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1 SUBJECTI SOME AOJUSTHENT OF Us POLICY 1N THE' SOUTH' ASIAN :CRISIS

i REFT STATE 261473 AND 11 FAM SECTION 243

THE: FOLLOWING 1S A REPQRT DRAFTEO: BY | [ |

WHICH' | HAVE .OECLINEO- TO APPROVE BECAUSE OF BELIEF IT .DOES
~KCCORO IN SQME RESPECTS WITH OFFICIAL' .UsSe POLICY ALREADY
ESTABLISHED DESPITE PRIOR PRESENTATION BY ME -OF .SOME OF HEREIN

lgNUMERATEo POINTS: AND BECAUSE OF OTWER RESERVATIONS INCLUDING
fITS TIMELINESSs NONETHELESS, 1 BELIEVE VIEWS ARE
07 SUFFICIENT SIGNIFICANCE TO REGUIRE, AS REQUESTEO BY HIiM.
SUBMISSTON _ .

70 THE: DEPARTMENT ‘UNDER PROVISIONS SET FORTH IN 'THE REFERENCE
COMMUNICATIONS

QUOTE 1+ CURRENT STUDIED: AMBIGUITY CONCERNING POSSIBLE ‘US_
MILITARY ASSISTANCE T PAKISTAN' TREATENS' REMAINING AMERICAN'
POSITION AND PROSPECTS IN INOIA AND BANGLA DESH, AND IS VIEMWED
ASKANCE BY FRENDLY THIRO COUNTRY REPRESENTATIVES HERE INCLUDING
ESPECIALLY BRITISH COMMONWEALTH, UNFORTUNATELY 'THIS AMBIGUITY
18 WITHOUT PERCEPTIBLE CONSTRUCTIVE INFLUENCE UPON FRIORITY 'US
“INTEREST IN EARLY .ENO OF INDO=PAKISTANI 'CONFLICT AND_THREATENS

TO REDUCE US ROLE TD CONTENTIOUS IRRELEVANCY AS REGAROS
EMERGING REALITIES IN SOUTH ASIA.

22 AT THIS' JUNCTURE, ENDING THE' WAR ENTAILS [Al CAPITULATION OF
PAKISTAN]I 'FORCES IN EASTs (B GOP RECONCILIATION TO LOSS QF 'EAST

o .

i 1 NOT 7O BE REPRODUCED WITHOUT THE BSITORIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

|
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: -.._PAK]_STAN ANO [Ct GOI INHWIBITION AGAINST 'EXPLDIIING MILITARY
! ADVANTAGE .AGAINST WEST PAKISTAN. .

3% IN‘EAST,» THERE IS NO FEASIBLE PROSPECT OF REVERSING OUTCOME,
ALTHOUGH OURATION AND COSTS COULO VARY WITH PAKISTANI WILL 7D
RESIST THIS: REGARDs GOP HOPES ‘OF INTERNATIONAL® INTERVENTION TEND
70 BUTTRESS PAKISTANI OETERMINATION AND ‘THUS 'TO EXTENO ‘HOSTILITIES
| GENERAL MANEKSHAW MAINTAINS US PDSTURE WORKS AGAINST 'SURRENDER
SOONEST IN EAST =o- NEW DELHI DAD 221810

4o _IN-WEST? US MAY BE ABLE [A) T0 BEST SERVE' GOP NEEDS AND

US' INTERESTS BY SHARING :CANDIO US ASSESSMENT OF: DESPERATE
MILITARY OUTLOOKs AND 8Y PRIVATELY ACKNOWLEDGING US“INABILITY
TO! SUPPORT PAKISTAN IN HOPELESS WAR OF ‘REVISTON OR_REVENGE)

AND: iB! TO STRENGTHEN GO1 MOOERATES BY EARLY US ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
OF! BANGLA ‘DESH REALITIESs AND BY FIRM US POSITION AGAINST 'YERRI=
TORTAL' ACOUISITIONS. THIS REGARQs ANY HARGINAL® IMPACT ON INDIAN
HAWKS OF CONTINUING .POSTURE OF "CALCULATEQ! UNCERTAINTY OF US Rg-
SPONSE' 1S OUTWEIGHED BY (A} COSTS To 'US INTERESTS IN INOIA: AND
BANGLA DESHs (B8] RISK OF PROLONGING AND' EXTENDING WAR ‘THROUGH'

