any of the superpowers often stem faahesire to correct the regional
imbalances of power and to advance its economieldpment. However, close
association between a big and small state maymwepo be lasting because of the
relationship between the two is inherently unecarad because their interests do
not usually compliment one another. Shifting peticgis of interests do not only
vitally affect the durability of a given set of aglonship but may also result in a
new set of relationship.

18 Pervaiz Igbal Cheema, “Changing Patterns of daam Policy in South Asia,”
Asian Defence JourngNovember 84) p.55.

19 Stephen P. Cohen, “US Weapons and South AsiRoliey Analysis,” Pacific
Affairs, Vol. 49, No. 1 (Spring 1976), p.50.
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The American policy during those years created @sgion
among many Pakistanis that although the Indianead a defeat
at the hands of the Chinese, it was the Americams panicked.
Pakistan again felt betrayed as President Kennezbismitment
given to President Ayub Khan was that Pakistan dobé
consulted before any decision to be taken on thestgan of arms
supply to India?® Moreover, despite Pakistan’s all out efforts to
induce the Americans to use their influence in ordehave the
Kashmir dispute resolved, only a half-hearted éffes made by
the Americans in this regafd.

Following the Sino-Indian border clash and the Aicesr
military aid to India, Americans made frantic etfoto convince
the Pakistanis about their good faith and gaveatggleassurances
to come to Pakistan’s help even against Indian esgipn?
Despite these assurances, the Americans belied thgmectations
of their ‘most-allied ally’ when in September 196%lian forces
crossed international borders and a full-fledged temk place
between India and Pakistan. The Americans oncendgaidown
its ‘most-allied ally’ declaring that there was olear aggression
against Pakistan. Over and above, the Americanesatgpan arms
embargo against Pakistan which was totally depérnideterms of
arms procurement on America as compared to Indiehatad just
10 per cent of arms supply from the US. When in18@1 Indo-
Pak war the whole world community regarded India as
aggressor, th&S EnterpriseMission was interpreted in Pakistan
nothing more than a symbolic gesture as it couldpmevent the
dismemberment of the country.

Despite the Soviet Union’s active involvement aghin
Pakistan in the 1971 Indo-Pakistan war, the Amasazecided to

20 Ayub KhanFriends Not MasterélLahore: Oxford University Press, 1967), pp.129-
53.

21 Pervaiz Igbal Cheemap.cit, p.58.

22  GW. Chaudhrylndia, Pakistan, Bangladesh and the Major Powg¥ew York:
The Free Press, 1975), pp.112-13. G.W. Chaudhrgikias a long list of important
American officials who tried to mollify Pakistan®ars emanating from rash
American reaction to Sino-Indian War. Among theaidfils who gave categorical
assurances to come to Pakistan’s help if aggressasncommitted against it were:
Harriman, Rostow, Dean Rusk, George A. Bill, Philgdbot, and General Maxwell
Taylor.
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pursue not only the policy of ‘inaction’ but alsod®rsed the State
Department’s conclusions that “independence fort BRekistan
was inevitable and desirabl&®This dispelled all doubts in the
minds of Pakistanis that they were no more thaavenpin the US
global chess game. Pakistan’s disenchantment Wwe&HJXS which
started with Sino-Indian border clash of 1962 Hagstreached its
climax in 1971. This inconsistency in US policy emds Pakistan
became evident when viewed within the context afohSoviet
friendship and the support that the Soviet Uniod baen to the
Indians over the years during times of peace arrd wa

Pakistan has a pervading perception that it had paieavy
price for aligning itself with the US. It not ongntagonized the
Soviets as well as many Arab states but it alseiged India with
an excuse to wriggle out of its commitments on KaishThe only
benefits Pakistan achieved through this policy lajnanent with
America was economic and technical assistance, hmdcsome
extent, has contributed towards economic developrbenhat the
same time was seen as counter-productive as theridane
economic strategy resulted in an excessive coratemirof wealth
among a few families in Pakistan, thereby creasingjo-economic
distortions in the society.

