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PREFACE

Nuclear proliferation has 'been treated essentially
as an integral part of the nuclear arus race, Tne princi-
pal concern of the arms controllers has been whether the
- developing nations or the so-called nuclear 'have-~-nots'
will go nuclear either wilfully or clandastiﬁely while
going for civilian nuclear technology spparently for their
energy requirements. One of those sensitive areas where
such a fear persists is South Asia because both India and
Pakigtan have been regarded as neer nuclear weapoﬁ povers.
India has already exploded a nuclear deviee way back in
1974 Reports about the Pakistani efforts to achieve
nuclear weapons capability, through indigenous or clande«

atine means has further increased this concern.

This study 4is primarily focussed on the following
hypotheses: will India go nuclear? Will Pakistan go
nuclear? What are the compulsions and constraints on
both these countries to exercise their nuclear option?
What would be the impact of such fateful decisions of
India and Pakistan on South-Asia on the one hand and the

non-proliferation regime on the other?

“The chapterisation scheme is as follows: The first
chapter deals with the non-proliferation regime and the
perceptional dichotomy between the nuciear 'haves' and



(441)

thave-nots' on the feasibility of the regime. In the
second chapter an attemj;t is being made to examine the
nuclear options of India, its incentives for acquiring
nuclear we2pon capability and the constreaints on the .
option. The third chapter deals with Pakistan's nuclear
options, its compulsions and incentives for going nuclear
and the constraints on such an option. The concluding
chapter deals with the prospects and implications of
nuclear proliferation in South Asia.

The research methodology adopted in this study is
purely analyticals, The author has no intention of
replicating the date already used in other studies. Some
deductions based on an empirical approach, are unavoid-
able in a study of this nature. Since a wide spectrum
of vi_eus on South Asien nuclear proliferation is already
available, it 1s thought that no interviews are required.

I am deeply indebted to Prof. T7.T.Poulose, my
supervisor for his highly perceptive suggestions while
working on the study and his sincere cooperation and
guidance for its completion. 1 am also grateful to my
brother Dr.T.V.lathew and Mr.K. Vijayakrishnan.ror provid-
ing 4invaluable inspiration and assistahce.

(T.V. PAUL)
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Chapter I
THE NUCLEAR BON-PROLIFERATION REGIME PERCEPTIONAL
DICHOTOMY BETWERN HUCLEAR 'HAVES' AND 'HAVENOTS!

THE REGIHE

More thon a decade has passed since the current
nuclear non-proliferation regime was established. Dsspite
the serious challenges posed by the Bouth to its eredibi-
lity, the regime has Survived 8z s loose structure of
treaty commitments, safeguards and inspsction, nuclear
export group's controls, bilateral agreements, regional
arrangexents, snd finally, individual nations' pledges.’

The dulilding up of the regime dates back to the
Baruch Plan of 19546 when the represgentative 'af the United
8tates to the United Hations Atomic Energy Coxmission
propoaeﬁ the ereation of an international authority to
conduct all pheses of stomic energy development. The
plan proposed to keep atomic houds cut of the hands of
sovereign states by plreing the means to meske them under
the supervision of = supranationsl boﬂy.a' It propossd to
give the body the power %o impose sanctions for minor
violations and sngg,ﬁﬁtﬁd a veto free Security Counecil to

1., SIPRI Ly 1933 (mnﬂ@ﬁ, 1983)’ 9.69.




deal with mejor vialaticma.a Farther it suggested that a
control system be set up after which the stockpile of
nuclear weapons in the possession of the USA, the only

nuclear weapon power at that time, would be disposed ot"l’

The Baruch Plan was opposed by the Soviet Union,
t;hen a noh-nuclear wéapsn state, apparently because such
control would have halted all its efforts to challenge the
U.5. monopoly. Instead, it made a counter proposal that
left nuclear reawrées in nat_ianal hands and gave the
international authority only the powers to conduct eertgin
inspections. 5

By 1955 the stockpiles of nuclear weapons had grown
80 lerge that it seemed impossible to give satisfactory
assurances for their elinmination. Because of this problem

the United States also officieally dre'pped the Bamch Plam6 |

The next step in the creation of the regime came in
1953 when President REisenhower presented his "Atoms for
Peace® proposal at the U.N. It called for the creation of
an intemstional agency that would diatribute'nuclaar
materisls among countries for peaceful purposes. Subsequ-
ently, the International Atomic Energy 4gency (IAEA) was

3. W.Hafele, "NPT Safeguards in Buclear Proliferation
Problems," in Jasani, B.(ed.), gg_g],g ar_Proliferation
Problems (Stockholm, 1974), p.th2.

4, Ibid.

5. Ibiﬁ', pl1h‘3o

6. Ibid.



satablished with the intention of promoting peaceful
nuclsayr energy progremces =nd establishing end adnminister-
ing the sefeguards systoum.

The IARA gafeguards system, which caze in }o opers~
tion in 19635, envisagos three major categories of agreements
with nationel governwents. They aret (1) "The Safeguards
i’rmai‘er Agresments®™ by which parties to a bilatersl agree-
ment for cooperation in the nuclear field transfer to the
Agency the right snd obligstion to spply the s@teguarda
forseen 4in such agreexents, (2) "The Unilateral Submission
Agreements” under which astates submit all or a defined part
of theiy peaceful nuclear activities to the Agency safe-
guards and (3) "The Projsct Agreements" which pertain to
assistance direcotly provided by the Agency.7

The emergence of the current nuclsay non-prolifera-
tion regime is intrinsically rolated to the !Ién-?mlifera~
tion Treaty {(NFT) of 196&. Under the Treaty countries that
poesessed nuclear wespons would pledge not to give them
away and not to assist other nations in producing them,
Countries not possessing such explosives would agree to
accept safeguards by IAEBA on all their pesceful nuclear
activities in order to ensure that such facilities and

7. 8afe KUBPas apfl RO ieayr i
ﬁpnogmpﬁ Stock .



~ msterisls are not diverted to the production of nuclesr

explosives. 8

Freezing of the present nucleer gtatus guoc was thus
one of the major objectives of the original sponsors of the
Treaty. Designed to forbid the emergence of é sixth nu-
clear power, the Tresty created a mechanism for pesceful
nuclear development among the "have nots" by imposing on
them 2 get of safoguards and pleﬁgea,.while a corpesponding
nbligatim on nuclear "haves®" to control verbica.l prolifera-

tion was not envissaged.

The buimers of the regime could not be contended
with the NPT end the IAEA administered 'sat‘eguarés system.
Supply of fissile msterials and criticel equipment to un-
steble Third World governwents, they feared, would reduce
the lead time to acguire nuclear weapons by these govem-?

ment s,

The Suclear Supplisrs Group (HSG) which came irto
existence in London in 19795 with its own guidelines on the
transfer of sensitive technology, equipment and materials
was aimed at further strengthening the regime. Originally
the Group comprised seven nations (Canada, West Germeny,

Frearce, Japo.n, the USSR, the UK snd the U3A). It was

8. George Quester

es _of Nuclesr Proliferation
{Baltimore, 1993) ’ p.‘l.



expanded to fifteen with the addition of Belgium,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Italy, the Netherlands,
Poland, Sweden and Switzerland. The guidelines agreed
upon by these countries, provided for the spplieation of
IAEA safeguards whenever nuclear facilities, materials or
technology were transferred and the exercise of specisl

caution and restriction when spent. fuel-reprocessing ond

uranium-enrichment were involveei.g

The nuclear non-proliferation regime, thus csteblished,
is purported to arrest the spread of nuclesr weapons to other
countries and regions where it do not exist na?. Vocalists of
the regime often portray the picture of & "nuclear erped crowd"
when twenty to twenty five nations acquire nuclear eapebility
before 1985, 10

A distinctive feature of some of these projections 1is
that cspability is often delinked from intention., Except a
brand of 'pariahk' and 'paranoid’ states most othor Third World
countries have proclaimed their apposi_ticn to asequire nuclear
weapons. Hence a disbelief on the part of the managers of the
inte rnational system is evident in the non-proliferation
strategy and writings on it.

9. zge sgrateg;g §ggm1, 19?6 (Lam!an, 19?6), Ps 116,

10. Albert wWohlstelter and Others,
(chicago, 1979), Pe S




The regime has certain other serious pitfalls too.
Firstly, it is linked with the allisnce system in inter-
nationsl polities. Alliance partnera of the two power_
bloes in Burope are always treated by the supplisr counte
ries with special preferencaes in the transfer of technology
and critical meterials, while the Non-Allgned and Neutral |
natiah;s are looked up bn vith 'sds_pieion. Projections are
being mede on their ‘dubious' intentions snd ‘hidden

motivest.

Anti-proliferation writers often forget the fact
 that sllisnce politics has quickened the pace of pmlifera-
tion in nevw areas where previously no weapons existed. The
Pacific and Indian Oceans beap testimony to this argument.
In fact the security pledges by super powers can be viewed
as inducing factors for more and more Independent-minded
Third World countries to join one allisnce or other. The
super power motives in this regard sre not based on‘ the
noble cause of creating & denuclearised world but on the

narrow national interest of perpetuating superiority.

The concern is, obviously, the continuance of the
central strategic balance and the central strategic systems.
The spectre of proliferation, eccording to a writer, evokes
among statesmen and strategists in the industrisliised vorld
a set of fears, both specific and gensral, that proliferation
will have a debilitating effect on the prudential mansgement



of East-West security reletionships, particularly the

Sovist-Anerican nuclear equilibrium, n

Deterrence, un-
daubt.edly, iz the edifice on which crisis stability
between the super powers is ensured. However, doterrence
has proved delicate and even unstable as the mindless arme
race continues unabated. fmtigyrolireraticn supporters
would, therefore, be less interested to see deterrence

further shaken by the advent of new nuclear weapon yaﬁers.

Sscondly, the NFT 13 discriminatory both in its
structure and applicetion. Article 1IX(3) of the Treaty
defines a nuclear weapon state ‘as one which hes manufactu=-
red and exploded a nucleer weapon or other nuclear explosive
device prior to January 1, 1967.'2 This legitimisation of
& few nations' nuclear weapons is a e¢lesrcut evidence of
the discriminatory nature of the Tresty. The provision of
giving ssnctity to the weapons of 8 group of nations beceuse
they became nuclear powers before a particular period 18
rathor unususl as compared to many other modern international
treaties. The Treaty, besides imposing & serious restriction
on the sovereign rights of the nonunuclear wveapon states
{BNKS) also allows the nuclear weapon states (NWS) to continue
theliyr weapon bullding programme as the safeguards are not
epplicadle .*bo their facilities. "The HEWS were accepting an

rations Motiye-

yntrol (New York,

12 aee 'l'ext cf the NPTs The Main Political %agieg to
Weapon Proliferation, SIPRI (London, 1980).

11, tred Gre&nwoad and othars,




dmmediate and important restriction on their sovereignty
by agreeing not to goc muelear while the nuclear powers
were comsitted only to a promise to attempt to divert
themaelves of their nuclear weapons capability at some
indefinite future time". 13

A third inbuilt weakness of the regime 18 the total
avoldance of vertical preoliferation from its purview
except the indirsct reference in Aprticle VI of the NPT.
Advocstes of nuclesr non-proiiferation either underesti-
mate or ignore the threat of vertical proliferation which
is predicated on the assumption that civilian route will
eventually lead KEWS to weapon building capability.
Uraniun enrichment capsbilities thet nany eauntrieé are
g0ing to scquire ia the near future are presented in a
borrifying manner. But the threat to global security
posed by the uncontrelled vertical arms race is often
ignored. By Deceaber 1982 the total nueber of nuclear
explosions carriod out since 1945 by the five nuclear
powers and India had resched 1375. Out of this, 1200
explosions were conducted by U.S.4. and the Boviet Union.
In 1982 slone, the U.B.4. conducted 17 tests while the
usss, 31, ™ -

13. Willdsm Epstein ’ :
© gn€ Arms ngtrgi Rew York, 1976.

s SIPHI, RBety pPa97s




Despite the conclusion of SALT I and a number of
other agreements, the super powers have engaged in nuclear
arms race at o spiralling pace, At present the U.8,
posseases in its arsoury a totel explosive yield of sbout
9000 mt. of THT. In other vwords, the U.S5. has added the
equivalent of one Hiroshima bomb (12.5 kts) to its arsenal
every 30 minutes since World ver 11,15

The nuclear regiwe also witnesged & decade without
any breakthrough in suger power arms control nsgotiations,
Indeod, it witnessed worsening of US-USSR relations with
new areas of tension cropping upe The SALT 11 agreazent
did not come into force due to & variety of reasons. The
strategic arms reduction talks (START) proved to bhe s non-
starter. Vertical proliferation 1s mﬁ;sed for a new take-
off as the Geneva negotistions on Huro-missiles failing to
make any headway. The Stockholm Internationsl Peace "
Reseamh Institute (SIFRI) has warned that if the current
arms control negotiations in Geneva fail there is the |
prospect of an increase in the world stockpile of nuclear
weapons from the figure of about 50,000 today to 60,000
early in the 1990s and with many new and more accurate

warheads, 16

15. Ibide, peLII
16. Ibid.
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Fourthly, the non-proliferation regime has failed
to provide the NEWS the eivilian benefits of naclear'
technology on a non-discriminatory basis as promised by
the regime buildsrs. For instance, Article V of NFT says
that the potentisl benefits from any peaceful applications
of nuclesr explosions will be made available to NNWS,party
to the treaty on a non-diseriminatory basis, '/ The seme
Artiele also cmlls for the creation of an interneticnal
body with adequate representation of HEWS for facilitating
speciel international sgreements on thiss The NWS have not
so far taken any step to creste such an 1hternatiana1
mechanism nor shown any willingness to share the spin-off
benefits of peaceful nuclesr explosions (PNEs). Thus the
prémisas made in the NPT on sharing the bhenefits of PNEs
are yet tovbe fulfilled. 7The NWE are continuing PNEs for
experiments to extract oil, natural gas and minerals and
other engineering projects. The US initisted "Project
Ploughshare® in 1957 and conducted L1 nuclear explosions
reportedly for peaceful purposes,between 1961 and 1963,
while the Soviet Union conducted 34 sueh explosions between
1961 and 197% '8 out of the 31 nuclear tests the USSR
conducted in 1982, sixteen are believed to be FPHEs, 17

17. SIFRI, n. 12.
18. Hedley Bull, "Eider Still end Hider: ﬂnelaar Prolifera-
tion 1950~1975 Internatio Pergpectivea (Ottawa,

ﬁovember»ﬁecambar, 3793, p.z-.