FEEDING .GOP. EXPECTATION :OF 'US INTERVENTIQNs AND' IK) POSSIBLE

PROVDCATION. ANO*COVER FOR- SOVIET MILTTARY DERLOYMENTS: IN. REGION»

§o INDTANS FROM PRIME MINISTER OOWN AND INCLUDING MILITARY AND
CI1VILIAN ELEMENTS PREVIOUSLY FIRM FRIENDS OF USA INCREASINGLY

EXPRESS ‘DESPAIR, RESENTMENT AND ANGER 'THAY USG 'COULD SUGGEST

IND1A AGGRESSOR ANO WDULO' HOLO OPEN POSSIRILITY OF PROVIOING PAKISTAN
01RECT/INDIRECT ANO OVERT/COVERT 'MILITARY, AS WELL' AS DIPLOMATIC
SUPPCRT AT THIS JUNCTURE. ENEMIES OF. AMER]CA AREs OF COURSE,
EBULLIENT IN ANTICIPATION OF WHAT ALL- INDIA RAODIO CHARACTERIZED
DECEMBER i2' AS GTE ALJTENATION OF INOIA FROM AMERICA FOR

DECADES TO COME UNGTE.

6. -DOURTLESS IT WILL 'TAKE' TIME To REPAIR INDD=AMERICAN RELATIONS:
BUT FIRST WE NEED TO ARREST OEYERIORATION IF "WE ARE 'TO BE EFFECTIVE
IN WORKING AGAINST WARe THIS REGARD, WE URGE} o
{A) FULL SUPPORT IN UNITED NATIONS ‘FOR ‘CEASE=FIRE BASED

ON EMERGING REALITY OF BANGLA DESH, EsGe, 'UK DRAFT IUSUN 5883}

_1B) IMMEOIATE STATEMENT REAFFIRMING USG_QTE ABSOLUTE
NEUTRALITY UNGTE, DEFINEO TO PRECLUDE SUPPORT IN ANY FORM EXCEPT
HUMANITARIAN AS .LONG AS HOSTILITIES CONTINUE, AND SPIKING NUMEROUS

ALLEGATIONS. TD CONTRARY [INCLUOING OF US CONNIVANCE WITH ‘\JDRDAN/

§ NOT TO BE REPRODL}CED_WITHOUT THEWRIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
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“N  SAUDI ARABIA IN Felo4 DEALIS: AND

i3 {C| PROMPT ESTABLISHMENT OF PRAGMATIC USG' RELATIONS

T4 WITH BANGLA DESH AUTHORITIES !§) FOR-PRACTICALILIAISDN (2) 70O
; SIGNAL US INTENTIONS Y0 GOI ANO'/GOP, AND {31i TO:'PREPARE FOR
MORE "FORMAL’ TIES»

75 1IN SUMs. POLICY ADJUSTHENTS ‘CAN STILL HELP Us To cUT LOSSES

i) ANO! ACCOMMODATE 'TO REALITIES OF INDIAN REGIONAL 'PREDOMINANCE:
AU AND BANGLA DESH INDEPENOENCE e« UNQUOTE GP-4+ KEATING
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TEEZE . UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPHENT |
e A BISSION TO PARISTAR
L - /V(
L D35 N\

Cabli USAIDPAR HEADQUARTERS omcqé;‘ oA

ISLAMABAD

March 21, 1973

—CONPEREN PR [RELEASE !N PART B6j

Mr, William I, Cargo

Director of Planning and Coordination
Room 7246

Department of State SR .
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Cargo:

In accordance with the procedure cited in the May 972
Department of State Newsletter, I wish to record my dissent
from the recently announced United States' decision to resume
arms sales to Pakistan.

I understand that U, S. policy now permits arms sales which
w,. fall in any of the following three categories:

-~ Lethal items contracted for under the 1970
"one-time exception, ' but not yet delivered;

-- Spare parts for lethal items previously furnished
by the United States; and

-~ Non-lethal new items.

In my view, the lifting of the 2arms embargo seriously threatens
the stability of the subcontinent, impairs U. S. credibility as a
peacemaker, diminishes Pakistan's economic development, and
jeopardizes our relations with both India and Bangladesh. My
analysis appears in a memorandum dated December 7, 1972 on
"Resumption of American Military Supplies to Pakistan' (copy
attached herewith). '

CONTIDENTECE . )
. Classified By.?:—?‘.é‘./ﬂé.m.‘:-__ﬁ ' )4M %;"4’ :

Subject 1o General Declassification
Schedule of Executive Otder 11653
Automatically downgraded at 1wo
yeay intervals and declassified on

December 31,421 2......