The duality of the US policies towards Pakistan dndia
became also evident in the decade of 1970s. Ddgygii@n nuclear
explosion in 1974, nothing was done against Indiacontrol
nuclear proliferation. When Pakistan tried to aogunuclear
breeder plant from France both Pakistan and Fraaose under
strong pressure from the US to cancel the dealettige US non-
proliferation law of 1978, India was ineligible teceive nuclear
fuel from the US on two grounds: (i) it had notreed the NPT and
(i) it refused to allow full-scope safeguards be pperations of all
its nuclear plant& The American president not only overruled the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission but also won the ivackf the
US Senate for shipment of nuclear fuel to Irfdia.

23 Richard M. NixonMemoirs(New York: Grosset and Dunlop, 1978), pp.521-31.

24 Fred Greene, “The United States and Asia if019sian SurveyVol. XXI, No. 1
(January 1961), pp.10-11.

25 Ibid.
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On the other hand, Pakistan’s efforts to acquireleax
breeder for its modest nuclear programme was peijeas an
‘Islamic Bomb’ and Pakistan-specific amendmentsemMerought
into the US non-proliferation laws. The SymingtondaGlenn
Amendments paved the way for the imposition of cahpnsive
sanctions by the US on Pakistan. It was the hegluality that
the US which persuaded France to supply nucledtduedia had
pressured France not to supply reprocessing piaRakistan, even
if we took the case in the context that both tretest refused to
sign NPT: India outrightly terming it discriminajoand Pakistan
on the basis of its real perception of insecurityagating from
Indian nuclear explosion of 1974 and military builgl, linked the
signing of the NPT to Indian compliance.

Pakistan, in principle, has always adhered to th&ear non-
proliferation but the discriminatory policies ofetiJS about the
implementation of non-proliferation regime showsueaprincipled
deference to realpolitik. Following the Indian reen test in 1974
the then US president Carter rewarded India bypshipit another
38 tons of enriched uranium; South Africa condu@eticlear test,
in collaboration with Israel, off its eastern coast1979 and the
US has been protecting it ever since against iatemmal censures
and sanctions with generous use of its veto polseagl has been
confirmed by the UN inquiry (Israeli nuclear teatinn Venanu
and the US investigative reporter Seymour Herslmaiee emerged
as the world’s sixth largest nuclear power, witle thelp of
technology, men and material from the US itselff tar from
attracting any Pressler Amendment; rather it wasiged military
and economic assistance about $4000 million a yearore than
the total amount Pakistan received spread oveyesaxs being the
front-line state in pursuit of US agenda to courtez Soviet
moves towards ‘warm waters’ through Afghanistan.

With the Soviet military intervention in Afghanista the
Americans launched a massive effort to establiskew’'n
relationship’ with Pakistan regarding it a ‘fromté state’ but the
Pakistanis preferred to exercise caution in thealidg with the
Americans, even then Pakistan’s caution did not pagected

26  Ghani Eirabie, “Pakistan-US ties: at the croads,” The News November 17,
1991.
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dividends. The US kept control over the in-flow afl-cum-sale
deal on year-to-year basis as they were anxioustrengthen
Pakistan’s defence capabilities with a view thag¢ #nhanced
capability, in turn, would raise the cost for theviets if they
decided to invade Pakistan otherwise Pakistan mig@tAmerican
equipment in some undesired directithThus the American
commitments with the Indians were kept intact iritHPakistan
equation but it has never been honoured vice versa.

With the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afgharastthe US
left Pakistan alone to deal with the legacy of Atighan war in the
shape of about 3 million refugees, proliferationsoiphisticated
weapons in the society creating law and order sitnaand the
profusion of narcotics which have been playing majle in
vitiating the body politics of the country. Aftehd signing of
Geneva Accords for the withdrawal of Soviet forcBem
Afghanistan, the US re-imposed economic and mylisanctions
in 1990, under the Pressler Amendment. This cowsgecific law
was blatantly discriminatory, singling out only omation —
Pakistarf®