19. SIFRI, ne ke
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PEEs have thusz been confined to the domains of NW3S as it
will be treated as a threshold act if conducted by NNWS.

The establishment of the regime has unleashed
bitter theareméal and political debates among the clites
of nuclear 'haves! and have-nots'. This dichotomy of
perceptions cf*¢ri reflects the unegual nature of the pre-
sent international system to0 a large extent. It also
mirrors the diverse socio-economie philosophies end aiffer-
ing value systems among the elites of the two sides. The
elite perception of the develepinﬁ world is desply rooted
in hiitorieal factors liks enti-colonial struggle end, of
late, the struggle against neo-colonialism,

{n the other hand, the perceptions of the elite in
the developed countries, especially in the North, are based
on narrov corganisstional interasts. 1t often symbolises an
anti-empiricel and unhistorical frame of mind.2® The elite
perceptions of the NWS often overstress the need for strin-
gent externsl controls and vigilance against the NNWS as
the best way to prolong the lead time for acquiring wespon
meking cepability. Very few attempts have been made to
study the internal factors which restrain the Third wWorld

20. a&shok xapur, “Huelear Proliferation in the 1980s,"
e nel Journal (Ottaws, Suwmner 1981), p. 537
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countries frox going nuclear. In meny threshold countries,
powerful anti-nuclesr lobbies have influsnced crucial
decision-zaking on the nuclear optiom, though external re-
streints end controls do affect their perceptions to some

extent.

Restraining fectors in the regional milieu sre also
ignored. In fact regionsl factors play a major role in the
aecisién—making process of a potentisl nuclear state, 4
nuclearised Argentina eor Brazil will upset the regional
giatus guo in Latin America, perhaps detrimental to the
interests of the neo-nuclear pover. In the South Asian
context, decision makors in both India and Pakistan have to
eonsider the would be responses of the edversary if one
nation goes for thse nuclear option. Antsgonising on
mmed.taté nejghbour may not be in the national security
interests of a medium power which would like to emerge as
a regional sctor or rather eiming at & global role to play.

Uaing the parameters given below, one can sge major

countries in the trigger list have more disincentives than

incentives for at-aining weapon building capability.

wternal Faeti Eegnomie Factors

NPT regime, Political leader Cost and effect

Supplier controls, ship, considerations,

Super power policies. ﬂppositien parties, Defence outlay,
Civil servants. Foreign exchange

position.
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Jdeclogical Feotors Regional Forces |
Kaumial value systens, Possible responses from neigh-
General politiecsl philo- bouring countries,

sophy, Bilateral, multilateral and -

Foreign policy postulates. regional treaties,
” Regional economic and political
cooperation,

Supporting industries, Inrichuoent capsbilily,
Fuel storage aapabiliiy, wWeapon building cepae-
bility, B8tate of early warning and control sy~
stens, State of command, c¢ontrol and communi-
cztion systems (¢3), Supporting doetrine of
Use Or NON-USe.

inds akista:

The giéneral technologicsl state allows the two countries
& vweapon building programse within a fixed poricd but foars
of external thrests in the form of stringent conditions on
supply of mmterisls for the nuclear energy programze inhibits
the countries from going nuclesr to an extent, The sbrupt
withdrawel of Canadian support for the enorgy programwe snd
the American reluctsnce to supply msterisls in time, have to
a great extent been the reasons for the slov growth of India'a
nuclesr energy prograsme. A nucleer weapon decision will have
its own counter effects in the form of disruption of supplies
espocially for future programmss. More than all these res.
sons, Indis's nuclear vespon building programme will dopsnd
on its domestic pressures sccentusted by e Pakiastani weapons!

programee. Likewise Pakistani nuclesr weapon building programme
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' will have its decisional beering on the Indian moves and
the domestic policies of the militery regime in the near
future.

The decision to go nuclerr by Argentina end Brasil
will greatly depend on regional factors. A threat to its
security even from Britain as happéned during the 1982
Falklends war, may induce Argentina to gain more clout by
acquiring a minimal nuclear power. 5But such sn action will
foment regional rivalries especi-aily with Chile and Bragil.
Brazil snd Argentina are the two leading eo\mtriea of Latin
America who refused to sccept fullscops safeguards in their
nucleer facilities. Both the countries are steedily acqui-
ring capsbilities for reprocessing and storage of plutonium.
But these two regional actors, despite pressures within
thelr ruling elites, may not go for a drastic step that
would upset the regional gtatus guo. |

Both Teiwan and South Korea have regional threats
from Chine emé North Rorea respectively. The strength of
American nuclesy umbrella is gradually feding out in the
Facific and this would of course decide the z_mclear options
of these countries. But regional constraints do prominently
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figure in the nuclear option of the two countries., Fesrs
of pre-emptive attacks may be a disincentive, Also the
small sige of these countries will make them more vulnerable
to a nuclear attack. 30 even ascquiring & miniomum deterrent

capability would have its own counter-effects for them,

incentives snd Bisineentives

Protagonists of the current nuclear proliferation
regime disgnose the incentive-disincentive pattern using the
same barometer of power which underlines supsr-powsr rela-
tions, The modernisation programmes of the developing
countries are underplayed as unimportant faetors in the
nuclear proliferation debate. Countries in the so-ealled
"yorry list" are mainly in the South with ambitious economie
development programmes, Acquisition of nuclear wespons
capebility, secording to some anslysts, would-greatly en-
hance the power base of these countries, both in regional
and global levels. 4cquiring nuclear weapons, according to
them, is not an act of de;speraticn; 4t is an sct of
Parriving® in the nuclear front ag one has arrived or
arriving in the other fronts of national power and success?’
Says another stu&ys\ "Huclear weapons can incerease the national
hubris and self confidence of the possessor, thus emboldening

its general internationsl behaviour. Franee!s nuclear force

21, Greenwood, n.11, p.16.
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though minute compared with those Aor the two super powvers,
restored a measure of French self-respect in the .wake of
imperisl losses and fed the elan with which Charles de
Gaulle manoeuvred poutically between Washington and Moscow
in the 1960s.%22

The basis of these arguments, however, 15 mostly
based on the incentive fectors which led the webent nuclear
weapon povers to acquire the capsbility and henee, could not
be placed in its entirety to the Third VWorld context. If a
Third World country, in its urge to become more powerful,
goes for nuclear weapons, instead of enhancing its power
base, would invite the vratﬁ of neighbouring countries, A
nuclearigsed Pakistan will inevitably become a thresat to the
regionel security of South Asia and even West Asia., Acquisi-
" tion of nuclesr weapons by India may also have the same
effect which will induce some of the countries in the Islamic
fraternity to go nuclear. BRuclearisation by one country can
result in grester conventional srms race too as sophisticated
delivery systeme znd defonsive weap&ns are regquired to

counter the threat posed by a nuclear adversary.

4 mere possession of some crude weapons without
supporting delivery systeas, techmological and econonice

22. David €., Gompert, "Appmaching the ﬁnelear Future,” in
bavidic. Gompert ané Bthsrs. C ] and




17

mtrastrmture and a Mgical doctrine may invite other
embitious neighbours to resort to pre-pmptive strikes aimed
at eliminating the vulnerable force that will conversely

" bolster intra-regionsl antagonisms. Is it then a rational
course for the Third wWorld countries to pursue? Moreover,
many Nth countries sre aware of the fset that they would be
‘third class nuclesr powers in the global nuclear context

and would have no effective deterrent capacity against either
the super powers or the seeéndary nuclear powers mx? many

years or decedes.

Global and regional phreata te Third World seecurity
have to be seen in the right perspective if an ineéntive
analysis has to be empirical., The nuclear threst posed by
the NW3 especially, super powers, will, to a great extent,
decide the nuclear option of many threshold states, Global
challenges are assuming wider dimensions with the two super
ponefa stepping up their efforts to increass theﬁ.r spheres
of influsnce. Nev areas of t.en(sien have been crested
artificially, thereby threatening the security of many
developing countries. IncCreasing super pover presence in
the Indian Gcean and the continuance of Boviet troops in
Afghenistan will have bearings on future Indian and Pakistani
nuclear options. The increasing militarisation of Japan and
the U.5. nuclear presence in the Pacific may induce the two

Koreas to go nuclear. Destsbilisation of Central and Latin
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Agerican reglonal security bj the' super powers msy hamper
the prospects of achieving a complete nuclear free-~zone in
Letin America where Ilateloco Treaty already forbdbids ed-

herents from going nuclear.

' Clashes of regional interests snd territorial disputes
are pronounced in many prospective proliferation areas. The
major causation for nuclear proliferation in South Asia would
be the rivalry between pPakistan and Indis snd China and India.
Acquisition of nuclear weapons vy the two potential prolife-
rators viz. Indie and Pakistan might equalise the strength of
the two countries in nuclear terms, though, with regard to
conventional forces, India will remsin superior. India's
continuing fears that it 45 vulnerable to Chinase nuclesr
attack would prove an incentive for 1ts_nucle§r choice. A
growing number of Indian strategists belleve that a minimum
nuclear deterrent capability would greatly enhance the
defengive strength of India vis-a«vis China theugh' the
- former has increased ita conventiconal strength appreciably

over the years.

The survival factor has to be taken into considera-
tion for any kKind of incentive analysis. The urge to attain
self-sufficiency in nuclear technology by the newly emerged
nations is to be viewed from the angle of survival, stability
and status, the three postulates of a nationts foreign

policy. Disruption of assured and sgreed supply of nuclegar
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fuel and spare parts hes undermined the credibility of
supplier countries. This may provide another incentive to
some developing countries to show more national assertive-
ness through attaining nuclear weapon capability.

The supplier countries! efforts towards disincen-
tives in the form of denial of technology and eguipment
especially related to sensitive parts for the reprocessing
of spent fuel may msintain the leed time varriers against
proliferation. However, this approach does heve only a short
term value as the tecimological improvisation programmss of
mény threshold states reach meturity within 10 to 15 yeers.
Sanctions in the form of embargo of assistance and cencella-
tion of supxaiies will further induce the Third World countries

to resch nuclesr adulthood,

Besides beling treated with second class status in
the global nuclear bargain, neither the two super powers nor
the other nuclear weapon states have shown any wifllingnesa
to provide the Third World countries sdequate, credible and
positive assurances aga:inst nuclear threat or attack., Three
NWS have not yet proclaimed a 'mo-first use' pledge, which
itself i3 & negative security guarantes. As long ae there
i3 no clear cut asscurity assurance against nuclear blackmail
or real use, the security of the Third World 4is at the mercy
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of the nuclear giants. It has been an estsblished ﬁiétum
ever-since the advent of the nation state system that no‘ _
nation has permanent friends or foes. This i3 more ‘e»xplicit
in super power relations since national interest for them
have 8 global angle much wider than the interests of a

middle or small power,

Even allies are sceptical sbout the credidbility of
security assurancss bj’ the two super powersz. The motivation
behind the creation -of a minimum deterrent by France waz its
doubts over the availability of the U.S. nuclear umbrella
against o Soviet attack in time. Willism Epstein has rightly
put it: "If the United Stetes might think twice before risk-
ing the oxistence of Washnington or New York for the sake of
Paris or Rome, how many times would it thit:k before risking
them for New Delhi or Tokyo2 23 ’

The question of security assurances was one of the
najor themes in the NPT review conferences in 1979 amd 1980.
However, t;hs atcitude of the two super powers on this dssue
was negative and they rejected variocus proposals suggested

by Third World countries on specific security assurances,
The Ener ode

Apart from the security dilemmn, developing countries

have to face a more crucial guestiont how to cope the growing

- 23. Bpstein, n.13, p.136.
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’aneray.ﬁeeﬂs with the increasing prices of fossil fuel and
the indiscriminate controls on nuclear energy production. |
Kuclear energy has been sccepted as a viable and more rele-
vent alterate energy source in the total energy mix of any
developing society. The per unit voluse in other renewable
energy sources like tidal, solar, geothermal and biomass is
rather lows, Therefore, hamess:lﬁg these scurces reguire
huge expenses especially on installation and execution.
Research findings are yet to show viable results to herness
many other alternate sources. Despite the higher capital
costs of nuclear plants, which may be as much as twice the
cost per kilo watt instelled of oil plents, tho lerge
differential fuel cost savings compensate and exceed the
capital costs over 2 rather short period in the operating
life of the plant. 24 Hence nuclear power offers vast poten-
tials for the Third korld countries in their energy develop-
ment. The need for developing countries scquiring nuclear
energy capabilities is further explained by the sheer fact
they have to have achieved within twenty' to thirty years the
technologicel stage that the developed countries took ever a
century or more to reach.Otherwise, the former will miss the
second industrisl revolution taking plsce in the realms of

nuclear and space technologles.

24, K.A. Effat, "The Role of Nuclear Power in Development,”
in Rarl Kalser ed., Reconciling Fnergy Needs and Non-
Proliferations Perspectives on Nuclesr Technology and
International Politics (Bonn, ,{"!g, s De 38
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With the gquadrupling of oil prices after the 1973
0il crisis nuclear power has gained wider importeance in the
energy cholce of non-oil producing countries. The follow-
ing World Bank analysis will provide an idea on the produce
tion costs of variocus sourcesof electrical power generation
agﬂ the advantage of nuclear power in reducing production

costs (see Table 1).

Nuclear energy forms a major part of the total energy
production of thse davelaped' world. The total world electri~
city production from nuclear source in 1982 was only ten per
cent.2’ it the end of 1982 there wore 293 reactors in opere-
tion in 24 countries with & total installed generating capa-
city of 169,929 Mw, 26 4s for the developing ‘world rerely
four countries were running seven nuclear pwer plants with
& combined eapaa:ity ol 1895 MW. 27 This accounts for ’c'nly a
little over one per cent of the world nuclear power produc-
tion. While developed nations like France and Soviet Union
produce 30 to 50 per cent of their electricity demands
through nucleer plants, India, a ploneer in nuclesr energy
prograzme, produces less than two per cent of its energy

requirement through the nuclsar means.