;e imrsmr s p—

i t
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-SONEIBENT YTy

Mr. William I. Cargo Page 2
Supplementing that memorandum, I would further argue as follows:

1. The "Lethal-Non-Lethal" Distinction Is Spurious

In addition to the semantic problem of defining "non-lethal"
end-use items, there is another difficulty which is often ignored.
This is the fact that non-lethal items usually require lethal com-
plements, Unarmed jeeps carry armed soldiers; airplane engines
power planes which bomb and strafe. There_forg, an arms pur-
veyor whose sales make possible a’larger of more destructive
military force cannot escape responsibility for the destruction
which that force may unleash. ;

IO. It Is Practically Impossible For The United States To Ensure
That Its Military Supplies Will Not Be Used Against Other
Friendly Nations Or Against The Recipient's Own People.

Regardless of restrictions which the U. 5. may place on the
use of items furnished, recent history has shown that the arming
of two hostile allies leads to the use of these weapons against
each other. We should avoid being identified with arms and equip-
ment which again may wind up on a battlefield with another friendly
power.

1II. In The Militarily Competitive Atmosphere Of The Subcontinent, .
It Is Unrealistic to Expect That A Renewed Sales Program Will
Not Contribute To An "Arms Race."

The U. S. Government has taken the laudable position that it
does not intend to contribute to an "arms race.! But our intentions
may be irrelevant in the face of actual arms deliveries. I am told
that the 300 armed personnel carriers supplied under the decision
will create a positive imbalance in Pakistan's favor. Who is to say
that the Indian military will not feel compelled to regain their ad-
vantage? Certainly, our intention to avoid an arms race could be
implemented more effectively by a retention of the embargo.

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Depariment of State Case No. F-2016-07743 Doc No. C17980086 Date: 08/12/2017 s
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Mr. William I. Cargo ) o Page 3

IV. In A Poor Country Like Pakistan, Military Purchases Com-
pete With Economic Develonment Programs. .Hence The
Resumption Qf Military Sales Tends To Thwart Qur Aid Ob-~

je ctives.

Pakistan is a country of scarce resources. More '"guns' means
less "butter.'' The expenditure of $14 million for military supplies
deprives the Pakistani people of an equal sum for development
programs, The new supplies and spare parts will doubtless re-

oo . quire heavy local cost donimitments by the Government. of Pakistan.
Military expenchtures set mto motmn the:.r own multiplier effect.

" Pakistan's overwhelming debt service problem is another
reason to discourage military spending, which draws down foreign
‘exchange, Moreover, the diversion of resources to the military
is likely.to have an adverse effect on Pakistan's ability to attract
development aid. Given the fungibility of foreign exchange, the ,
military sales authorized constitute an effective deduction from our
current level of commodity assistance ($60 million in FY 73).

On the basis of the foregoing, I respectfully dissent from the de-
cision to lift the embargo and recommend that the U. S. arms
policy for Pakistan be reconsidered in the near future,

Sincerely yours, :
[ | B6

Attachment: a/s
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Lo DE;.

Mr. Joseph C, Whaeler, Director - December 7, 1972
THRU : Dr, Willlam A. Wolffer, Deputy Director o

Resumption of American Military Supplies to Pakistan -

Anticlpating a GOP request for resumption of American military
supplies to Pakistan, you asked me to prepare a succinet analysis
« » ;. ..of.policy ispues for possaible consideration by the Country Team. .
. On the basis of stated agsumptions, I have conasidéred two '"most
plausible' alternative.courscs of action in light of U. 8, foreign .
volicy, Pakistan forelgn relatione, and Pakistan domestic develop:-
© . ments. ’

ph s

LI B T

I.. Assumptione
As a starting point, we assume that thq nexi two years will

sce (1) continuation in power of the Bhutto Government; (2} at least

graduzl progress toward an Indo-Pak rapprochoment, and {3) con-

tleued poacefe! relations among the great powors, We aluo assume

for discussion purposes that Congresn will make no substantial

changes in military sales legislation. 1

1I, Poseible Courases of Action

The USG could respond to a GOP request for military supplies -
in 2 number of ways depending upon (1} the acope of the request
and (2} USG policy decisions, Assuming an open-ended request to
remove existing restrictions on the supply of military hardware,
USG policy ojtions would include the following possible courscs of
action: o

1) Unqualified supnly (including sophisticated weapons)

2) Qualified supply:
1/ Note that these are 2ll aAssumptions, not predictions.