The US double standards were implicit from the fhett it
remained reluctant to include India in the list obuntries
supporting terrorism despite New Delhi’'s well-doented
support to LTTE and other Tamil terrorist grouparileg Sri Lanka
apart. At that time, even the Indian press repaiftsindian
intelligence agencies having trained the LTTE astiimplicated
in the assassination of Rajiv Gandhi, could not vome
Americans that India’s track record in fomentingraesm is far
worse than that of all the countries on the USdfssupporters of
‘terrorism’. On the other hand Pakistan’s moral afiglomatic
support to the Kashmiri Mujahideen’s uprising agaithe Indian
rule, has been termed as terrorism. Thus the 139@®ained the
crisis-ridden years confined to crisis-managemearthe shape of
nuclear non-proliferation issues, terrorism, humghts and drug-
trafficking.?®

27  P.. Cheemap.cit, p.58.
28 Maleeha Lodhi, “Defining moment in Pak-US riglas,” The NewsApril 4, 1995.
29 Ibid.
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After the realization that the Pressler amendmead & “blunt
instrument” that had not achieved the policy gdmls had proved
counter-productive and besides being a symbol sdrohinatory
treatment, was also a structural impediment to pratiferation in
the regioi® — it acted as disincentive to respond to any ofithié
a dozen non-proliferation proposals that Pakistad bffered to
India. The declaratory policy of the US ‘balanceida‘even-
handedness’ since 1995 can only be termed as lealahthe US
had removed all the discriminatory amendments agdakistan.
The Pressler sanctions have eroded Pakistan’s wcbtonel
capability and have aggravated the military imbedaim the region.
The inherent asymmetry in the conventional balabeéveen
Pakistan and India has been accentuated by theffcuf all
American military sales to Pakistan whereas Inda&s lbeen
extended economic assistance by the US and al§ tgpenilitary
sales also resumed from Russia after a short break.

Post-Nuclear Tests Scenario

With the nuclearization of South Asia in May 19%&kistan
has figured as an important state primarily for oegative reason:
the fear in the minds of many Americans that Pakismay
transfer nuclear technology or expertise to otheslvh countries,
and, also marginally, its proximity to and religsoaffinity with the
newly-emergent Central Asian Muslim republics. Bhere are
some other factors which also are important in tedlsg
Pakistan’s geo-strategic position. 1) Pakistandsellinks with the
oil-rich Gulf region. 2) Pakistan offers the newilydependent
landlocked Muslim republics of Central Asia the dést and
quickest access to sea. The restoration of oldioeis, cultural and
commercial ties could buttress Pakistan’s politipakition with
the goodwill of an additional 50 million Muslims. akistan
(besides Iran and Turkey) is the only substantiétary power in
the Muslim world that possesses considerable psmfieal,
technical and entrepreneurial skills and has eathedummah’s
goodwill for its ardent advocacy of the Islamic sas. Also
Pakistan remains, notwithstanding some perceptitms the

30 William Perry, US Defence Secretary, acknowéetdt in a speech to Foreign
Policy Association, New York, January 1994.
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contrary, a moderate, modern and democratic Isla@taie. There
is no doubt that the mullahs (religious leadersgleviconsiderable
street-power but Pakistan’s national leadershiprizagermitted it
to sway state policies. 4) Pakistan’s proven framp with China,
an emerging great power, cannot be underestimatedny
strategic calculud!

The above stated factors are major determinargkaping the
course of Pak-US relations. The ongoing trans-natigssues in
which Pakistan is being implicated require speaténtion to
predict the future course of Pakistan-US relatiohkese are
nuclear non-proliferation, globalization through edrmarket
democratization, combating terrorism and protectadnhuman
rights.

Pakistani public believes that India’s nuclear tests of May 11
and 13, left Pakistan with no choice but to respond indkior
‘live in shame’®? Pakistan has conducted nuclear tests to counter
the threats posed by India, following nuclear tesis its
independence, sovereignty and territorial integriterefore, the

US sanctions against Pakistan are outrightly uifiedt®

Second, Pakistanis believe that nuclear weapoaizatyill
stabilize the deterrence between India and Pakiétaine US
contention that the “Indian and Pakistani nuclests have made
South Asia and the world, a more dangerous pldtegems
unfounded. Nuclear deterrence contributed to stallietween the
US and the Soviet Union so, why it cannot do thaes#or India
and Pakistan? Majority of the Pakistanis endorseniée N.
Waltz’'s views for promoting the notion that “withome nuclear
states, the world will have a promising futurélf the US is really

31  Ghani Eirabiegp.cit.

32 Ishtiag AhmedNew Nuclear Order: Call from Chaghi and Pokhrédfslamabad:
Institute of Regional Studies, 1998), pp.101, 104.