25. 1AEA, fpnual Report, 1982 (Genevae, 1983), p.27.
26, Ibid '

ZQ.&.Q? The four countries ares Argentina, Brazil, India
skistan,



23
Table-1

OIL IMPORTING DEVELOPING COUNTRIES: COMPARATIVR
COST8 OF POWER GEHNERATION

Based on Various Types of Fuel

investment ruel  Power
cost 1980 cost cost

Generator Type ' . U8 dollars 1980 1980
por Kw. .y US/Kvn US/Kwh
. ingtalled —
Hydm-?ower-barge, High Head, 1100 n. 2, 2.4
Low heed, Mini-hydro 3500 Wee 12,7
Diesel-large, heavy oil fuel :
coastal location 1000 be2 6.7
-Small light oil fuel injand
location 800 10.9 13.2
Steam - Large, gas fired 800 O 2.4
- Large, cosl fired 1000 2.7 5.2
- lLarge,o0il (imported) fired 800 5.5 .
- 8m11 heavy oil fired
inlend location 1400 7.3 1Mo b
- 8mall, wood-fired 1500 3.0 100
aeethemal Dry steam fisld 1400 n. 9 3.0
- Wet steam/hot water field 2800 n.a, 6.0
Nuclear - Large Multiple units 1600 1.0 5e1
« Single small united 2200 1.0 74
Solar photo voltaic 20,000-30,000° n.a. 100-300
Wind generator 5,000-15,000° n.,a, 30-100

n.a. « not applicable

1o %::igtmnt cost includes cost of transmission and distri-
n.

2. Both soler energy end wimdpower are Mtem:lttent energy
sources which require storage to make energy availsble
to demandg at all times. Investzent costs given above
are syasteus costs with storage included.

Sources World Bank Report, "Energy in Developing Countries,”
(wWashington D.C., 1980),
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Teble~11

NUCLEAR POWER REACTORS IN OPZRATION AND UNDER
CONSTRUCTION AT THE ERD OF 1982

' in mg;ag%gg Under constru- Electricity
Country c.0f Total ____mgg___r, supplied by
units Mule) Ho.of Tota nuclear pover
: units Miu{e)

Tw.h(e) & sbare

, ——ti total
1291 1.75 L. 89

Argentina 335

) 2

Belgium 6 3173 2 2012 152  30.29

Brasgil 1 626 2 2490 0.05 0. 04

Bulgaria 4 1632 2 1906 9.93 29. 16

Canada 4 7278 9 6310 39.99 10.55

Cuba 1 08

Czechoslovakia 2 - 762 6 2520 Ne 8

Finland 4 2156 , 15.83 L2.L2

France 32 23355 27 30200 103.06 38,70

German D.R. 5 169% "o Be

Germany F.R. 15 9831 12 1319 60.05 ~17.40

Hungery i 1 408 3 122 N &,

India ' 4 809 h 880 2,06

Italy 3 1232 3 1999 6. 39 3.63

Japan 25 16587 1 10289 100,01 19.45

Republic of

Korea e 1193 7 6227 3 55 7.33

Mexico 2 1308

Netherlends 2 501 3.70 6. 43

Pakistan 1 12% 0.07 0. 40
" Philippines 1 620

Romania 2 1320

South Africa 2 1842 :
‘Spain L 1973 11 10156 8. 54 7.78
' Sueden 10 7330 2 2100 37.30 33.65

Switzerland N 1940 1 942 .39 27.58
PS8R 4 . 17219 31 30486 Ne 8o
" U.Ke 32 6462 10 6052 38.73 15.21

Usa 80 62376 61 67228 279.46 12.10
Yugoslavia b S 632 Ne 8¢

WORLD TOPAL 293 169929  21b 202966

Source: IARA Annual Report 1982, International Atomic Energy
Agency GC (XXVII) 684 Geneva (August, 1983).
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¥While nuclear production rate registered a ﬁarked
growth except during the last few years in the affluent
world, the Third World countries sre yet to cateh up with
their estimationa. Compared to the dynamic growth in the
" West and the Eastern Bloe, nuclear projects in developing
netions hsve been minimal. "Most debt-strapped developing
nations canmot afford the huge start-up costs of importing
or developing nuclear technology. Brazil and Mexico, for
example, have hed to delay or screp nuclear projects already
in the works. Meanwhile, Western govemments are hesitant
about Sell:lag sophisticated technology to Third World
- countries because they fear it will be used to make nuclear
| weapons rather than generate power®. 28 This itself explaing
'. the discriminatory nature of the regime and the inhidbiting
 or rather distrustful approach of supplier countries to the
peaceful nuclear programzes of the developing world. The
: inequiém;s nuclear order has not only hempered Third World's
nuclear energy strategy but alsc magnified the North-South
inbalances.

ure 9K

The non-proliferation regime was built on the assump-
tion that the technological gap between the developed and less
- developed states in the field of nuclesr energy can be used

28, Bewsuwesk, 13 Pebruary 1984,
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to create the most favourable conditions for preventing
proliferations The control of exports apizroaeh pre«
supposing & monopoly or olicgopoly of nuclear technology
and rav meterials ¢oreates the foundation of such an
orientation. 29

The current non-proliferation strategy is primerily
based on a policy of denisl of technology. 4 pertinent:
question arises in this context. How long could technology
be kept in monopolistic hands? Or how long could it be
locked up and denied? Technology is bound to spread; so is
nuelear technology. Zwven the 1AEA philosophy of regulated
transfer of nuclesr technology hes its point of saturation.

The future of the current nuclear non-proliferation
regime is doubtful as many Third World countries are attain-
ing adulthood in nuclear technology. 1Indis is a clearcut
instance in this trend. Indias has already graduated in the
process of fabricating 8 plutonium-made dovise and its
explosion. It has also shown the world its ability to
design and construct a nuclear power plant using nearly
cent per cent of indigenous skills and materials with the
commissioning of the first unit of the Medras Atomic Power

Plant (MAPP). |

L

29. EKerl Keiser, “Nuclear Energy and Non-Froliferation in the
1980a," in Kaiser, n.2h, p.2%.
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Morsover, the cohesion of alliance systems is fast
depleting. As emerging regional powers pull out of their
traditional ordits around the super powers, it wight be-
come increasingly difficult to harponise their nuclear
postures with the Hast-West nuclear aystem. A4s security
relationshipe become less rigid, as hierarchicel power
structure erodes, former client states will enjoy greater
freedon of aazionaag

Spread of uranium enrichment plants to ENUS {n the
near future will pose serious threat to monopolistic
‘controls over it at present. The fragility of the regime
was amaed vhen Iarael destroyed Irag's OSIRAK resecarch
re&ctor complex inm June 1981 in a pre-emptive attack. It
was a clesr cut instence of the fundamentsl weakness of
the regime to check a paranoid state from attacking a
peaceful nuclear energy programme of & country which has
accepted full-scope safeguards.

The nuclear weapon -buvildins progragmes of Israsl
and South Africa have also undermined the strength of the
rogime. 4s the nuclear programmes of these countries have
the overt and covert support of some Western powers, the
apprehensions of the other regionel powers remain valid,
Finanlly, the greatest threat to the non-proliferation

300 Graenm-' Be 11, P.t‘t
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regime stems from the failure of nuclear povers to ;eeach
meaningful arms control measures. Years of negotiations
over the levels and testing of strategic arms have failed
to produce any substantial results which could allay the
fears of the NNW3, PIt is, therefore, & blatant affront
to the non-nuclear states for the super powers to mora-
lige sbout the dangera of proliferation, léhen the cargo
of a single missile bearing submarine has more destruc-
tive potential than all potential proliferants combined
could amass in the next decade”,>!

Concern over the spread of nuclear weapons is justi-
fisble provided it takes into asccount the threat in right
perspective. | Rarrowing down the threat to an imaginetive
lovel without considering the dichotomy botween 'ecahabilii:y
and intention would lemve the analysis unempirical and un-
realistic, If capebility itself were the driving force
behind proliferation, West Geraany, Japan, Italy, The
Netherlands, Belgium and Sweden waﬁlﬁ have acguired nuclear

weapéus long 8go. 32

The current nuclear non-proliferation regime over-
emphasises the technical aspects instead of political
considerations. Disincentives are generally explained at

31& id .5 Be 10,

32. Richerd Betts, "Paranoids, Pygmiea, Pariahs and Non-
Proliferation,” Fored plicy (Spring, 1977), p.163.
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the technical level rather than at the political. The
security end technolagieal aspirations of the developing
vorld sre often forgotten. The most valuable and enduring
disincentive would be the continuance of detente between
the super powers and lesser involvement in ghe internal
affeirs of Third World countries.

Firstly, & pledge of no-first use by all nuclear
weapon powers would considerably enhance the security of
the Third World countries. This pledge has a8 politieal
md moral value as it de«-emphasissa the use of nuclear
weapons. Secondly, the United Netions could play a crucial
role in alleviating the security .f‘ears. of the Third kWorld
states. The collective socurity provisions of the H.NW.
Charter could be astrengthe)ned adding provisions to face
potential and resl nuclear threats. A restriction on veto
power of the sggressor should be formulasted which would
automatically be implemented when o nuclear power attacks

a non-nucleay weapon state,

Thirdly, multilsteral treaties on positive and
nagative security guarantess should be signed so as to
neutralise the grave threats of a nuclear attack. Fourthly,
regionsl security measures could be strengthened through
bilateral agrecments and pledges of non-agression.

Fifthly, erisis management mechanisms and confid-
ence building measures sh,uld be pevitalised,



30

) Sixthly, NPT should ve amended suitably takihg into
_aonsideration the aspirations of the developing world. The
present cut and dry document needs more flexibility in its
application and the ambiguous nature of proliferation should

give place to more systematic and coneretised formulations.

Last_ly, a2 drastic reduction of supar povwer weapons
¢ould bs mached through negotiations. This would reduce
super power tensions and would narrow down the importance
attached to nuclear weapons in the present international

.

systoem.



Chaptor IX
THE NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPTION OF INDIAs INTENT,
CAPABILITY AND CONSTRAINTS

The nuclear policy of India is relsated to the
country's general foreign policy framevwork based on histori-
esl factors the imperatives for netionel essertiveness,
security snd strategic considerations and the urge for
technological independences. The aspiration for building an
autonomous miclear capability has often been the focal point
of enti-proliferation writers in the West to characterise
India a3 the most potential state in the nuclear prolifere-
tion chain. This asceptic view is often pased on Indiats
refusal to accede to the Non-Proliferstion Treaty (NFT), the
adoption of the Sarsbhsi Nuclear Znergy and Spece Frogrammes
and the 1974 peaceful nuclesr explosion (FNE) which lsad
many to draw the conclusion that "for years India has been
quistly but steadily moving towards introdueing nuclear
weapons in to her armn&lx“-‘ One writer considers the
1974 explosion as an event of transcendental importence.
According to him, "it brosched the wells of the nuclear
¢lud snd cnce again raised the spectre of the Nth country

problen®, 2

Bray
1e Tuds Frank/and Kichsel L.dMoodie, “Huclsar Polities in
Indin, Buryival, Vol.XX (uay-a’um 19‘77), Pe 111,

2. wnuam Estein ihe.
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’rha Indian &sssartion that the explosion was nothang
more than s test conceived and confducted exclusively for
geaegful purmssoj has been guesticned by even & a;m:anty'
- like George Quester who believes that the FNE was only "
label for what amounted to & weapons programme, making &
travesty of the civilian military distinction which is
reslly & disservice to the world wide csuse of arms cantml".“
But an Indisn nuclear e:ﬁert sees it in a different viaw.
PRy carrying out the PHE and not c¢laiming any special privi-
leges, India is attempting to denigrate the specisl mystique
‘developed around nuclear weapons. o In other words, by
proclaiming the peaceful nature of its nuclear explosion
Incdis defied the logic of NPT, which refuses to countenance
eny distinction between pesceful end militery nuclesr explo-

sﬁana. in case they are conducted by n@n-nuclear WoRpON
| states (mws).

Though ambiguity shrouds the resl Indian ’mtenbiians,
Ind_ia stil) stands on the seme policy framework established

3. Rikhd Jaiml, “The Indien Kuclear E::plmien, Ingternationa)
Security (Spring».1977), p.lk.

he Goorge H.Quester, "Enlisting Post«197% ladia to tm Cause
of Non-Prolifer ation z“ in John W.Msllor, ed. ,

Rising Middle Pover (New Delhi, 1981), pp. 197-98.

9« X.Subrahamanyam, "India's ﬁuelear Policy" 11: Onkar Harwab
and inn Schuls, eds., Huclas : :aon_snd Nesy

Huclear Gountries (CAubridge. T973)s Dril

6. Bodley mn, "hidar Still and wmm Buclear Proliferation
950.1975 1 atio; 3 yeg (Novemdor-December
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after the explosion. & decade is passing since India showed
to the world its cepability to fabricate and explode & nu-
glear device using the implosion technigue. Though, there
are occasional reports that India is showing interest in the
tbackend' of nuciecar fuel like dharting the spent nuclear
fuel rather than going i‘or tfront end! mathpds' like mining,
processing and fabricating its own uranium fuel elements’
there is no substantial published evidence that India has
eny operational nuclear weapons capability. 8 4t the official
level too Mrs.Gandhi's Government has declered that India.

will not produce nuclear weapons even if Pekistan does 39.9

However, the prospects of India taking a leading role
4n nuclear proliferation in South Asia cannot be cutrightly.
ruled out vwith the emergence of new powesr equations and
strategic canfigurations in the sabcontinent. Widely
pnbiicised intelligence reports of the closeness of the
Pakistand military regime to the acquisition of nuclear
explosives or waapon capability combined with very deep
concerns over the strategic connection between this develop-

ment and the F-16s obtained from the U.S. have strengthened

7. Washington Post, 20 February 1983.

8+ Richard P.Crcmn, “Pros;aects for Nuclesr Proliferation
in South 4sia,” Midd) Jourpal (dutuwn, 1983), p.600.

9. See Report on Mrs., Gandhi's Presgs Conference ¢n Athens,
-2iges of India, 2k September 1983,
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the trends in India working sgainst self-imposed and, to
some extent, externally induced restraint with respect to
nuclear explosions, 10 The proceeding analysis 13 pur-
ported to focus on Indla's nuclear options, given its
impressive technological capabilities and experience and

national security imperatives.