= NPl ' .
Gl
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" a) ';a:':cluding- rophisticated weapons; "

i 4 o ot e ol s g

- b).excluding 'lethal" end-use commodities: l

c) limlted to spare parts for previoualy.furnlahed
UEG equipment:

et dmoshien b o gy \iaited to-procurement.under: lcenses cancelled in
Oct_nber 1971, : Sev T s P )

o e M, = m—————

3) Refusal to supply; (i, e., continuation of éxiatlﬁg pc'vlicf). T o ‘,

These options are not mennt to cxcluda other possibllities. Optlons = 1,
(1) and (2) for example could be varied by doliar and time limitations; -
used versus new equipment; deflnitions of "sophisticated' and "non-
lethal” and credit or militery aid terms.” The poseible limitations
listed under option {2) could be linposad scparately or in various
combinations, For the sake of analysia, however, it would scem
preferable to concentrate on the two “most plausible” uf the possitle
courses of action. Whilo nsscanment of plausibility {8 of course
gubjective, a review of U,S. arma supply policy in the subcorﬁi,nent
einco 1965 suggests that the era of unqualified sales is over. =/
Realistically, the policy-makers in Waphington will probably choose
between continuation of the current embargo (option(3)) and some form’
of qualified supply {option (2)}). For clarity and brevity of presentation
we will foeus more specifically on a choico botween no supply (NS) and
supply limited to eparo parts (SLSP).

2/ Between 1954 and 1965 the U.S. supplied Pakistan with arms worth
between $700 and $300 milllion, “It sold India a modest amount of
military equipment before 1962, and gave India arms worth about

$85 million betwecn tho 1962 conflict with China and the 1965 war with
Pakistan." William J. Barndo, India, JPakistan, and the Great Powors,
(Pracger, 1972) at 323. MAP grant aid shipments of material to
Pakistan and India terminated in September, 1965, Military equipment

—CoNREENTR
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Footnote 2 - Continued .

. was shipped to both countries ona strictly salas baeis under
military supply-policy announced in April 1967 confining shipments
to spare parts for equipment supplied under the pre-1965 grant
aid programs and to non-lethal cnd-items such as communications
equipment, cargo vehiclea and t ransport aircraft. On October 1,
1970 the USG offored a "one«time excoption” to the prohibition on
the sale of.lethal material of U. S. origin to Pakistan. According
to DOD testimony, tho offor wae limited to four types of items:

' ipiiored personncl’ CATriors, intorceutor aircraft, some obsolete -t -

tight bombers, and a few patrol aircraft, Quantitics were apecifi-

" cally stated and limited to réplacement of pimilar items lost threugh
normal wear out and accident. - In April, 1971, the USG began to
impose more Bovera limitations.on doliveries to Pakistan beginning
with a prohibition on the iscuance of new or renawed Munitions List
export licenses or shipments from military: dopots and culminating
in late October with the canccllation of remaining valid licenses,

On Docembor 3, 1971 the USG applied a total ecmbargo of military
aupply deliveries to India, Both countrics remain under & total em-
bargo on military pupples. Greant miiitary training s however un-
affected by-the current policy, For ¥Y 73 the DOD proposed grant
training for Pakistan in the amount of $243, 000 and for Indla in the
amount of $234, 000, Seo: testimony of General Seignous, H.R.
Appropriations’ Committee Hearings, April 11, 1972, Partl,

759, 764, 794; Testimony of General Warren, H, R. Appropriations
Committee Hearings, March 24, 1971, Part 1, 215-16

i . feae ew e e, e R T e o feiame we e ivhow
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VHL UL 8. Forefpn Poliey o tateeenl U UTORS et st :
A, Pakistan

1. Discussion. Neither option will satlafy President Bhutto
if he wante to rebuild his armed forces with new equipment rather
than eimply roplace parts. Honce tho immediate effect of either,
st 2 5 option may-be bo.-dimi.ninh,.aomgwh_atﬂthg.,_f;iegc_ll.y_.. rolations wg now
enjoy with the GOP. There isg littlo quastion that the NS policy .