33 Ibid., pp.105-11.

34 Ibid., p.115. See also K. Subrahmanydime Economic Timg49 May 1998).

35 Council on Foreign Relations, “After the Te&lS§ Policy Toward India and
Pakistan,” http://www.foreignrelations.org/studteshscript/after.html, p.4.

36 Ishtiag Ahmed, “Nuclear Proliferation is noBad Thing,” inNew Nuclear Order:
Call from Chaghi and Pokhramp.cit, p.89. For details on Kenneth N. Waltz’s six
convincing arguments see “Spread of Nuclear Weapbttse May be better,”
Adelphi PaperNo. 1717 (London: IISS, 1981). Kotera M. Bhimayiuclear in



22 Pakistan Journal of History & Culture, Vol.XX\{2004)

serious in achieving the goals of non-proliferatiben it should
work to resolve the issues between India and Rakigtspecially
the issue of Kashmi- the root-cause of Indo-Pak hostility, which
has resulted into three full-fledged wars betwebent The
recommendations of the Council on Foreign Relaticgarding
Kashmir are a deliberate effort to favour Indiatbis issue. There
is indigenous militant movement against the Indiale and the
people of Kashmir are demanding their legitimaghtito self-
determination, promised under UN resolutions. Thame gross
violations of human rights, rather the Kashmirie aictim of the
Indian state terrorism. Almost 50,000 Kashmiris édndaid their
lives for their just cause. Even then the Counapssthat “the
dispute is not ripe for final resolution. It is eveaot ripe for
mediation by the United States or anyone else. Smmg with
these realities, diplomacy aimed at now resolvimg permanent
political status of Kashmir is bound to faif” The suggested
measures for ‘calming Kashmir’ are wanton avoidanicghe part
of the US. The word ‘calming’ itself reflects theSUntentions to
endorse the Indian stand on Kashmir. India has heged to
“grant increased political and economic autonomy ttee
inhabitants of Kashmir® This prescription is not in line with the
US advocacy of protecting human rights or combatkengprism.

Third, the popular perception is that the non-peadition
regime is discriminatory and Pakistan should not tbis regime.
Signing of CTBT may not be against Pakistan’s matianterests
but it will give the Americans a lever to furthemtengle Pakistan
in the non-proliferation regime. The US has beervisieg
Pakistan-specific laws in the past and it has piatself as a non-
dependable ‘strategic partner’. The US, no doubtthie most
powerful country in the world but how much we capend on its
‘word,’” is indeed questionable. We live in a wowtiich is devoid
of higher human values, where principles have givaay to
realpolitik and there is no place for morality. &ptance and

South Asia: Civil-Military Relations and DecisionaW{ing,” Asian Survey Vol.
XXXIV. No. 7 (July 1994), pp.647-59.

37 Council on Foreign Relations, “After the Te&lS Policy Towards India and
Pakistan,” http://www.foreignrelations.org/studteshscript/after.html, p.10.

38 |Ibid., p.11.



US Policy Paradigms at the Turn of thé™0entury: Pakistani Perceptions 23

practice of such degenerated values have been dipied

recognized as ‘pragmatism, by the West. Practi@hglouble

standards is an accepted norm. Similarly seledthmementation
of policies is a matter of choice and conveniemcsuit one’s own
vested interests. The US has always supported kwirartly as

well as overtly at the cost of its most-allied alBakistan. Despite
being an ardent advocate of human rights, democaadysocial

justice, the US has deliberately ignored the avomedciples in

the case of the oppressed people of Kasfiir.

Fourth, any decision regarding the joining of naaliferation
regime should be determined by the consideratidte: Has the
recent series of tests provided Pakistan with gefit data to
proceed with the further development of design fatuiication of
nuclear warheads? (b) Is Pakistan confident that ekisting
nuclear capability based on relatively unsophistida first
generation weapons is adequate and reliable entmughovide a
minimum deterrence capability? (c) Is Pakistan eonlating the
development of thermonuclear weapons at any stageeifuture?
and (d) Is there still a need to maintain a linkagethe Indian
policy in this regard?