Bver since ti:e non-proliferation regime was establi-
shed a8 ugjor plank of the Indim nuclear strategy was to
pinpoint the lscunae of the regime and its colonial over-
tones, India, thus took the lesd among the Third World
eountﬁes in attacking the regime on account of its techno-
logical capabilities and political convictions,

The Indian cage ageinst the regime is primarily
based on the reasons that it obstructs; (a) politicel inde-
pendence, (b) technological self-reliance, and (c¢) economic
development and hinders keeping open its strategic options,
From the very beginning the Indian position on nuclear
safeguards based on unequal treaty systems, was a convinc-
zng one that it would reinforce the elready unequal inter-
national system and divide the world into miclear !'haves!

and 'have notat'. FRikhi Jaipal, India's former Permanent

10. N.Ram, "India's Hucloar Policyz 4 Case Study in the

Fimm and Futility of Nom?rolifaration " 1-DSA Journal
Vol.XIV (April-June 1982), p.lb S
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Representative to the United Nations stated India's cese
against the noneproliferation regime: "It is the nuélsar
Brahmins who advecate the memintenance of the purity of
their use at the expense of the lesser breed. It is they
vho' preach that the other states should be required to
place all their nuclear facilities and reactors under
strict international safeguards and should not be allowed
to conduct PHEs, while they theuselves remain free to
menufecture nuclear wespons, conduct tests, and develop

reactor technologies. n11

‘The peosition is clear; Indis will not subscribe to
~ the view of the nuclear weapon states (NwWS) that nuclear
weapons are safe in thelr handg and aro meant for deterr-
ence, while the technology's spread in the form of power
reactors will enable NEWS to gé for nuclear weapons, The
notion that some states are inherently more responsible

than others is unacceptable to In&ia.‘z

India*s position ia all the more precarious as its
nuclear capabilities have reached & atage vhen a take off
is péasable in the civilian sector as well as in the
militery application of the teehnology. Hence India could
not sgree to an international regime which would obstruct

11. Rikhi Jaipal, l’th, th?ﬁ
12, Zbid.
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the country developing its own nationel capebilities in the
fields "The feasibility of the nuclear laws formulated by
certain comtries by virtue of their possession of nucleer
weapons and to make use fully the technological benefits
accrued from the nuclear technology, vwhile preventing other
countries which are within the technology from aspiring it,
is of course unascceptable to India. ’7”3)

Indin's dis_nrmamnt position is thus, a wider one,
It cails for a totel fresze on all muclear veapons production
and eventual disbanding of the weapons from the esrth. In
suck a atate, all nuclear facilities in the world would
becowe gaacéﬁsl und the IWS would not have any reason or
pretext for not sccepting the ’same system of internsational
safeguards which they seek to impose on NEWS like India in
relation even to their pesceful, civilisn nuclear energy

Programnes. L

India cannot accept a systen of intemational safe.
gusrds in the field of nuclear energy, which are not applic-
able to a fow states Just because they chose to bend nuclear
snergy to waspons purposes defore the cut off date prescribed
in the NPT - 1st January 1967. If the NPT position is
recognised, it would be tantamount to aceepting the notion

13+ Subrahamanyam, n.5, p.125.

14, M, nugotra, "Prevention of Nuclesr war,“ Address at the
ﬂ onal Conference ;' JHorld Digermament Cempaign
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that the nuclear wespons febricated by an eariler group do
have 8 life giving or peace making guality in them. 15 In
the Indian view nuciear exclusivity is tantamount to nuclear
anarehy on the part of a few nuclear weapon powsrs. By
exeapting the NWS from sny serutiny or control the system is
in fact promoting the nuclear ﬁrms race, 18 According to
indis, ineguity in the nuelear field would legitimise the
nuclear wespons of the big povers thereby threatening the
fabric of international justicga The position clamours for

reforns in the hiersrchical structure of international system.

India's ppposition to the non-proliferation regime is
also in corisonance with its Ron-a4ligned posture ol tresting
the major issues on merit while not yiolding to the whims
and fencies of the super powers. The Non-4ligned foreign
policy posture demands groater autonomy in decision meking
and larger nationsl facilities so that dependency state can
be reduced considersbly if not totall_.y’ eliminsted. This
dces not preclude cooperstion which i mitually advantsgeous
and without strings attached to it. Hsnce im the muclear
fisld, grester autonomy demands more freedom im decision
mik&ng end vider intermational cooperation especially in
areas of technieal knowhow and suppiv of scarce nsterials,

fecepting the nuclear safeguards completely would thus,

156 wo
16. Ibid.



38

entail permanent dependency which may affect policy stances
on crucial internstiornal issues affecting the interests of

one super power or the others

The economic rationale is all the more convineing.
Though the FNE benefits are yet to be barnessed on a2 wider
scale throughout the world, India hopes to make use of this
tochnology in the future for its economic development.
India does not sccept the Western logic that it is possible
t0 have PNEs for the WWSs that ars parties to the NPT.
~India holds the view that if there 1s no such thing as PHE,
tkon the advanced industrialised states them?elvea should

denounce it first and siop conducting such explosions. 7

Another apparent reason for the Inlian rejection of
the non-proliferation regime is the debilitating effect of
the regime's rules end regulations on the economic growth
of the developing countries. This convietion is dased on
the fact that nuclesar energy is inereesingly becoming a
major source of power generation. A country like India,
whieh spends 2 major chunk of its foreign exchange on the
import of oil, nuclear technology would be a welcome alter- .

native source of energy.

Linked with all these reasoning is the fundamental
postulate of the Fmiian foreign policy, i.e. to exclude

17. #shok Kspur, _3_9_% iats Hucleer Qgg;ggs A_t,gméc Diplomacy
and Decision Haking (New York, 1976), p.203.
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economic imperialism in all manifestations. Restructuring
the cutmoded global economic relations is one of the Indisn
demands ir all major world forums on monsy and economy as
well ss at the United Nations end Non-Aligned meetings. The
decision to oppose the regime hes its strong nstionalistic
implications too. It forestalled any intemationai control
on India's future nuclear weapons building option. Treaty
hurdles would have made the option very difficult if not
iupossible.

THEE NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPT ION

0f late there has been intensive debate in Iﬁdia on
whether the ¢ountry should go for 2 nuclear weapoha o;ibion
in view of reports that Pakistan has acquired the reprocsss-
ing capability and marching towards building e nuclear wea-
pons progracme. In fact the debate can be perceived as an
ongoing one since the Chinese nuclear explosion in 1964,
After the Pskistani plans were revealed by Western as well
s independent sources, there is a general sgroement among
the Indian elite excepting an mﬁni.teaimal uinority that
in the event of Pakistan acquiring nuclear capabllity,
India will have no choice other than building a nuclsar

deterrent. 18

Thus one cén see Pakistan as the focal point in

current debetes on the issue. Besides the Pakistani factor

18. Krishan Kant, "Should Indis Go fcuclear?“ 1034 Journal,
Vol. X1V (January»ﬂamh 1982), p.30 '
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other issuss are also put forward by the pro-bomb lobby
over the years for building a powerful nuclear force.
The main arguments aré generally baged on the elite's
perceptions of secupity threats, globdal and regional
strategic environment, poelitical and economic advantages
that the nuclear weapons would bring and the role, status

and power that India could play in the internstional gystem,

India's immediate strategic concerns are from Pakistan
and China, though the super power rivalry in the Indian Ocean.
is alsc conceived as a threat of late. The threst perception
about Pakistan is based on an intricate set of fears which
are historical and deep rooted in the Indian psyche. Heving
fought three major wars with Pakisten, Indis would naturally
view with suspecion any moves by that country to ascquire new
weapons, new technology and new friendships with other
countries. After the 1971 war the power equation in the sub-
continent has changed considerably in favour of India with
its massive geographical size, four fold conventional strength
vané & fagt developing technological eand industrial infrastru-
cture compared to Pakistan., Growing concern that Pekistan
i8 cateching up with Indis with the acquisition of sophisti-
csted veapons and delivery systems from the United States and
China, has 1§creased apprehensions that unless India makes
ismediate decisions, its strategic superiority will be
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challenged in the near future. An Indian pro-bomb lobbyist
has commented ‘that Fakistan that was 20 years behind India
in 1971-72, has gelloped to 2 point where it 4is five years
behind India and is about to achieve a nuclear weapon
building capability. '’

In the global strategic alignments too, Pakisten is
becoming an important actor ever since the Afghanisten
crisis atarted in 1979. The Afghan crisis gave Pskistan a
new role in the U8 efforts towards building strategic
superiority in the region. Tho Pakistani military regime
has also shown inclination towards becoming & frontline
state against ihe Soviet penetration further deep in the
Gulf and Wost Asia. The Indian concem in this regard is
~ that Pakistan mey becoms the next candidate for gelective
nuclear proliferation as in the case of Xs;-ael and South

Africa by the Vestern powers. 20

A situation of nuclsar asymmetry in the sub-continent
in favour of Pakistan vwould be unthinkable for India which
would neutralise the kind of conventionel superiority India
. might hope to enjoy by early ,nin@tiessm It would also
give Pakistan an opportunity to greb the disputed Kashmir
territory by holding ocut & nuclear threst. "The impact of

19. 760, 933{)71

20s Ue.S.Bajpal, ed., India's Security: Th
Environment (New Delhi, 1903), p.75.

21, Ibide, De77.
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such a threat on the Indisn population especially of
Funjeb and the Armed Forces c¢an be well forseen as that
of continual fear and morale 1053.!3&“&22 |

Pakistan's newly scquired conventional elout is
vieved by India with suspicion. Pekistan's argument for
apming ~ to face the Soviet threat from Afghanistan - ia
less convincing for India. India fears thet #8 newly
acquired F-16 deep penetration fighter bombers could be.

modified es delivery aircratt;z' for nuclsar weapons.

The China factor ia another major ergument for the
pro-bomb lobbys Though there is a feeling that China's
nuclear might is less dengerous for India than that of
Pakistan, the 1962 war and the psychological effects it
created in the Indian mind ie@m- large in the threat percep-
tion of any Indian analyst or policy meker. China's attain.
ment of the ICBM capability signifies the fact that now its
nuclear weapons can fnwh any mejor North Indian,city.
Chine is also aspiring to achieve 8 blue water navy with
the capability of Submerine Launched Bellistic Missiles
(SLBMs), extending its naval presemie to Indian Oceen and
the Pacific. Moreover, China has already deployed IREMs
and MREMs at Hagchu in the Mbeﬂ region targetted towards
the Soviet Union. With any change in the Chinese pereeption
they can be swung around to vital Indian targets. 23

22. Ibid., pp.77-78.
23. Krishankant, n.18, p.323.
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A Western analyst wrote that India's Armed Forces,
with its current modernisation programmes, will become the
second most powerful in Zastern 4sia after the Soviet
Union. "India's armed superiority over China comes partly
from being a generation ahead in science and technology,
mcmm metallurgy,* sccording to hﬁm.& With & strong
conventionsl feres capability supported by & minimum nucleap
deterrent to be built India can face any possible Chinese
threat, The Chinese threat will not sumag;e;;,unm the
territoriel dispute is smicably settled. -

Yet another concemn of India is the super power
rivalry in the Indion Ocesn and the growing Indian concern
to protect its maritige interests. 4ny developments in the
Indiasn Qcean wéum affect the security spectrum of India as
in the past all colonial conguests of the subcontinent came
through the Ocean. Nuclearisation of the Qcean is all the
more threatening to the maritime security of the country
as to protect the 3000 mile long ecoast line would be a hag-
ardous task, SLBMs, both medium range snd intermediate range
can reach most of the Indian territory if = nuclesr power

turns against India and decides on such a course.

24. Russel Warren Howe, “"India's Armed Forcess 4n Outsider's
Assessmont of Gmw%h,” The Statesman (New Delhi),
25 April, 1983. |



Buclesr weapons cspablility, it 1s apgued, would
greatly snhance strategic autonomy providing India with a
wider range of diplomatie ehoic.ea.gs The guestion of
India's role and status 4n the present internationsl system
would loow large in any decision to go for 2 nuclear wespons
option. GShould India with its continental slze, large popu-
lation snd vast rescurces remain 83 sn object powsr in the
internationsl system or should Indis carve cut a position of
its own in the reglonal as well as global powsr structure?
*Bhould India place itself in the position of Pakisten,
Bangledesh and Indonesia end determine its role?t2d

Indiats role as a middle power has been rocognised
in the hest after the Bengladesh war ar_19?1. But still
the general impression sbout India is that of a "primitive,
hopelesaly poor and dependent guat‘*.z? Hﬁemar veapons
would oheénge the global view on Indias as happened in the

cage of China,

(ne of the most important mstuhtes of India's
tonazn poncy 18 %o keep the South Asien region off from

25' R Bray and Mocaia, n.‘a, Pe 1124
26, Kl‘iﬁh&ﬁ Rant, n.18, p. 320,

27. Richard Ke Betts, “India, Pakistan md Xran," :ln
Joseph A. Tag er£ ed., Prol Foreign

gg;ggx (wnshing

on, 1980); pe1i8s
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outside interference. The Indien position is that the
management of the alfairs of the region should be the
responsibility of the powers of the region without outside

intervention. 28

The credibility of this posture can be
preserved only when India attains a nuclear deterrent
capebility and to be able to assure the saeuri;y of the
region from any externsl threats. It could be furthsy
argued that India's traditional role as the 'systenm
buildert in the region would be strengthened with the
acguisition of nuclear weapons eapability; A nuclearised
Indie according to an african expert, is an India with
additional credentials to belp control the de stmy of
tSouth Mia as a whole!'. 29 lhwlear clcut also cculd help
India to styrengthen the Ecn-&lisneé wovement. “4s a nuclear
power, Indis would for the first time be in & position to
function as a truly Non-Aligned state as she would no longer
be dependent on either of the super povers tor the mnjor
part of her retaliatory capsbility™>° In fact, a large
nunber of Non-Aligned and developing countries welcomed the
1974 explosion as "2 technological echisvoment demonstrating

28, Baldev Rag ﬂaya
Delhi, 1976), pa

29. Ali A. Mazuri, “Afpica's suclaar Future,” Survivel
(March-dpril 1980), pe77. !

30. Ravi Kaul
Pe 192,

um (Allshabad, 1969}
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that/ %ven a developing country could sequire the knowhow
to a?ucﬁasarally acconplish the sophisticated task of
exp ﬂing an underground nuclear device, which had for a
émaﬁg teen the exclusive preserve of the great powars".‘h

/ The focal point of the pro-bomb faction in the
chg/ ’ , 8#1ite 18 that unless India dovelops its own stra-

teg/ice capability the gap between its policy posture and
real implementotion would widen over the coming years.
"'"mev Rej Nayar, an snelyst of Indisn foreign policy,
ém#amars tbat "nuclesy abstinence would mske Indiats
survival hostage to foreign powers, it would court failure
in the endeavour to achievs India‘s long held aspiration
to be an independent centre of powers It would also lead
to nuelear finlandisation® 2

Over the years Indien policy mekers have been
atteppting to meke the country's voice felt in the intere
national scene, mainly through the United ﬁat\ims, the
Hon<-Aligned and the Commonwealth forums. Thease efforts -
‘have ronched a new stage with Indis assuming the chalinp- i
manship of the None-Aligned movement in 1983 for e period
of three years, |