~ould bo received more unfavorably than the SLSP course.. What =
may become more important than the initial impact however are
succeeding cventa aficcted by the pelicy chosen,

R A L T LI
. N

: 3
2, Scenario =~ -
- Bl '..‘ - . -,

a) NS Policy. With rcfusal ta gupply arms, U.5. |
announces commodity and fertilizer loans for Y 73, American image

_in Pakistan suffers a nat sotback on arma issue but one of mild in-

" tensity and short duratlon., Man on the cireet atill remeuinbers
President Nixon's support during '71 Indo-Pak War. With gradually
improving rolations with India, armao supplies are regarded as de-
sirable but not critical. President Bhutto is able to channel more
funds to development programs on the ground that U.S. sparce are
unavailable. In offect, NS policy of USG bocomes in a sense a
"gcapegoat” for Pak de-militarization. Pak military ia bittar but v

: * Dhutto and Central Ministers are privately pleased with outcome.

b) SLSP Policy, The U.5. decision to resume the
supply of spare parts is accepted in Pakistan as "the least they could
do." There is little appreciation of the decision among the general
public, but the military, desirous of now hardware, regard it as a

Vfoot in the door." They expect that the USG, having lost its virginity,
will be hard put to turn down future requests for new equipment.

3/ This "Scenario’ and those which follow are simnply designed to
highlight issues for discuaslon. Like the ansumptions akove, they are
not predictions of future cvents, '

e e e
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: I Dlscussion, Continued Indo-Pak tensions make it
inevitable that any UGSG policy decision effocting arms to Pakistan
will elicit a strong roaction in New Delhi. Such reactionwill )

. likely occur in the midet of Indian efforts to improve relations with

U ARBAREEODa s - e o P v g A S
e, i, B -Scenario.

i st e e My . - el . .
' + Tt e T s L . M

o a} NS Policy. USG rofusal to supply military hard-
ware to Pakistan, io widely heralded in-Indla as-a wiee decision.
Elements of the Indian Government wno seck rapprochement with

the Niston Administration gain pupport {or their cause.
) b) SLSP Policy. The US deeision in the face of con-

tinued arme embarge for Indin is widely rogarded as an effront.
Tho Indizn press blurd distinctica betiveen oupply limited to spare

" parts apd unréstricted oales. Anti- American sentiment risen and
rapprochement cfiorts aro at lcast tsmporaril-',r susrended. At
diplomatic ievel, GOl ponders countering with similar arms request
to Washington. g

IV. Pakietan Foreign Relations

AO- I.ﬂdin

1. Discusgion, Notwithstanding Pakistan's improved re-
lations with India, thore rernainc decp cuspicion and digtrust be-
tween the two nations. The threat of a renewed Narms race’’ lurks
bencath the surface.

2. Sconarle

a) NS Policy. Pakistan's inability to buy even spare
parts from the US pieasco tho Indlans, strengthening the hand of
policy makers who dasire to reduce India's dependence on the Soviet
Union. The decision, however, prompts no lmmediate change in

B AR ITLT S TIAR

1 ;
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Indian :guppl')r'ééii;:;r: a8 ﬁie Go'{rerhm'onit w-v'a't.che'h .to"s'ée' wl-i'eti':é'r.'

... Jixst step in on Amo;:can rearmament of Pakistan, The public

‘Views the nrms deciafon as a ‘breach of tha Simia sp{rft " Both hawks
.and pro- Sov:et ofﬁcmls and lugialators ln Indla fmd griat for their
“mills, 7
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Pakistan will find other supply sources.

" b) SLSP Polley. India soes in the decision 2 capity- '
lation of the Bhutto Government to the gencrals and a resurgence of
Pakistani "militariom." The limited policy is regarded as only a

e

' B * Chi‘.‘la.

a) NS Pal:cx . In the waka. .of the Amorican- dctlalon. .
Pakistan approaches China for now hardware. The Chinese leaders
profess eternal support for the Pakistani ¢ause, promise to provide
help in the future, but procrnntlnato on the queatwn of deliverics.

b) SLSE Pollcv. China is not approached and exhibits no
particular unhappiness with the USG decision,

V., Pakistan Domastic Developments

A. Political

1. Discussion. In the larger context of FPakistani politics
the USG decision-~one way or the other=.would probably have an
insubstantial effecct. More dramatic scenes occupy tho local stage.
Yet it is im.ortant to consider the effect of the two options on Mr,
Bhutto's position in the country, the role of tho military establish-
ment, and central-province relul.lona.

2, Scenario
a) NS Policy, Outwardly the decision comes as a blow
to the Bhutto Government wwhich has patiently deferred its arma re-
quest until after the American Presidential clection. With exnecta-

“CONPAEN R rr—
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tlons of USG "support" running high, Bhutto's prestige suffers.a.
minor wound, Yet in fact, it is the Pak military which loses;

. thelr dependence upon.American materinl is substantial. The
gencrals' loss is Mr, Bhutto's pain, The diminishment in the
Fresident's public staturc is more than ofisot by his increased
intornal power via-a-vis the military establichment, Without

"'égiilpment, “Bhutto.finds it easicr to achlove military manpower
cuts. Oreater emphasis is placed on tho spleit sf' Simlas -At-ghe:.