The academics believe that if the answer to the first two
guestions is in the affirmative and the last twanighe negative,
then Pakistan can safely sign the CTBT without camyising on
its national interests. In case India decidesdg sut of the treaty,
which seems to be highly improbable at the mominuill be
politically suicidal for it to embark on a freshrigs of tests.
However, if the BJP continues on its reckless amofsdefying the
world community, Pakistan can always invoke theapscaclause in
the treaty on the basis of putting into jeopardyitef supreme
national interests by such a development. Thisanyn case, will
not be easy. North Korea’s abortive attempt isseda poinf:* We
must also be mindful of the fact that if a perceptis created that
we have taken the decision to accede to the tesatyresult of the

39 Fasahat Hussain Syed, “Strategic Options fdisRm: Post-Nuclear Scenario,”
The Nation(Lahore) August 18, 1998.

40 Naeem Ahmed Salik, “Advent of Nuclear Weapond the Evolution of Nuclear
Strategy” (unpublished paper).

41 Ibid.
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arm twisting by the multilateral aid agencies, iight set a
dangerous precedent for these institutions linkemyy future
assistance to more and more concessions on patiderfront. But
in any case “Pakistan, having severed the nexub Wtia’s
behaviour, could make its own adherence to CTBTditmmal on
being accorded the same concessions that may combeet
extended to India for the latter's eventual acaestd CTBT, if the
P-5 and other signatories pledge their acceptanadvance. If not,
they could choose to object, Pakistan would theh b® in a
position to challenge them®® The CTBT deprives qualitative
improvement of nuclear weapons excluding P-5 whe aapable
of conducting sub-zero, low-yield tests etc. thtougomputer
simulation technology and do not need further traal testing of
nuclear devices. Therefore, the newly emergenteangowers—
India and Pakistar- are the direct target of the CTBT. Moreover,
some nuclear strategists believe that “first gem@mranuclear
weapons do not create [credible] deterrence inritle-Pak and...
Sino-India context

On the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) neigdibns in
the Conference on Disarmament have yet to takdPafistan will,
of course, be participating in them even though tagreed
mandate for these negotiations is seriously flaédHence it
would be highly premature for Pakistan to commselt before
how the text of the Convention turns out to betipalarly its
provisions for verification of fissile materials qaluction. Also,
“India may well become less enthusiastic about stiimg its
present inspection-free reactors producing plutoniuits
reprocessing plants and other plutonium-relatedilitias to
international inspection. FMCT, is likely to takeveral years from
now to enter into force. De-linking from India &g stage is not
called for.”®

42  Agha Shahi, “Talbott Visit: NPT & CTBTDawn (Karachi), July 21, 1998.

43 T.T. Poulose, “India’s Nuclear Option and Na#ibSecurity,” in P.R. Chargt al,
Nuclear Non-Proliferation in India and Pakistan: 8b Asian Perspectives
(Colombo: Regional Centre for Strategic Studie®6)9pp.13, 44-47.

44 |bid.
45  |bid.
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The FMCT is basically designed to perpetuate the
technological and quantitative superiority of thetablished
nuclear powers since there is a large differencéhen existing
stockpiles of fissile materials of these countr&sa-vis countries
like India, Pakistan and Israel. China, which hhe fowest
holdings of fissile material amongst the recognisedear powers,
is also an intended target. However, it is not dhly cessation of
fissile materials production but the ‘intrusive pestion’ and
‘verification regime’ which will be required to hmut into place for
its effective implementation which carries more i@es
consequences for countries like Pakistan. The riatemal
safeguards regime which Pakistan has painstakiagbided by
staying out of the NPT will thus be imposed onhtough the
FMCT.*

Further, there is also a wide gap in the existiofglings of
fissile materials between India and Pakistan whithbe frozen
by any fissile material cut-off convention. Thenefo Pakistan
must persist in its demand to take into account eResting
stockpiles as well so that a baseline is laid bdyehich no one is
allowed to retain any fissile material stocks. M&hite, India and
Pakistan have the advantage of the hindsight andezan from
the experience of the two superpowers and avoigitfedls which
they faced in the age of nuclear innocence. In tbgard, it is in
the interests of both the countries not to get Ivew in a nuclear
race which would have catastrophic consequences ttieir
economies. The trend after the stabilization of theclear
deterrence should now be towards conventional $oreeuction
on the pattern of mutual and balanced force rednqiMBFR) in
Europe and stabilize the conventional balanceawvar level?’