31. gpstein, ne2, p.228,

32. Baldev Raj Nayzr, "Regional Power ::a 4 Hnltipolar
World,” in John W. Mellor ed., JIndiss 4 5
Power (New Delki, 1981), pe179
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There has also been a tendency on the part of India
to play a rebellious role espe‘eiauy in nuclear politics
but in other arees of arms control and disarmament negotis-
tions, Indis has taken a moderate role. Often with & mora-
1istic fervour, India voices its concern over the escalat-
ing arms race and demands totsl freeze and & ban on nuclear
weapons. However, the Indian position on disarmament has
nevey recelved a wider appreciation in the super power arms
negotiations due to the lack of force behind it, "yWith the
grave imbalance between the diplomatic influence India
sought and the capabilities 1t possessed, its claim to a
subjeet role could not but srouse resentment and hostility
in those whose &m power and influence would &8 a consequence
be sdversely affected®, >

The Chinese m‘zclaar clout 1is often quoted 23 an
exanple of how nucle.ax: weapons, make & nation prémimnt in
international golities. When China started its weapons
programme its per cepita income was less than what Indis has
now. The nuclear weapons, undoudbtedly gave China a new role
and status in international politics as a great power. Ita
role in“the Asisn continent and the world has increased
steadily and the United States, a treditional foe of the

33. Nayar, "A World Rols: The Dialectics of Purpose and
FPower, 7 ibid., p.133.
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Peoples Republic of China has to mend its differances with
it to gain its support against the Boviet Union. According
to & pro-bozd writer if nuclear weapons have given China s
strategic autonomy, the same India could alsc aspire for.
"China vas behind India in nuclear te-ekmoiogy in the very
 beginning af its programme and also still lsgs behind in
the eivilian nuclear programmeé, But it has surpassed Indis
in nuclear woapon technology and it was with this advance
it made its dedbut in international affairs when Rixow had
to shy thet China with a population of 800 million and the
nucleayr veapons could not be ignored. n

During the past few years Indie has increased consider-
ably its conventionsl strength by taking an asctive defence
posture to protect its vital territorial end other interasts.
India now possesses the world's fourth largest armed force
and third Jargest amy.35 It has beén argued thet & nuclear
weagon force would resduce reliance on conventional forces and
thoredby defence expenditure could be reduced, 36 It is also
maintained that with the introduction of an element of nuclear
deterrence into Indian strategy, expenditure on large conven-
tional fMen could be reduced since the risks would be too

34, Krishan Kant, n.23.
35. Betta, n.27, pps 15455,
36. Erishan Kant, n.26.
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great rm- any aggreaser who paraisted in conventional
forms of attack. 37

: !he possession of & minimum deterrent by Indis, it
is argued, would more than mateh Pakistani nuclear threat
because of the geographical advantages that lie with India.
in ?akist.m*s case, the strategie t.atgets_ - Iglamabed and
Karachi - are within easy bomber range, whereas for
Pakigtani bombers targets such &s Delhi and Bonmbay would
be difficult to reach so long as the present limitations
of delivery systems e.entmue»”

"inpther advantbga, of countering the Pakistani threat
with an Indian deterrent would be that the tactical use of
| the nuclear bomb would be vi:rtually ruled out so long as
both sides possessed only a limited nuaber of bombs, and if
that were so, India's conventional superiority - even 1if
only merginal - wéu,m st1ll exert its own influence on the
battlefisld, Thus botb in nuclear and strategic confronta-
tion India would retain the strategic advantage®. 39

The Indian deterrent would also add considersbly in
Xudia's bargainsng power vis-g-vis China and Pekistan

37 D. Som Dutt, "Indis and the Bomb," Adelphi FPapeps, n. 30,
(Novenber, ‘966), P 3.

38, D.K. Palit end P.K.S. Naoboodiri, Pekistsn's Islamic
Bomh (New Delhi, 1979), pps th1-k2, |

39. JIbide, pe1b2.
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aspecially on territorial disputes. 4ny negotiasted settle-~
ment of the Aksai Chin and Kashmir issues could be expedited
as Indis, possessed the necessary clout to bargain from a

position of strength.

The 1974 explosion clearly showed that Indis has
already mastered the 'neeesmry Atecmclosy for designing,
fabrieating and exploding A nuclear device, .may be of the
Hiroshime type. As there were no further experiments, it
is not predictable the exact nature of the technology the
Indian atomic scientists now possess. dApprediable levels
of modernisstion have teken ploce in the conventional field
and many of the conventional delivery vehicles could be
converted for the nuclear weapon pﬁrzx:sey. The Jaguar,
MIG 23, MIO 27 and Mirage 2000 fighter aircrafty, Indis
has elresdy acquired snd in the process of acquiring, are
all deep penstreble airerefty, which could be converted
as nuclear delivery systems if Indis decides so. Recent
roports indicate that missile technélagy has made rapid
strides in Indis. In the conventional fleld modern anti-
tank missiles 1ike TOW and Milan have eppearsd. Also in
the navel side ship to ship and surface to alr missileglike
Crotale, 5A 9 and Super Hawks have been introduced.w

40, Times of India (New Delhi), 8 August, 1983,
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indie 1s also rezortedly developing an sirlaunched,
aubsonie, eruise missile capable of cerrying conventionsl
snd nuclear warheads designed to sttack commend and control:
centres, ships and mnways.—m Accoxding to this report
Indie isl also planning ¢o develop a ground launchod version
" of the cruise missile to be fired from hoavy trucks, The
first version of this celled Piolotless Target aireraft (PT4)
is expected to begin flight tests early 1984 and will be 4n
full production in 1987,*2

Whatever may be the veracity of these reports, it is
an undisputable fact that sophisticeted missile technology
15 within the resch of Indis, 4nother report in early 1983
said the Indian Air Force Jaguars have successfully fired
~ French supplied Hatra R-550 m’aékz missiles installed on their
3 e
megudsition of thia technology will bave tremendous Smport-

werwings, the firat country in the world to do so.

ance in the aventcf India going for nuclesr delivery systemns.
India made & big leap towards the IRDM capa‘hiuty in
April 19383 when it successfully launched the indigerCously
gade 85IV 3 launch vehicle with the forty kilogram Rohint

2. Ipid.
3. PFatriot (Mew Delhi), 10 January, 1983.
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satellite in to the earth's orbit. The seventeen ton 5LV 3
rocket with its highly sophisticated guidance systems has
given tho country the capability for building IRBME, accord-
ing to the Chairman of Indian Speace Kesearch/@rsaniaation
(1SRO) Prof. Setiah Dhewen: ™
suggested that the fourth steage of the rocket and its pay
load area could be replaced with 40O kilogram warhead,

ineluding a nuclear boub if India decides so. W5

Some Western analysts

(a) pomegtic: The Indian approach to nuclear waépans over
the years wes that they are evil wesapons of mass destruction.
"Fhis immorelity of nuclear Weapons would make it harder to
plan - at least explicitly or without & radical change in
the philosophy of the governing elite - & strategy of retali-
tation against population as opposed to military forces".%
Thus before joining the global nuclear arms race, Indian
decision makers will have to take into account not only
guestions and issues concerning nationel sscurity, inter=-

netional prestige and stature, regicnel primscy or leadership,

4y, The Hindu (Madras), 18 April, 1983,

LS. United Press Internstional, News Report, 25 October 1983.
56. Lawis, 4 Dunn and chers, trends in Hueleap Proliferation
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but also the questions of morality and the CGandhian herit~

age of mn-violeme; w7 ~

The greoatest political obstacle will dbe to put
nuclear weapons under a doctrine which has some eredibility.
& non-use dootrine would give the weapons no credibility,
while & no first use would be more bemeficisl. V¥hatever
may be the usage theory sttached to the weapons aystem, the
basic idea of having & c¢redidble nuclear weapon forece would
be to use it as a deterrent capable of thwarting any enemy
attscks as the enemy anticipates retaliation instantly.
Such a deterrent postara requires a second strike capsbility,
which at the present stage would be diffieuit for India to
attain,

Change in the elite role =nd new methods of erisis
management are required to moake the nuclesr weapons fif in-
to the present military-civilian structure. The elite will
have to modify their traditional perceptions of non-violence
and should plan and prepare {o use the weapons when the
exigency calls for, BHitherto the politicisns took only
policy decisions, leaving the actuel operationsl part to
the commanders of armed forces, "With the induction of
nuclear woapons, comnidnd structures will have to be re-
structured to define the role of the actunl decision maker

47, Bhabana. Sen Gupta and centre for Poucy Resgearch, .
Huclear Weaponsai Polic iong for india (New Belh.‘.,
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and the field commander as the implicatlons of escalation
and the need for restricting the area and magnitude of
even the snellest conflicts are so far reaching that
blenket sanctions camnct be given to military commanders

28 te the choice of weapons and even of targets. o8

(b) Exterpalt India's decision to go muclear may have fer
reaching effects in the non-proliferation front too. The
Western reaction to the 1974 testing was bitter and that
 followed a new wave of international nucleer rules which
hampered to a great extent Indiats further growth in the
nucleer energy field. India, joining the nuclear clud
would crumble the nuclear non-proliferation regime and may
lead to sconomic and political sanctions. HNoreover, it nmay

usher in a new pral:u‘eration wave ranging Pakisten, Iran,
South Korea and even Japan.

The greatest effect could be on India's relations 1w
with its immediste neighbours. The nuclear weapons will .
not help to reduce tension in the subcontinent which is
already plagued with interrnecine wvars and territorial
disputes. It may further aggravate the Indo-Pak tensions,
putting an end to & political settlement of the Keshmir
problem. The rgaction of China mey not be the same as that

48, putt, n.37, p.5.
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of 197% es there i3 i'marked change in the Chinese nuelear
policy in recent years.

vith nuelea.i- weapons in hand indie will enter into
a new era of nucleer arms race with Chins and Pakistan,
To reech parity with China, which is already twenty years
shead of India in the -weapon technology, would be a tough
tesk. This India will heve to face the realpolitik of
atrategic gaming when vulnerability of its nuclear facili-
ties ¢’ pre~emptive strikes by the enemy is quite high at
least at the early stage. '

The economic effects may not be a big constraint as
nearly as one per cent of the GNP could be diverted to for
nuclear weapons in addition to the three to four per cent
already expending on defence. But the use of nuclear
weapons in the possible conflict with Pakistan end China
are questionable as the geographical featmre of the borders
make them less advantageous compared to conventional forces.
The terrains of the Himalayes would make atonic use in the
border clash less effective while an ettack deep inside the
enemy's territory would entall more expenditure which would
affect the plan allocations for developmental activities,
"What 45 less difficult to predict is that onge India goes
nuclear, it weuld be under continuous pressure to keep pace
with technological change, thus eliamblng to ever higher

thresholds of nuclear weaponry. w9

9. Bhabmi, ne b7,
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(¢) Technicels In the technical field also India will have
to make radical changes for adopting to the nuclear weapons
ers. Electronic revolution has made the control of nuclear
woapons more intricate. The command, control end communica-
tion (63) of conventionel forees need considersble modernisa~
tion for use in astomic warfare. Indis will alsc face hurdles
in delivery system as testing and deployment of nucleer
missiles wu:;d take more %iﬁe than other delivery systems.
Hiot only this, the indian exgorience in fabricating amd
ex¥ploding a plutoniun device has its own limitations,

"Indis's FEE wes & fission rather than a thermonuclesr device,
and relstively smsll yiold plutonium wespons would be unlikely
to present & oredible doterrent against megatonnage thormoe
naclear wa;mnaﬂ.sa

The decision to nuclearise will pose & pore Mpcrtaixt
question. Khether the Indisn dﬂawmﬁ would provide ‘the
country grate&:t:ken asgeinst nuclear bloeckmeil or super Wﬁf
threat? According to en mﬁlys&s "regardless of all its
erfértza the Indian deterrent ﬁu, be second clagss It will
be viable against Pakistan and othor suell nuclear powors
that might emerge by the 19903, say Iren or Indoncais. It
may or may not be visble against Chins, but will be not
threst at all to the U.S. and the Soviet Union. '

'§0, “Bray and Moddie, ne1, p«115,
51« Bhsbani, n.47, p.85
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Training of field commanders in stomic warfare
could be another constreint, Hitherto the soldier has been
trained in the conventional warfere while atomic vaespons
will radically clange the mode of combate MNoreover, comba-
tants, along with civilians have to be trained in civil
defence mothods though no effective and inexpensive civil
defonce methods exist currently. Finaily, command and
- control of nuclear ﬁaayons.might 19&& to civilian vs.
militéry 43 well as 1nter¢adrvicé QQﬂfliGtSi'



. Chapter 111
PAKISTAN'S NUCLEAR OPTION: COMPULSIONS AND
CONSTRAINTS

_ Pakistan, according to general imsgery is the next
prime candidate to the nuclear club.' This impression is
based on the projected nuclear embitions of that country
and the controversial nature of its nuelear pover programme,
~ According to ome writer, though, Pakistan has periodically
announced anbitious plans for civilien nuclear power
prograwmes, its strategy geems to defy logical snalysis
2 1t 4s argued
that there was no reasonable requirement for the large

except for 8 presumed explosive programme.

capacity reprocessing fecility such as the one Pakisten
wanted to build at Gha&na, given the existence of only the
small heavy weter reactor at Kﬁa,:racm} "Likewise, Pskistan
hed no need st all for an snrichment capability, at least
until Pzkistan sollicited bids for the light water reasctor
to be located at Chasma., Pakisten had justified the re-
processing facility on the basis of an ambitious and wholly
unrsalizable progrém of adding one heavy water reactor
per year into the 1990s. e

1. Ashok Kaxmr *Ruclearis Pakutam Me Hypat.he sos, ™
Asian Survey, Vol.6 (i in5989), pe 19 '

2. Richard P. Cronin "?mspaeta of Huelear Proliferation
in South Asie,” Middle t_Journal (Autumn,1983),p.603.

3. 1bid.
“‘Q m’ P 60”0
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Pakistan's nuclear smbivalence hag often led to
speculations by the Western media and intelligence socurces
on the exsct nature of its wespons programme. It is still
unclear as to what level Pakisban. has resched in the fabri-
cation and testing of & nuclear bdomb. There has been occe-
sional reports that Pakistan has pade much headweay in the
two routes of wespon making - the plutonium and enriched
“uranium routes - using its own facilities es well as through
clandestine means. It was reported in 1980 that the Kerachi
Buclear Power Plant (RANUEP) bas produced about 74 kilogrems
of sepsrable plutonium amnually for six years ¢ill 198(3.5
A *New Scientist' report published in Decembor 1982, mwever_,
sajd Pakisten must have produced up to 20 kilogram of weapons
grade plutonium at the KANUEP reaetor.& In the waks of these
reports on the storage of weapons grade plutonium, the
15t rategic Burvey' wrote that during 1982-83 period Pakistan
continued its attempt to obtain essentisl components for a

nuclear weapon of an implosion tmj

8ide by side with storing its own weapons grade
plutonium, Pakistan tried also toc sequire uranium from other
countries. 4 'News Week' report, published in December 1982

5. 4run Kumer, "Pakistan's Quest for Nuclear Leadership,"
EYI Feature, 9 November 1980,

6. Quoted in Times of India, 15 December 1982.
7. Quoted in Times o 1a, 18 May 1983.
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quoting amwerican intelligence scurces said that Chin2 had
slipped to Pakistan both rav uranium and blueprints for
wnamg a nuclear bea:b.a This enabled Pakistan to go for
8 weapons pmgrame without & test exploaion which would

have reaulted_u:he withdrawal of U. S. aid to that cauntry.9

In fact, dbefore getting the Chincwse aid, Pakistan
in 1981 reportedly purchésed some 110 tommes of uranium
concentrate or yellow cake from Kfigar.w Besides this ,
Libya hed slso reportedly helped Pekisten to acquire uranium
from Niger for the manufacture of an "Iglamic Bomb". "
the first quarter of 1981 Lidbya bought some 1000 tonnes of
uranium from Niger and handed over it to Pakistan to make
the boub. 12 The Pakistanis had reportedly used this uranium
for fuelling their Candu reactor at KANUPP to generate -

elsctrie power and to produce plutoniun from the used mal.”