* ‘wameé time, he hoe to contend \'nth internal preasures to eeek

alternative supply sources, His responae is"to turn to China .(with.
the unsatisfying resulto noted above), Tinally, he arranges a
mecting with Mro. Gandhi to propose an-arma.free zone for the
subcontinent. In Pakistan. advocates of increased Provincial

aut onofiy regard a roduction in arms aupport of the, central.armed
forces as fortuitoue. For the Opposition, remcmbering the Dicea
terror of last year, the military is a poteptial opprosser.

b) SLSP Poiicy, The USG decision iy regarded as a
minor victory by nome; as a minor setback by othera. In either case,
it scarcoly affecta Mz, Bhutto’s political image at home. The
military leadere, although hoping for-more are delighted to see the
embargo lifted. With spares to put equipment back into saervice this
o ' year, they can look to the imporiation of new commodities {rom the
- US later on. They see the decleion aa tho firet step in the restoration

of the US arms flow. Internally, thels hand'is strengthened with the,
civilian President. They feol they can resict his cfforts to cut back
military parsonnel on the ground that "someone has to operate 1the
reactivated couipment, ' Frovincial leadors grimace at the thought
of an increasingly mobile central army.

B. Economic

1. Dlscusasion. The cconomic cffects of the supply decision
are perhape the most siguificant of all. For in: Pakistan, the ocarcity
of resources makes "guns versus butter' docision-making a matter
of vital concern., Wa ghould, therefore, consider the cffects of arms
supply upon Fakigtan's intcrnal econamic prioritics and her abllity to
attract foreign assiatance, .

~ o me £l
e Ui l.l. !Q.?.‘ E %
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) Policz. Wxt.h U S. upares unavailnble and the.
. procurement of new cquipment elsewhero beyond the nation’s financxal
"cnpacity; the Governrant bogins to devote an increasing percentags
of Its resources to dovelopment. Holding his military advisors at'bay,
- the President can respoad to tha rising cxpoctations of his '"people's
) constitugney. " Somo of the social programs of the Bhutto Government
cul e i e pa o ‘be-implementod 4n.1973... Foraign aid donora are improssed
with Paklstan's efiorts and arz delightad vith tho reduction of whillfaty: - i
- - ‘gipondituros. . The country geta good marks (and highor aid pledjes)
at the 1973 Consortium moeting, Credito¥ nationa-takd a' more positive-
. view of the forthcoming dobt rencheduiing. in tho Fakistan burc-\ucracy,
enlightonod elomentn ‘of tha planrning and development offices are en-
. couraged in their devolopment cfiorts, A now uplnt of optimidm in
’ 'dcvelopmont circles bogins to emergc. EAT A e -

b) SLSP ﬂolicy_. The deciaion arouses anxiety among
devalopment-minded Pakiotanis and foroign aid officlala. Does it mean
that Pakistan is optlng for morz gune end less butter? Is the con-
frontatlon with India policy baing reaouertod? (Some racall the

. Prosident's orninous reference to “rovenge’ in his Dacember Convention
speech in Rawalpindi}, TForeign aid donors look with disfavor ana

Plan which ralles on extornal saslotanco for more than flity percent

of the development budget, Thars ia a tondoncy among donors to cut
back on commodity aasistance (perhaps the "most fungible' type of .
aid) on the ground that it providen foroign cxchange support for military
purchases, Pakistan! occonomists and planners are disheartened by the.
declsion and blamoe the United States for Yarms«pushing. "

Y1. Soma Final Comments

The above discunsion and scenarios suggest that continuation of
our present embargo policy is the preforred course. On balance, the
negative effects of a resumption of arms salea-~cvon those limited
to spare parts--would appear to outweigh the bonefits (limited to a
short-run political advantage to the U.S. in Pakistan), Before con-
cluding, however, it may be usaful to examine briefly some of the
""eonventional wisdom® (CW) on the arms supply {ssue:

—CONFIR RN .
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CW: We necod to bolster the defonsive po'sitid;x
-of Paklstan against poasihle attack from
outside the subcontinent.