The role of the US to stabilize South Asia is catieind at the
same time will also remain a hurdle until and uslésdia and
Pakistan are treated as equally important stratpgitners. The
Council’s report has just endorsed ‘restoration’W$ relations
with Pakistan but strongly advocated closer ‘sgiateooperation’
with India. Reemphasizing the recommendations efidist similar

46 Naeem Ahmed Salikp.cit.
47  Ibid.
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report, the Task Force endorses: “The time is fip@articular, for
the United States to propose a closer strategatioakhip with

India, which has the potential to emerge as afledlged major
power.”® Many Pakistanis feel that the US is again delitsdya
ignoring the real problems vitiating the South Asiaecurity
environment. Treating India as a major power andolitng

Pakistan altogether is unjustified and discrimimatd’A stable

Pakistan in possession of nuclear weapons is reasough to
worry,”*® for the US but India being recognized as poterjiaat

power’ in possession of nuclear weapons is in faeduhe US for
the realization of its grand designs in Asia. ltttrend continues
in the US policy toward South Asia the prospectdwfible peace
in the region would remain bleak.

The US growing emphasis on the ‘globalization’ thgb free-
market economies is bringing with it some major bbpems
specially for the developing states. globalizatidargely an
economic phenomenon, is failing to reach all tla¢est alike. “Too
many are excluded, unable to obtain access to tbgperity it
offers. At the same time, the market economy thahé engine of
this movement is, by its very logic, driving largeimbers of
people— in developing, developed and transitional alikeinto
deeper poverty and despair™ Regional arrangements, non-
governmental organizations, transnational businessdemic and
policy research institutions- all are taking on greater global roles.
Their collective impact on world events now surgasshat of
traditional national as well as international stmes. As civil
strife and social disarray undermine the authaftihe state, these
networks of new actors also erode it. The contfahoney, credit
and fiscal policy was the most important pillars which Jean
Bodin, one of the exponents of nation-state bassdcbncept
during the late sixteenth century. These pillars aow on the
verge of collapse which has, of course, come abwet a period
of time.

48 Council on Foreign Relations, “After the Te&l§ Policy Toward India and
Pakistan,” http://www.foreignrelations.org/studteshscript/after.html, p.5.

49 |bid., p.7.

50 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, “ Global leadership Aftee Cold War,"Foreign Affairs
Vol. 75, No. 2 (March/April 1996), p.88.
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By the late nineteenth century, the dominant cuayemas no
longer the state-minted coins or state-printed baofes but the
credit created by fast-growing privately controlledmmercial
banks. Every nation-sate countered the trend witke t
establishment of central banks and their crediteodghout the
nineteenth century, one nation-state after anotteet perforce
been under the control of non-national gold stathdashich
imposed strict limit on a country’s monetary andcél policy.
Even the gold exchange standard agreed upon abrBébods
after the World War Il did not give individual staé full monetary
and fiscal sovereignty. This ‘extended’ concepglobalization—
shifting power from states to non-state authoritidike
multinationals or transnational firms, has allowedernational
bureaucracies to further undermine the nation-$dmecs.

The process of globalization has opened up taxiegatdbors
for the multinationals as well as many unscrupulowlviduals.
As more tax havens open up, greater use is matteeof. States’
revenues and welfare services have suffered baulysabsidies
are cut back. In desperation, states are raisingegnby selling off
state-owned enterprises under the pretext of pzatadn — a
phenomenon that is also going on in Pakistan witendant
adverse effects.