However, the most convincing evidence for the
Pekisteni nuclear weapons programme came in Pebruary 1984
when A.Q. Khan, Head of the Kahuta centrifuge facility

8. ﬁewﬂwetx, 9 Decenber 1982.

9. The Waghington Post, 28 Janusry 1983,

10. Steve Weissman and Herbert Krosney, "
{New York, 1983}, p.210.

11. 1bid.
12, 1bid,
13. Ipid.
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deeclared that Pakisten has achieved commendable success in
the enrichment of uranium putting an end t:é Western monopoly
in this field. "™ Khen cleimed thet Pakistan hes schieved
in a record short time what Holland, U.K., West Germany,
Japsn and the U.3. achieved in &5 long & period as twenty
years with huge finenciel investuents and left India far
behind in the enrichment tschnology. ” According to Khan
making of the bomd would be now & politicel decision, but

it entrusted with any reapansibinty, by the Government in
this regard, “we will never disappoint the nation", 16

Though:, Khan's sssertion does not give a clear
picutre on the exact amount of enriched ursnium Pakistan
now possesses, it is believed that 90 per cent of enrichment
of uraniﬁm has been achieved at Kahuta with encugh queantity
for ssversl explosive devices. 7  knen's claim 13 considered
2¢ & significant pointer that after a year of the enrichuent
success, Pakistan has moved several steps forward in design-
ing and fabricating an oxplosive device ond its trigger
mechenisn, 10 |

m See, Dr. A.Q..
" 498% quoted in f

Bervice (POT), N
15. Ibid.
16, Inid.
17. Tiges of India, 22 February 198k,
18, Inid.
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Though, secrecy still shrouds the real Pakistant
intentions, four possible Pakistani options could de
suggested. They ere: (&) to explode a few nuclesr weapons
under the garb of PEs, (b} to conduct one experiment as
ind:n did, (¢) reaching the threshold state 4.e. 'aeqd:lrms
the capability short of a formal ‘bang' and (4) to eonduct
tests in some other countries.. . However, there is also a
greving opinisn amoné. ntrategisté that Pakistan might copy
the lsraslli strategy of bullding bombs just short of comple-
tion so tbg,t it cannot be accused of illegal proliferation. 19

(a) ZThe Security Dilemma: The raison d'etre behind the
Pekistani efforts to acquire nuclear power status has often

beon suggested as the 'India factor'. In the wvords of a
Pskistani writers "Pakistan's desire to acquire nuclear
weapons arises largely from a perception of a nuclear threat
from Indis dating back several years and not from an impulsive
militancy within the context of en Islamic religious:revival. 20
The Indian nuclear explosion has thus been attributed as a

major element in the Pekistanl threat perception. Pakistan

19. Kewsweek, 9 Docember 1983.

20, Zalmay Ehalilgad, "Pakistan end the Bomb," Suryivel
Vol. XX (ﬁavembér-mnzber 1979), P M. o
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does not subscribe to the Indian view that the 1974 Pokharan
explosion was a “peaceful” one. Besides this there is a
grbwins bolief among Pakistani politicisns and strateglsts
that Indie possesses & small stockpiles of nuclear weapons
and hence, "proliferation across the border is an accompli-
shed fact. n21

| It hes alse been argued that Pakistan's plea for
sscurity guarantees from the great powers sgainst Indisn
nuclear threat went unheard. Aceording to Zalmey Khaliiznd
"after the Indien explosion Bhutto asked for more aid and
arms from the United Stat_as and security guarantecs, Pessides
the limited 1lifting of (arms) embargo little else was done to
incresge Pakistan's sense of securitys the CENTO pact was
not strengthened and a guarantee against nuclear weapons was
not oifered, n2 |

Given Indin's conventional superiority in teras of

arms forces, territory and resources, the nuclear clout
India hed schieved after the explosion was definitely paine-
taking for the Pakistani lesdership. Moreover, the explosion
came within three years of the dismenmberment of Pskistan, and
the role Indie played in the Pangladesh liberation war would
have served as another cause for apprehension for the already
hattared and bruised Pakistani nation.

2%

pnao."
22, m}alilmd. e ga’ pv-ﬁtﬁ.
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“The loss of East Pakistan at Indian hands in 1971
vas takesn by lslamabad as 'a graphic reminder of the pre-
cariocusnsss of Pakistan'a security. Given the ability of
Indian srmed forces to free any of thoe remeining can;lti—-
tusnt territories of Pakistan at will, and the continuing
difficulty of the Indo-Pakistani leadership to evolve a
peaceful coexistent modus vivendi, it was hard for the
Pakistani elite and the public to feel confident about the
future integrity and security of the country”. 23

pakisteni fears also stem from a belief that India's
nuclear clout has stiffened its posture on Keshmir, |
Pakistan has fought three major wars with India for wresting
the Muslim dominated territory from the Indian hands, But
in all thess wars, Pskistan could not make headway except
geining some portion of the territory during the 1947 incur-
sions, According to some Pakistenl analysts, with the
acquisition of nuclear teeth India not only demonstrated
its technological superiority but also gave a warning shot
to Pakistan thet any attempts to invade Kashmir would be
disastrous to Pakistan's exisatence as a nation. The techno~
’lasigal superiority also mesnt for meny Pakistani®s that
“the;; will not only have to forget about the Eashmir issue
but will bhave to learn to live under the shadow of 2 hostile

239 m:li' ma“’ 301190
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and powerful nuclear neighbour. For thex this was & bitter
pill to svallow".2* The Pakistani fear of nuclear bisck-
mail by India was expressed by Bhutto way back in 1969 when
he wrote: "If Paokistan restricts or suspends her nuclear
programe, it would only ensble India to blackmail Pakisten
with her nuclear advantage but would dmpose s crippling
limitation on the development of Pakistan's soience and
technology”. 23

Indiats rejection of Pakisteni proposals for declar-
ing a nuclear weapon frée Zone in South Asia and inter-
national inspection of both the ‘countries! nuclear installa.
tions also added fuoel to the Pakistani security fears. The
Indien view that a nuclear free Zcne would he an unrealistie
concept wnless nuclear woapons were eliminated all over the
worid 1s unacceptsble to Pakistan. Pakistani strategists
generally disagree with the Indian view point that China
should renounce its nuclear veapon for any meaningful
establishment of nuclear woapon free zone in the subcontinent.

Ever since the Afghan erisis started in 1979,
Pakistan's gecurity threats have multiplied, Apaprt from
nving shelter to more than one mnuan Afghan refugees

24, Pervaic Iq’gbal chem "Pakiatan'u eat for Nuclear .
Technology,® ANU Working rra 1980), p.6.

25. Z.4A., Bhutto, T s (London, 1969),
pe 153, i ' ’
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‘ Pakistan hes been accused as the springboard of afghan

guerillas fighting for the overthrow of the Soviet backed
Rarmal regime., According to an analyst "the Pakistani
vorries do not particulsrly stem from the fect that the
new situation in Afghenistan has brought the Soviet
influence to within 350 miles of the Arabian sea, it is
the increased probablility of Afghanx3oviet support to the
' diseontended elements in the minority provinces -

Baluchistan and North West Frontier -~ which is generating
26

apprehension and fear among them.

A nuclear weapon force, it has been perceived, would
sorve as a deterrent against Indla's muclear and conventio-
nal capabllities ahd alse function as & minimum deterrent
against the Afghan-Soviet threats. The thinking of some
members of the Pekistoni elite conflrm this argument.
Bajjad Hyder, the former Pakistani Ambassador %o India and
the Soviet Union argues that Pakistan cannot hope to deter
Indis unless 1t develops & credible nuclear capabmty.‘??
"We must begin by clesrly ldentifying the varjous nuclesr
options open to us how to make them credible to our friends
and potentisl adversaries and the lead time frames involved

260 Cheena, ﬂc@z}, paB-
27. The Muslim (Islemabad), 2 March 1984,
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before choosing the best option or mix of options™, he
28

writes.”" Stephen P. Colen, an Americen expert on South
Asian dofence, suggests that a Pakistani nuclesr capsbi.
11ty would neutralise an assumed Indien nuclear foree.
According tO many Pekistanis this "would provide the
umbrella under which Pakistan could reppen the Kashmir
issue. A Pakistani nucleer capability paralyses not only
the Indian nuclear decision dut also Indian conventional
forees and & brash, bold, Pokistani strike to 1liberate
Keshmir might g0 unchallenged if the Indian lesdership was
veak or indecisive, To a lesser extent such 2 nuclear force
mgbt enhance Pakistan's deterrent along the Durand line.
A major incursion into Pakistan could trigger a Pakistani
nuclear response, dirscted against purely military targets
in Afghenisten or the Soviet Union itself. ">’

Given the nature of the Pakistani strategy during
the last three yars it could also be assumed that nuclear
weapons could be used ss of fensive weapons so as to gain 2
major initial victory in my future wars s0 thet an un-
accéptabla danage at the very eut.s_et would weaken the morale
of tne Indian armed forces. Cotnen believes that given

28. Ihid.
29. Stephen P. Cohen, "ldentity, aurvival, Security?
Pakiatm': Eefmae Paliey, , 13 Smndra Chopra ed.,
gpectiy pf Pab Foredg 1icy (Auritur,
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Pakistan's size, location and the terrain along its ecastern
border with India its strategists have alvays been attracted
tc the docetrine of the “offansive—-deransiva Hy 30 Cohen
contendss "in time of the heightened crisis Pakistsn has not
hesitated to be the first to employ heavy use of force to
g2in an 4initial advantage. This was clearly the petiem in
1965 and posaibly in 1971, in both cases it ﬁas thought that
a short, sherp war would schieve Pakistan's military as well
as politicsl objectives. w31

buring the last two wars, both India and Pakistan
concentrated its heavy attacks on military installations
rather than on civilian population. This was due to the
peculier geographical and politicel conditions of South Asia.
The proximity of major border towns and social and cultural
bondeges of the people ecross the two border &s well as the
rodiation effects of a possible nuclear war would maks a
Pakistani stsmtégﬁst to rely on a strategy by which hesvily
populated Indisn cities could be destroysd.

mection, Role Perception and

Ever since its emergence &5 an independent nation
Pakisten has tried to become the leader of the Islamic
fraternity. The very rationgle bhehind the ereation of

30s Jhide, P+59.
31, Ibids



Pakisten was Islsm and hence it was a logics) corollary
that legitimeey of the stete could be reinforced from
possible threats gpecislly from Indise. For the Pekistsni
1eadera‘hip, egme;ﬁa?n.y *fo;% Bhutto the aequisi.t.wn‘ of
nuclesr tecknology and nuclesar weapons could make Pakistan
one of the most mxm*tmb and resgected members of the
Mudlin bloe, 2 |

Declering the comzon csuse with the lalamic ccun~
tries Bhutto wrote from his death cellt “iWe know that
Israel and South Africa have full nuclesr cepability. The
Christian, Jewish and Hindu civilizations have thie cap-
ability. The Communist powers 8ls¢ gossess it. Only the
Islamic civilizmation was without it" 3> The soquisition
of even & few nuclear weapons, it is argued, could provide
Fakistan with considerable countervalue ¢spability and to
incresse 1ts International prestige, especielly among the
Middle EZastern asuntr&es;&

Pakistan's ambition to lesd the Islamic netions
could be seen in its efforts to declare common cause with
the Arsb countrics againat Isreel and Zionism, its leading
role in the forsntion of the lslamic Conference Organiss.
tion (IC0) snd its close techanical snd militsry collatoration

32, ahﬁem, Dy 23&, P’ 10,

33& S Ae Emttg,
e 138

3%, FEhalilzad, n.20, p.248.
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vith many Arab countries. On meny occasions Pakistan

helped friendly Arsb countries with amed forces in their
wars sgainst insurgents and also agamst Isreel. To
suppress the Dhofar insurgency Oman employed Pakistand
troops while in the 1973 Arab-Israeli war Pakistani

pilots flew military missions on behalf of Libya end Syria,

In addition to the supply of military persommel
Pakistan is reported to have 300,000 eivilians employed in
Middle Emstern and North African Muslim nations. 36 Pekistan
also meintains military adviscors m service personnel in
Aradb countries like Saudl Arabia for training of Pilots amd
other officers. 3

The Muslin connection eoculd further be expleined in
the nuclear context. 4 nuclsar bomb explosion under the
garb of "Islamic bomb™ would gencrate considerable support
among the hard cors Areb countries who have failed to defeat
Israel. It would give the Pakistani bomd an ideological
and religious colour i.e. a bomd for the crusade against
Zionism ond Israeli domination. Further, doubts have been
- expressed that Israel possesses nuclear boxbs in the base-

ments. Therefore, an lslamic bomb becomes ell the zore a

35. Sheikh R. 4li, "Pskisten's lIslamic Bomb,* 4sis Pscific
zompunity (Spring 1982), pp.76-77.

36, Ibide, pe?7s

37. Jbid. Guoted from Pakisten Times (Rawalpingi)
T PEREED
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necessity. It would neutrelise the Indien critioisms on
the Pakistani plens as aleo of the nuclsar powers.