This may have been the case during the hoight of the Cold War.

aov s v+, .. But the argument {s no longer valid, Not only is the dinger of

T N S mmtini 9t dfjrreseion in the:subcontinent lega. {mminent today, but

history has shown that the arming of two hostile allies leads to the' T e

* upe-of those weapons-agalnst.each other.  Morgover, as Barnds
points out, "the ratjonzlc for supplying arms to India and Pakistan * '
'lost.its appoal as the I:oljticak coete of the policy became too high
after the 1965 war "5/ - 7 R O S e

CW: "We havo'a moral abligation to service with .
spare parts tho military hordware we pros
vided to Pakistan in pasat years.

To speak of a moral obLiigation in rervicing goads iz o ifnore
the larger moral guestion of selllng armsa to a poor country, aspoacially
where thare is a strong poseibility of their being used against another
poor country. Unless sales agroemeonts or trealy obligations provide
otherwice, the GOP han no legal basis to demand apares, In inter-

national issues such as this, rule of the shopkeeper has no place,

All of this is not to deny either the right or practical necessity
of Pakistan to maintain an army. In the modorn nation-state, armies
have bocome a sceming attribute of sovoreignty, Questions of .military
prioritfies and arms budgein are for individual governments to decide.
Yet our policies should be designed to encourage reduction rather than
expansion of military forces, While armies often perform soclal and
dovelopmental functions in devoloping countries, awch is not the case
{n Falistan whore the constant throat of confroatation with lndla is
uppermost. '

4/ Barnde, Qp. Cit., at 23,
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cw: If we refuso to furnish arms then ‘some
other country will. '

That may or may not be so, As the scanarios suggost, Presi-
dent Dhutto may not be unhappy with an oxcuse for curtusiling the
ambition of his geherals, Even 2 delay in procurement could
e positivelyraffect the: development ,_q;z,g};q_loqg‘ﬁgiy g __rjhg_c}g"i“n Pakistan.

l’akistan, like most governménts, has iis de'éc'laé'\‘r"\é'n:t'-'rﬁ'iﬁa'é'cf“
--officlale as. well a8 its hawks:. We veed to, support the formor. '
But even if Pakistan finds somma othor source, wre avoid'belag
identified with arms which pgain may vrind up on & batsiefield with

another friendly powet.

c'c:AREa ron, AD/DP
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[RELEASE IN PART BS|

OFFICIAL-INFORMAL
T IDENTER -

. /,
DISSENT CHANMEL 4‘(\

B6

USAID Mission
Inlarabad, Pakistan

Dear Mr. Hager:

As I promigsed in my letter of March 27, we have
pursued the questions on South Asia arms supply that you
posed in your dissent channel letter of March 21, 1973.

You have raised a number of specific substantive
points., They are material ones and they deserve an
answer. I have asked my staff, together with other con-
cerned persons in the Department, to comment on them,
These comments are enclosed with this letter.

The main burden of my letter is not, however, sub-
stantive. The important point for you to know is that
the considerations you have raised have repeatedly
| occupied attention at the highest levels. They have been
discussed in National Security Study Memoranda, in
meetings of the Senior Review Group, in discussions with
the Secretary, and in many other gatherings of parsons
at all levels who are concerned, as you are, with the
implications of our arms supply policy.

I am personally convinced that these points have
received an extensive and fair hearing, and have had an
impact on our policy, for as the enclosed comments point
out, we have settled on a policy that is very restrictive
and is designed to meet many of the difficulties that
you raise. Obviously these arguments did not carry the
day in the sense that we did not impose a total arms -
embargo. As you are avare, there are strong counter-
considerations-~and, indeed, I am not sure that the logic
of your argumentation necessarily leads to a total embargo.

“CoNP IR ENTEAE
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The dissent channel was created as a further means
of ensuring that all points of view are brought forth
in the interest of making the best policy cholces. Your
cgnstguctive concern in this policy question is appre-
ciatead.

Sincerely yours,

Signed
Wiliiam 1. Cargo

william I. Cargo
: Director
Planning and Coordination staff

Fneclosurce:

Comments on South Asian Arms Supply

Clearance: NEA/PAB - Mr. Bruce Laingéii)
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| EEEEs | wmsswse  (SpRbB)

Comments On_The Points Raised In
Ipissent Letter On, _ B6
South Asian Arms Supply

I, General
Flrst the p01nts are extremely pertlnent and have
been ralsed repeatedly in the dlSCUSSanS that 1ed Jp

to the arms §upply policy decision.