Globalization is not a complete answer to the neefls
developing countries. In the first place, the pescis by no means
complete. Despite increasing linkages it is premeato speak of
an integrated global economy. There are still besrio trade, to
the flow of capital, more often due to the politicaasons. It is
liable to reversal, if economic circumstances iry aleveloped
country turn adverse. In such a situation, restecbarriers could
re-emerge that will reverse the trend of widenipgartunities for
the developing countries. Secondly, closer intégmatan result in
greater instability and heightened fluctuations amclease still
further the vulnerability of the developing couasi Third, the
impact of the benefits of globalization on the depeng countries
has been highly uneven and the disparities andlanbas can well
increase as the process advances. Fourth, it shotloe forgotten
that policies of free-market economy, liberalizatioand
globalization were pursued for long period by maiyhe former
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colonial territories. This resulted in a kind otegration into the
world economy through participation in commoditgde, but it
did not lead to industrialization or end the dualisn their
economies. Nor did it lead to greater quality amdraging
partners.

Since the industrial revolution it was argued tbabnomic
interdependence would prove stronger than natisinsdéintiments,
but whenever in the last two centuries politicasgans and
nation-state politics clashed with economic ratiitpahe political
passions and the nation-states have invariably Wewertheless,
there will be multifarious changes in the natioatst especially in
domestic fiscal and monetary policies, control pfernational
business, and in the conduct of war. The “battlediof the future”
(to use Huntington’s expression) will not be diéfet from the past.
“Countries have always competed for wealth and ri#gcand the
competition has often led to conflict. Why shouke tfuture be
different from the past?® Territorial schisms of the earlier periods
will be revived in the years ahead, with Germarmpah and rising
power of China building its military strength inder to contest
America’s global dominanc®.

That is why in many cases the Clinton administréasigolicy
seems inconsistent, assuming ‘ad hocism’ of whichsB
administration had also been accused. Dealing Witma, the
Clinton administration had been caught in a dilembeaween
promoting democracy and human rights and fostegognomic
security. The administration opted for economic dfigs, despite
President Clinton’s pledge to do otherwise. Ondtieer hand, the
developing states, which are facing problems bexadishe US
policies of free-market democracies and globalurgtiare being
targeted as ‘pariah’, ‘holdout’, ‘pivotal’, ‘roguge’ ‘outlaw’,
‘fundamentalists’, and ‘terrorist’ states. Interegty, barring some
states, all the states falling in above categ@resViuslim states-
Iran, Irag, Syria, Libya, Sudan, Afghanistan and, course,
Pakistan.

51 Kenneth Waltz, “Why should the future be diffier from the past,International
Security(Summer 1993).

52 Michael T. Klare, “Redefining Security: The Ne@lobal Schisms,”Current
History, Vol. 95, No. 604 (November 1996), p.354.
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Globalization also demands change of perceptioesefb,
ideas and tastes. This is exactly where the proafeglobalization
collides with cultural/civilizational difference$at exist between
and among the nations. No doubt, the sensitiviteasd
susceptibilities of individuals and societies amnlg gradually
modified by a process of global homogenization &uthe same
time it leaves pervasive complexities and contiémhis which are
widening the gap between national past and globlré. The
basic differences between Islamic and Western viabsut
politics, economic and social values will ever r@nhe elements
of perpetual problems-generating mechanism. Islamesdnot
endorse the Western style of democracy. Islam bdesest-based
economic system which acts as the lubricant in éhgine of
capitalist economy. In case of social and moraleslislam abhors
free-sex society while in the West there is norigsin. Islamic
philosophy considers the individual and the societyually
significant while the West gives too much impor&ando
glorification of individuals.

The Pakistanis believe that the US sees the grovsgilagnic
resurgence in the world as threat to Western vanesits global
supremacy. Over the last two decades, Muslimsvat the world
have developed a strong desire to seek guidancenapdation
from their religion. The Iranian revolution markéwe beginning of
an era in which Islamic ideology gained much poptylan a
number of Muslim countries. At present, Iran, Afglstan and
Sudan have Muslim extremists in power, whereamgtislamic
movements exist in Pakistan, Turkey, Egypt and AdgaVith the
demise of the Soviet Union, Muslim Central Asia eged on the
world map. So, Islamic ideology is today's revabuary
philosophy. Its appeal may be confined to the Muslionly, but
the Muslims are a quarter of the world’s population