Apurt from ths Islamic connection, Pskistan's role
perception hos been & major indueling fector in its efforts
to soguire scdorn weapons including nuclesy weapons. The
single prazise that has underliein Pekistan's foreign policy
derives from Indis's centrality in nearly every calculstion
ef its foreign policy makmg‘ga A keen insight into
Pakistani pronouncements make it clear that :11: was never
willing to sccept Indie’s superiority ailitarily or polite.
8lly. Thus, Pskisten alwsys sought to play a “much larger
end influential role in regional and wvorld affairs than its
eircumstances end cepabilities smmithed“.” 4 nuclear
foree would provide Pakistan the smuch needed clout to sesert
its positicn in tho region vis-a-vis India., It would be one
noans of deflating Indisn predosinsnce or showing that
Palkistan hes to be taken @ﬂaaaiy as an indepsndent inter-r
nat ional sotor.bo

Internationally, & nuclear weapon capability would
be used a3 a bargsfining chip with the United Btates and other

38, wW.Howsrd Wriggins, “Ihe Balancing Processi in Pokistan's
Poreign Pollcy,” E'anronea 2iring snd Others (eds.),
Pakistans The Lopg View (Dunham, 1977), p.303.

g Yy 2
39. Normon D. Palmer, "Pekistam: The Long Search for Foreign
Policy,* in Z4ring, ne3 B, pe4Oks i

0. Richard K.Betts, "Intia, Pakistan and Irsn,”
' A, ?ax’?’ ad. * N *mithf 258 a0 Mg esly i
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Western countries which always treat Pekistan as one of
the test cases for arresting the proliferation threst.
This wea evident in the French decision to cancel the
agreement for the construction of the reprocessing plant
and the Carter Administration's threets to stop military
aid to Pakisten if it exploded a nuclear bomb.

The domestic aspect in the Pakistand nuelear'
decision is also to be tzken into account. Pakistan has
en unstable military regime which ceme to power after
overthrowing Bhutte!s eletted government. A nuclear wespon
force could be used by the military regime to pie:p up its
prestige among the people and to remove doubts ahout its

legitimacy.

Despite media reports on the imninence of Pakistan's
nuclear weepon testing and statements by Fakiat;ani atra-
togists and politicians on the desirsbility of acquiring
: imeleax- weapon capability, Pskistan has not so far demon~
strated its capability eithar to fabricate or to explode
8 nuclear device ag done by Indis in 1974, There is always
a gap botwesn the Pakistanl intentions and its capabilities
as far the nuele:ué field is concerned., Pakistan will have
to overcoms & variety of constraints, international,

domestic, technological and economic, before it could
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proceed with the plenning and implem:ntation of a nuclear
weapon force.

The mitjor international constraint on Pakistan to
go for nuclear weapons appears to bs the realisation among
the Pekistani leadership that such 2 course would trigger
off = multitude of reactions, both from the immediate
neighbours and from the nuclear wvespon powsrs. Unlike Indis,
Pakistan's nuclear energy progrause is mavi&\ depeniént on
nuclear su;apner countries and most of the Pa;kistani facili-
ties sre coversd by the IAEA safeguards. Any diversion of
fissionable materials, if noticed, could result in immediate
punitive measuses on the part of the supplier countries.
Various reports about clandestine nctsv:,ties of Pakistan
resulted in a situation in which Western supplier countries
wore threatening to scrap their nuclear agreewents with that
country. In 1976 Canede cancelled its supply relstionship
vith Pokistan fearing that it might explode a bomb. France
cancelled its agreement in 1978 after delivering dlueprints
for the reprocessing plent and in 1979, the U.S. announced
the termination of its developmental assistance to Pakistan

in view of that country's acquisition of components from the

Us8. and West Europe to develop a uranium enrichment facility.

1. Kapiur, Dely Po 5°5u

41
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The sensitivity of the United States to Pakistent
efforts towards becoming & nuclear wespon power is well
known to Pakisten. The U.S. press and anti-proliferetion
lobby in the Congress and mmiatrafien have to e grest
extont exposed the Pakistsani intentions over the last few
years. Though the United States considers Pakiataix as a
frontline state against the 3oviet Unlon ever since thes

~-Afghan crisis started, it is doubtful that Ametice would
like to seo pPakisgtan arming with nuclear weapons,
washington has often threatened that a nuclear detonation
by Islamabad would lead it to ahmgata the plans for
modernisation of Pakisten's armed forces under the 3.5
billion doller military-cume-economic aid package.

Pakistan has also to vovemom quite 2 few regional
constraints before going nuclear, 4 nuclear detonation by
Pakistan would undoubtedly trigger off reaetions from India
aend countries like Ilsreol, India‘.mishh be forced to go
nuelear thus creating a situation in which Pekisten will
have to acquire wore and more nuclear teeth, Cohen has
rightly put it: *Pakistanis are just entering the nuclear
era, but without full comprehension of the risks snd
dengers of nuclearisation and certainly without the techni-
cal and scientific resources to even begin competition with
its regionel rival India and the new regional super power

the Soviet Union. w2

42, Cohen, 1n.29, p.51.
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A situation of nuclear ssymmetry vis-a~-vis Indie
would be suicidal for Pakistan which may have to face even
preemptive st:fikas ‘from the regional adversary, Indis and
ita global sdversary Xsrael.' In a nuclear arms race Indis
achieving edge in the short run would Qiso adversely affect
the Pakisteni nuecleer deterrent #n in such & situation it
will have no seeond strike eapabdbility.

| Thus the strategic options Pakistan will have sven
after scquiring nuclear waapbns are not 81l that attractive
in the present environment. The choices are increasingly
risky and limited. “It would be suieidal for the i?akiatani
army to proveke a confrontation with i‘ndié today as limited
dncursions to the Indian or Ax‘ghan territory run great riks
of escalation; above all there remains the new possibility
of active Indian~Soviet ¢coperation based on the 1971 Treaty

of Friendship which places Pakistan in a hopeless strategic
position®, 43

A muclear Pakistan's greatest concern wouid be how to
confront India which is technologically far :ad‘vénced. India
has at least an edge of ten years over '"ci’%'rv?é}:istan in the
nuclegr field, being the pioncer Third Worla country to

embark ocn a nuclear energy programme, JImiia kad already

¥3. Ibide,
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shown ita sbility to fabricate a nuclesr device and its
ability to explode it successfully & decade ago. India has
also considerable amount of unsafeguarded fissile materials
which it sccrue from the civilian programe, Despite its
claim that the Kahuta facility hes produced sufficient
enriched uranium Pskistenisstill short of the level Imiis

has reached in nuclear technology with plntonium.w

Lack of deiivery systems will be another constraint.
Though Pakistan is seguiring the sophisticated F-16 fighter
aircraft from the United States, it does not have the
technological capability to convert these planes into muclear
delivery systems unless U.5, itself comes to its rescus.
Other war planes under the Pakistan Air Force like Canberra,
Mirage V and Mirage IIIB have limited penctration capability
and would reguire massive modifications for transforming
them as nuclear delivery systems. Coumpared to India,Pakistan's
space programmes are still in an infant stage. Indis's IRBM
capnbility puts Pakistan in a very precarious position. If
Indis secquires the missile systems, it will simulteneously
soquire the second strike cepability too.

Pskistan can thus be tormed as a "static” threshold
nuclear power without emough technological thrust to go

Lls Rodney ¥. Jones, Nug
and_South dse,’s
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nuelear, Whersas, India mmains in the category of
"dxrnamie" throshold nuclear powers with the technalagical‘
ecapability to go nuclear at a comparatively short notice
and without taking recourse to fundamental changes in its

nuclear development progracmé. n*5
'8 Con ts

Domostically slso Fekistan will heve to surmount
many constraints before going nuclear. Pakistan belongs
to a class of 3states whose very survival 1s uncertain,
vhose legitimacy is doubted and whoge seturity related

regourcss are .ﬁnadeq,u&te.%

Unlike other nuclear wsapon
povwers, the legitimacy of the Pakistanl regime is very
fragile. Sudden political changes make the Pakistani
system one of the most unstable political systems in the
Third World, Apart from this, the role of the military in
political decision making 18 more apparent in Pakistan than
any other nuclear wvesapon powers. 48 long as the civilian
control is lecking in ruclear decision making, the srmed
forces may resort to pelitioslly unwiss deciafons which

vwould be dissstrous to the survival of Pakistan as a natlion.

45, EBrij Mohan Kamushik and O.R. Mehbotre, Pakistent's Nuclear

46+ Cohen, n.h2.
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The nuclear capability would also entail major restructur-
ing of war tactics and orlentations of ordinary soldiers.
Pekisten will bave to take inte consideration the possible

inter-service conflicts when it goea for nuclear weapons,



Chapter 1V
PROSPECTS OF NUCLBAR PROLIFERATION IN SQUTH 4ASIA

Bouth Asia has been described by many scholars of
nuclesr proliferation ag the triggering ground for the
next chain of nuclear proliferation ever since India
detonated a plutonium mede device in 1974, Despite Indias's
repeated assertion that the explosion was only for peaceful
purposes, sceptics consider it =8 one of the tempting factors
for many threshold countries to become nuclear wespon powers.
Thus Pakistan's atteupt to build a nuclear bomb, clandestinely
or otherwise, according to many Western strategic amlysté, is
e . chain resction from the Indian 'explo_sian.

~ Though, it i3 a decade since the Indian explosion,
there is hardly any evidence suggesﬁaﬂg that Indis has altered
its policy options regarding nuclesr wespons., Occaglonal
debates inside the country often lesd to suggestions that
Indie is scquiring & minimum deterrent, but it lacks sub-
stantial evidence. Severe economiec, political, strategic and
domestic constraints make it difricult for the Indian decision
makers to go for & nuclear weApon prograguie. ‘rhaﬁgh technic~
ally Irdia tested bomb, the country does not have a programme
for the production of enriehed uranium, one of the routes to
& nuclesar mapans pmgmma.’ ir imia wants to opt for the

1 masbani Sengupta ané centre rer Paucy Regearch %g;ggg
) IAHONSYE Qptic or India (New Delhi, 1‘58 10,
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plutoniun route the only source of safeguard free plutonium
available at present is the CIHUS reactor with an output of
9.4 kilogram a year. But this is considered to be too
1ittle to support 2 nuclear weapons programme. A programme
will, therefore, have to wait the commissioning of the R-5
reactor, Dhruve, which will produce 23.4 kilograms éf Pu 239
énnually. But this reactor is not yet ready for coemisgon-

ing.2 | | —

"To weaponise a single bomb design can require up to
20 separate tests, otherwise its performance and yield re-
main uncertain. It 4s not inconceivable that ten years
vorth of Pu 239 could be used in perfecting a deliverable
nuclear weapon. Giving R-5 time to shake down and Be-bugged,
the first Indian nuclear weapon might not be available till
the late 19808 or even the early or mid 1990s. o3

The case of Pakistan is no way better. There is yet
no substantial evidence. thot Pakistan i8 diverting weapon
grade plutonium from the KANUPP faeility. Though the re-
processing plant is getting ready, no information is available
on the precise nature of Fakistan's capability to produce
enough quantity of weapon grade plutonium or enriched uranium
in the near future. The Pakisteni efforts to acquire fissile

materials through clendestine means 1= from countries: like

2. ibid.
3. Jbid.
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China, Niger or Libya have also its limitations since the
international repercussions of such & programme would bhe

highly detrimental to its nuclear energy programme.

Bowever, & strong urge for nuclearisation is taking
place in both the countries as mutual suspicions still mark
Indo~Pak relations. Under the given geopolitical situation
in the subcontinent and the absence of sufficient conven-
tional strength to face an Indian threat it would not be
surprising if the pressures for nuclearisation intensify in
Pakiatan.k The perceived Indien nuclear threat coupled with
Pakiston's ambitions to become the leading power in the
Islamic grouping also mske it imperative for the Pakistani
rulers to go for & nuclear weapons programme, however, crude
system it would be.

As far as India is eamernéd, though it has repeatedly
declared that its explosion was solely for peaceful purposes
and thet it' has :io intention to developing nuclesr wespons,
"this intention 13 a subjective matter basgsed on & ﬁnS.fLater&‘l
decision and is subject to cbange at will, with or without

notice. ud Despite pressures by the pro-bomb lobby, successive

L. Pervais Iqba}. Cheema, “Pakiatan's ?ueat for Ruclear
Tecknology,™ AN orking Canberra 1980), P e

5. William Epstein,
“Mml
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Indisn goveraments have stuek to the peacaful nuclear
intent, thowgh future decisions could not be forecast ss
the nuclear devolopments in Pakisten will have an import-
ant bearing on any Indien decision in this motter. Not
only that, after the 1971 war considerable modernisation
has taken place in Infie's conventionsl defense postitire.
India 1is currently moving sway .f‘reia & passive defense
posture to an active ome in which nucleer wespons will
have a place.

There are three other :possible contexts other then
the Pekisteni nuclear threet in which Indis may decide to
go nuclenr; (a) a deliberate decision to join the nuclear
club, (b) & protest sgsinst, or defiance of, the unjust and
exploitdlie H¥T regime and & deliberate step to break the
non-prolileration borrier and (¢) a belsted response to

China's nuclear yowar.é

Technological progress in the nuclear field and the
current indigenisation progremmes neering successful
completion, Indien policy wskers may opt for nuclear weapons,
as at that stage Indie will not fsce as much adverse reaction
as it amm' mg now. In&ia"_s emergence a&s 8 major power in
the régien ond in Asia itself csll for & further strengthening

6. Bhabaﬁi, Ze 1. Pe 20
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of its armed forces and nuclear weapons could add a substan-
tial clout to its already scquired conventional might.

Globalt A possible Indisn and Pekistani decision to go
nuclear will have far reaching global implications. ¥Not only
that it will undermine the nuclear none-proliferation regice
and the nuclear autarchy of the weapon povers, but also could
it triggor a nevw proliferation chairy among the threshold
states. It would also induce Israel and South Africa to
remove their nuclear veil snd to come out as serious chall-
anges to international security. 4 sort of “domino theory"
could be spplied in the nuclear context when each time 3
country goes nuclear, it increases the intentives or pres-
sures for its neighbour end other similarly situated countries
to do so, n?

The active adversary relationship between Indis snd
Pakistan presents a new nuclear situation compared to the
Esst-Wost rivalry context. Wosreas the HATO and WARSAW
powers never fought each other after their forration, India
and Pakistan have fought three mejor wars and possidly
another round cculd not be ruled out given the politiecal
situation of the subecontinent. Apart from this, the two

7. Bpstein, n-sg Pe 231,
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adverssry relationships in South Asia - Indie vs Pakistan
imd Indis ve China - do have major territorial disputes
plaguing their relations. ¥hile India claims that China
controls some 14000 squars kilometre of Indian territory,
-Pakistan hes not yet given up her claim over Kashmir,
Hence any armed conflict in South 4sia could spill over to
nuclesr level easily thereby threatening world peace.

it i3 unpredicteble how :.hé tﬁé super powers would
react to the nuclearisation of South Asia. Given their
‘ reeérd in thverting the attempts of threshold countries to
scquire nuclear capebilities, one can precume thot they
would react sharply though interest perceptions may change
later. There is 8150 a greater possibility for China
aligning with & nucleer Pokisten to fece any Indden nucliesy
threst.