Second, appears to be overinterpreting B6

the intent of tha policy. It is in fact extremely re-

strictive -- to a great extent, precisely because of

the kinds of pulntq thdtl A reéeview | B6

of the 1967 71 arms pallcy (wh1ch was very sxmilar to
the present ong) shows that it .resulted. in only very
small transfers of military supplies. Thére is every
reason to‘assume that the present policy will be inter-
preted at least as strictly.

Third, there is an implicit prdblem in considering
arms sales to any other country. Theré are strong moral,
political and (often) e;ondmic arguments advanced not to
sell arms at all, Yet this is simply unrealistic as a

peneral principle, and once this is admitted, then it

—COThERE
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‘is diffiéulthfo.seé why'we'qhoﬁld make a uhique éiceptién
for South A51a We seek to apply a rule of reason in
.all of our arms sales and thls should also be our guide

: in South Asia..

I1I.  Specific Points

A, The lethal/non lethal dlStlnCtion

argument is largely Valld there is no B6

clear dividing line between the two categories and the

marginal cases pose many problems., But once the decision
hag bsen made to sell sowe military equlpmﬁnr tharﬁ is
muéhlgo Ee said fof a poljcy that seeks exp11c1tly to
avoid the supply of such cleaxly -lethal items as tanks,
flghter'alrcraft and artlllery. These lndlsputably
léthal.items have-Eeen exciudeﬁ since 1965 and ‘this is

- all to the good: Conversely, there is nd reason to éx-
¢lude items such as radios or earlyfwarning radar.” By
setting up the lethal/non-lethal d{stinctigﬁ, however
imperfect, we have at least excluded the most "objectionable'
items and have decreased the fiklehood that we will be

pressed for them as would be the case were the policy
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pﬁreiy'ad hoé. The distinétiﬁn also provides an im-
portant "declaratlon of 1nLent” in pa551ng on Lequests
for purchase of the marglnal icems.

B, Question of Use

L : . Again, is quite correct that we cannot B6

guarantee that our arms will only be used in the context
in which they were supplied. The argument made above,
concerhing the lethal/non-lethal distinction, is of

some importance here; the kinds (and quantities) of arms

involved are designed to minimize possible damage when
used out of context. The fact remains that modern
SOVQlGlgﬂ nations do have armies and armaments, Our
refusal to sell WLll.not change.thls._
* pnempr I -Also, as we Wlll bring out.ln ;hé.next paragraph, .
" we believe that the liklehood of India and Pakistan
using weapons against each other has diminished markedly.
.'-.f 3 : C. The Arms Réqe'- g TR ; " '_.' _ o _:
-- _ Here\ is on the weakest ground, Tirst, we o
pegceivc a genuine change in.the power realities of the |
suﬁéontinent.' ﬁe do not bélievé tHat.Pakistan is likelf-

to engage in an "arms race" with India any more., The
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"outlook for peace is better than at any time since 19%7
and a very limited arms supply policy is not going to

' change ths._ Second Ia well-exeched éupp;y poliqy_:
can in fact reduce the arms réce Forlinst;nce, by
providing spare parts for older generation aircraft,

we reduce the liklehood that Pakistan will opt for

entirely new, more advanced systems that would in turn
encourage Indiz to obtain still later genevation airarmit
from the 3Soviet Uaian,

Also, of course, we do not contrel the pace of the
"arms race,!” We are by no means . the majox supplier of
armaments to the subcontinent, By staying in the gera
-in a llmlted way we prébahly have a better chance of
C ':dlscouraOLng otber suppllers flom p10v1d1ng ';;6551V5

amounts of weaponry.
Thpre are obviously pLLFalls but.the narrow intent
e I ‘of our policy and the record pf.iqplemgntation_betweep

1

1967 and 1971 suggests Lnﬂh we should be abls Lo

m

ct
responsibly in wmeeting fhese pro oblems,
. “Guns vs Ructer

The point that South Asia needs to spend less mone
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on arms is irrefutable, “The counter-arpusent is mach

the same one as made in C,  above -- that we do not contrel
the si%uation and indeed may be able to retard the a?ms
race (and hénce Expenditures).ﬁ§ keépiﬁg sémq role_fér. r
ourselves, Certainly the equipment that we provide

costs Pakistan considerably.less than what they have

had to spend on the international arms market for comparéble.
items. One can also argue that Bhutto's predilection

is to spend less, rather than more, on armaments.. 3y

giving him some sign of cooperation we strengthen his

i1

[

bargaining power_against those who want to divert st

more resources into armaments.

T LT A
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