Why the Muslim extremists are against the US? Abtua
America’s attitude and policies towards the Muslioighe world
clearly manifest a strong bias against them. Thetndasturbing
fact in this regard is its blind support for Isra@hce its creation,
despite all the wrongdoing of the Jewish state agdinst the
collective will of the whole world, the US is sonki to and
overprotective of Israel. On the other hand, the i8So harsh
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towards Islamic states i.e., Irag, Iran, Libya, &udand
Afghanistan, especially, its treatment of the Isagiunjustifiec?®

A strong feeling exists among the Muslims that Aiceedoes
not care about them, although it claims to pronp®ace, justice
and human rights in the world. The US did nothingsave the
helpless Muslims in Bosnia, despite the fact tinat Serbs had
committed some of history’s worst atrocities agaihe Bosnian
Muslims. The same tragic story is being repeateldasovo these
days. They believe that the treatment of Pakistamilear
programme, portraying it as an ‘Islamic Bomb’ islear proof of
the US anti-Islamic policies. Similar callousnessevident in its
policy towards the acknowledged right to the selfedmination of
the Kashmiri Muslims. They believe that the Amengaare
mistaken in thinking that they can cope with thee#t of Islamic
resurgence by the use of force. Capturing Muslirtivists or
going for indiscriminate use of military force likeing rockets on
the other states just on the basis of presendeeddlteged terrorists
in their territories, in defiance of the internai# law, is going to
be counter-productive. The Americans must realze their own
policies and actions over the decades are respgengip the
Muslims’ anger against them. This anger, in tungpires some
individuals to carry out acts of violence agairtstrh, which is a
natural reaction to their unjustified actiofs.

Conclusion

At the turn of the century the above stated three
paradigms of the US foreign policy- unipolarism, non-
interventionism and multilateralism have culminated in the
policy of ‘engagement and enlargement,” which isatonal
mix of all these paradigms. These paradigms anedibsthe

53 Nadeem Shahid, “America and the Islamic Worl@he Nation (Lahore),
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November 28, 199TFhe Muslim(Islamabad), August 23, 1998.



US Policy Paradigms at the Turn of thé™0entury: Pakistani Perceptions 31

ideal types. In real terms, no US administrationikely to
adhere scrupulously to a single ideal. As the Ghint
administration had borrowed guidelines from all tineee
ideals, although the multilateralists’ prescripgorwere
dominating. The US administration seems to focus on
functional and transnational issues aimed at glottegration

in terms of economic and security networks throuba
promotion of democracy and free-market economy. The
principal objective of the United States is to hold what it
has now and preserve it for as long as possible.limton
administration tried to realize this principal metal goal
through strategic tools i.e., by supporting fora#s free-
market democracies, stopping proliferation of nacle
weapons and technology, combating terrorism antralting

of drug trafficking.

There is dominant perception in Pakistan that the
American policies are anti-Islamic because the ERgption
of Islamic resurgence as a major threat to the ptimm of its
values is evident. The most disturbing fact in teigard is the
blind support of the US for Israel since its creatidespite all
wrongdoing of the Jewish state and against theciie will
of the whole world.

Pakistan has regained strategic significance becafis
one negative reason: first Muslim state which pssse
nuclear weapons’ technology and there are appreirenthat
‘Pakistan’s nuclear technology is an exportableniteThis
mistaken perception should be countered by all ipless
means. It will certainly strengthen Pakistan’s emtehl as
responsible nuclear state. Pakistan has realizadthle road
to salvation may not lie through Washington. To ecoat of
the present economic crunch would require austerity
measures at home and a mature relationship witiwviggo
economic powers.

The international community after decades of
obliviousness has been forced to focus on the pbidesettled
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issue— of Kashmir— on the UN agenda leading to the global
recognition that the issue of Kashmir cannot beigd in the
context of established peace and security in Sésih and
without the willing consent of India and Pakistaere can be

no resurrection of the non-proliferation agendavikig gone
through the ‘necessary evil’ Pakistan must now tzeymatic

in charting out national priorities, especially ceming
Kashmir. Pakistan should engage actively the Indian
leadership in a diplomatic dialogue and also erageirall
external mediation possibilities.