Ruelearisation of Indie could make regional cocperaw
tion more difficult and may also prompt some of the smaller
neiéhbours like Sri Lanke, Bhutan, Bangladesh, Nepsl and
Burma, to scek protection from o'tbervnucz.ear powers like
China, America and even Pakistan. 8 To offset the Indian
nuclear threat some of the littoral states of the Indien
Ocean,, like 3ri Lanka may go for the U.8, nuclear security
guarantees which would further worsen the security environe

ment in the subcontinent. Pakisten's acquisition of nuclear

80 Bhabm:»' m?, p021c
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woapons would antagonise Afghanistan further, making that

country & pormancnt vassal state of the Soviet Unjon. A
- nuclear Fekistzn would also attract the wrath of Israel
leaving the subcontinent s poasible target of lsreell

aggression,

Pro-bomb lobbyists in both the countries base their
srguments for the acguisition of nuclear weapon cspability
on the essumption thet nuclear weapons would act as &
deterrent against any future wars or threat of wars. The.
argument is generally taken from the strateglc litereture
of the West where deterronce i1s considered as the corner-
stone of East-West relations,

~ Deterrence implics responding with punishaent by the
attac kod.g 4 situstion of "mutusl doterrence® impliess
(1) the copacity to deny the opponent his cbjectives in an
attack ot an mcceptable cost to itself, end the ability to
comnunicate this or (2) the capacity to impose unacceptabvle
costs on the opponent after an attack at an unecceptabls cost
to itself and the ability to communicate t%zis.w

But in the Indo-Pak context, achievemsnt of a cradible
deterent capability by both the countriss is difficult., It

9. Petrick M. Morgsn, Deterrence
(Beverly Bills, 1983,

10, 1bdds, p.92.
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hes been suggested that the sixth, seventh and eighth
nuclear powers will be third class nuelear 90%;-5 vho would
have no effective deterrent ageinst either the super povers
or aecon;dary‘ nuclear powers for many years or decades to

COmMB. "

The Pakistani weakness in the field of delivery
systems mokes that country's possible nuclear deterrent
capability less effective. For instance in & confrontation
betwoen India and Pakistan in the late 1980s in which .
Pakistan relies on aircraft for the delivery of a handful
of nuclear weapons while Indie hes nuclear armed missiles, o
an Indian first strike might virtually destroy Pskistant's
nﬁalaar forece, thereby greatly reducing the threat of nuclesar
retaliumcn.m |

Another possible erea of strategic dilemma would be
in the térgatting plans, A pre-emptive strike on Pakistan's
nuclear installations would be advantageous for Indias, but
for Pakistan this would be more difficult, Two possible
strategic targetting would be one or' counterforce (aiming
at enemy nuclear or military assets) or of ccuntervalue

(aiming at populstion concentrations or economic assats). 13

11. Eyﬂtﬁm, nqs, pu35.
12. Lewis A, Dunn

tion in the 1980 "

13. Richard K. Betts, "India, Pakistan and Irun,“ in Joseph
A Yager ed., Prolifex Dre oliey
(washmgton n.c., *’:t . ;).'
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The former strategy requires highly sophisticated delivery
systens which both the countries do not posseas now while
the latter option is difficult to implement given the close
ethnic and religious links of the people and the distridu~
tion pettern of populstiocn centros. Thus a threat of stteck
on the Kagimir plains or populated aravﬁs of Punjab would not
serve Pakistan's deterrent capabilities. M |

The chanée.s of nuclear war by accidont or miscalculs-
tiodn is probably high in the South Asian context. Iuring an
intense crisis or the first stage of a conventional military
clash, an accidental: detonation within the Country or an
accidental missile launch easily might be misintevpreted as
the first strike or a surprise sttack. Pressures to escalate
in a; last diteh attenpt to disarm the opponent before he
completes that atteck will be intense. * The efforts to gain
initial victory would be xore spparent as continuation of
war would result in o disadvantegeous position for one of
the adverssries having o superior nuclesr force. Pakistan
may resort to an allout attack to diserm India's nuclear
capabilities which would in turn resuit in Indis retaliating
with its anpei-iar veapon capability.

A detorrence capability also rests on the capability
of both the powers to convince each other of the dangers of
a nucleer atteck, Given the rudimentary nature of the early

1k, Dunn, 5.13' p075‘.
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wearning systemg each country possesse, nucleay intentions

of the oppoment *A' would be unknown to opponent 87,

Thas the situation would be one of “informstion insscurity
and the pleyers would follow the ruls of safety first”. 3
This would further provide incentives to cne power to employ
1ts maximum nuolear capability t© avoid rishks of feilure in
the war, Thoere will be no tiazs Lo verify the initial warn-
ing of sttack because of the short distences gseparating the
two nuclear povwers, but since the stakes are high, pressure
to act on such a warning lest o gsurprise attack succeeda shadd
be intense. '®

tneuthorised use of nucleay weapons by the military
is also & ;;assibili;by.» Faced with an imuinent conventional
military defeat and hellieoving that thers 42 little left to
lose any way, & few sexbers of Pakistan's military could

lsunch a nuclear strike fzainst India to inflict as much
17

damage ss possible.

A maclear arms race botween Indis and Pakistan domands
increasesd dofence expenditure by both the countries from the

15”. Barold Huller, "A Theoretical Approsch to Non-Prolifera-
tion Poliey,* in mnam Hy Kinc.ade mﬁ crzri atophcr B
edm, juclear Prol ; 3803

16, Dunn, ne13, p.?S, |
17. 1bid., Pe 760
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present level, With the upgrading of nuclesr and conventional
weapons both the countries would have to allocate a good amount
of their economic resources on ﬁew wespon syatems and delivery
vehicles. Deterrent capebility needs drastic changes in force
pattem. It involves an incremental action-resction syndrome.
In otber words, to achieve parity or later superiority, one
pover may resort to higher spending on sophisticated weapon
systenms which in turn would induce the other to fodlow suit.

lecording to a U.S. Intelligence Agency Projsction the
following increase is requirsd for a nucleacr weapon programmes

Table 111
ADDED COSTS OF NUCLEAR FORCE BUILDING AT
" FIVE LEVELS
Ttem | mm_ Pakistan

Defence Budget in 1979 (in billion _
dollars) 3.7 115

10 million {(mini force) 0.3 0.9

100 million | ar 9.6
300 miliion . - 26. 1
500 million o 13.5 43.9

700 million (massive forece) 18.9 60.9

Notet Tbese five levels are arbitrary and heuristic.
Source: uoted from U.S5. Central Intelligence Agency,
Netional Basic Intelligence Fect Book (July 19?9).
in 2&»13; 93151'
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The figures in the table suggest that by adding about eight
per cent to i1ts defence budget India could undertake a
moderate weapons delivery programme while Pakistan would
have to divert more than & guarter of its resources from
conventionel forces. ' pakistan has fever potentinl econo-
mies of scale, & less advanced technological bhase and & GNP
less then one fifth of India's. 5Since it has a higher
conventional defence burden sas well, Pakistan would find it
much’ more difficult to undgrtake 8 significant nuglear

weapons programme without mejor aacriﬁces?g

~ However, these estimstes heve been gquestioned by an
Indian expert study on the ground that the cost of delivery
systems, waapon testing, command and coamunication fecili-
ties, restructuring of force patterns, civil defence ete.
' would meke the expenses manifold.2C Accopding to the study
an effsctive Indian deterrent would cost as much as Rs. 15,000
erore over ten years which would be sbout four per cent of

the country's Gross Netionsl Product (GBP).Q‘

18. Betts, n. 14, p.153.
19. JIbid., p.156.
20, Bhebani, N. 1, p.2U4.
21. Ibid.,, ps25.
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Nuclerpisation of South Asia will cost India anmd
Pakistan politically too. Apart from widening the already
existing gulf in their relmtions, nuclear rivalry would add
& new dimension to the crisis pettemn in South Asiam, It
vould dompen sany chances of normalisation of mlatviam and
the ssttlement of the Kashonir issue. |

Increase of tensiona could lead to pore crisgs in
 Indo-Pak relstions, Pakisten's nuclear ﬁeapau sctivities
have slready heightensd Indie's suspicions and bave slowed
efforts to improve relstions ba%wee# the- two countries.
Should India step up i‘;tn' nuclesr uaamna. aotivities in
response end achieve clear cut nuclear superiority,
Pakistan’s fears of Indian nuclesr blsckwail: would be

incereasod ag well. 22

Huclear weapons will in no vay resolve the existing
disgutes betweon the two countries. Ingtead, it will
stiffen the position of both the countries especislly on
the Kashmir guestion. “The proposed "no war paot™ and
treaty of mituel friendship would lose its purpose when a
nuclesr situstion is being thrust up on the negotisting
process. BSince India and Pakistan do not bave a dialogue

22, Dunn, n.13, p.77.
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on strategic questionsat present, the mutual conventicnel
arns race now underwey will further inerecase adding to the
nevw nuctlsar dizension.

Buclear weaponrs could create a stalemate in the
sub-regional strategic environment as both Indis and
Pakistan could pot aspire to match the nuclesr atrength er
either China or Soviet Unjon. Once a nuclear arms race
begins, the establishment of & nuclesr weapon free zone or
denuclearisation of the subeontinent will become all the
more impossible, |



CORBCLUBIODNS

By the end of 1980s, when both Pakistan and Indias
acguiring enough fissionable material end delivery systems,
it is expected that both the countyries may go for small
nuclear weapon forces. The scenarios predietable for
Pakistsn ares (a) scquiring nuclear weapons of the first
generation type using enriched uranium developsd at the
Kahuta facility; (b) acquiring nuclear weapons through
clandestine means; (e) a:ﬁcdmg & crude nuclear device in
a2 national or foreign aite, and brand it & pesceful nuclear
explosiony and (d) reaching the threshold stage short of
weapon testing and threatens Indis of nuclear arms race
uniess India discards its nuclear wvesjions ‘optian by agreeing
for a nuclear weapon free zZone aa’d mutuel inspection of
facilities.

The scenarios in the Indien context would bes (a)
continuing 1ts post-197% posture - no more explosions, no
plans to build nuclear weape-n# even if Pakistan does so
but no sgreement on mutual inspection and weapon free Zone
(d.e,, virtuslly continustion of the present poliey); (b)
going for & minicum nuclesr doterrent before Pakistan goes,
in order to fece the possible joint Pakistoni and Chinese
nuclear threatsy (c¢) to go for tactical weapons capability
with medium range nuclear missiles and aireraft like Jaguars,
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Migs and Hirages with modified delivery ospsbilities; or
(4) reaching sgresment with Pakistan on & nuclear weapon
free zone on mutually acceptable terms.

These scensrios point to one probable situation
wvhere India and Pakistan acquiring a crude nuclear weepon
capability in which India will have an odge over Pakistan
with superior delivery systems. 4 limited but dangerous
micleer syms prace would follew this, marking a new era in

the sub-continent's strategic environment.

4 nuclear arms recé in South fsia is frought with
irmumeratle dangers. South Asiac is a wolatile region with
recurrent orises, persistent mistrusts and corrosive conflict: ,
situations. With the introduction of nuclear element, the
balance ef power of the region will undergo drastic changes
necessitating changes in the strategic gaming of India and
Pakistan, But both the countries are at leaat psychologic-
ally not yet ready to play such a game based on reciprocated
roestraint.

Morscver, the induction of nuclssr weapons would
affect the strategic stadility of the region. Under
conditions of strategic stability, both adversaries
recognise that the use of nuclear wespons would ineviﬁably
entail unforseen destruction and possibly mutual annihila- .
tion. Therefore, both sides would keep an.mterest in
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choosing 8 cooperative strategy i.e., maximum avoidance

of the use of nuClear weauons,

In the SBouth Asian context no strataegic doctrine
a3 to how,vhen and where nuclear wesapons could de used
exist. Hence, the less powerful adversary may be tempted
- te resort to an allout attack or the more powerful resort-
ing to pre-emptive strikes eculd be visuslized. Under both
these situations, the security environment of the region
will become further fregile, reauitimg in escalation of the
crisis, even involving or inviting other nuclear weapon

poOvOrs,

Aeqnisiﬁion of & ¢rude nuclear Qeapon force cap~
ability by India and Pakistan will not help to resolwe
their oahtﬁand:ng territorisl and other disputes. Insteead,
it will mske both the powers intransigent towards reaching
aiplmfaﬁc solutions to the problems. The ongoling xzégntia.
tions for a no-war pact and improving outual -relaiians )
will become futile with the nuclear element entering into
the process, |

India snd Pakistan do net have currently any eras
control or force reduction talks. Nuelear weapons would
further aggrevate the aras rece with mutual mistrust on
the force scquisition persisting. Nuclear weapons vould
slso make 1t imperative for both the powers to devise
methods and supportive doctrines to mske their posture
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mors convincing to the enemy and to other powers. However,
& viable doctrinel approsch is lacking in the current
strategic thinking.

The most important question that Indis would have
to fece, before going nuclear is whather it wants to reach
& peaceful settlement to all the outstanding disputes with
Pakistan or it wants a permanently hostile neighbour.
India will also face the question whether it wants Lo keep
up its regionsl preponderance us ir.s» nuclear leverage such to the
chagrin of the small powers of the regien.

The effects of nuclesr px*oufera&icﬁ in South Asis
could Se summed up ast (a) increasing tensicn, (b) unstadle
nuclear force postures with the lack of credidble deterrence,
(c) undesired levels of conventionsl arms race, (d) increase
of coup vulnerability in Pskistan, (e) inerease in Fedsral
Governuent's role in India, (f) posaibilities for intrs. |
gervice and military vs. civilien confiiets {(g) prolifora-
tion of nuclear wespons to other regions especially the
Middle East and (h) chances of both the eountries aligning
with the powsr bloes.

In a positive sense, nuclearisation of the sub-
continent could result in (s) reduction in convent ional
arms expenditure, (b) redvction of chances of war despite
tension, (¢) greater efforts for non-combative resplution

of conflicts, (d) generetion of tho awareness for arms
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~eontrol, (e) regional assertiveness vis-a-vis super power
domination, (f) emergence of regicnal mechanisms for
security, (g) bolstering up of both the countries!' prastigé
in the international system, (h) more technological independ-
ence and (1) strengthening of both the countries' non-

aligned posture.

However, the dengers of proliferstion outweigh the
merits if one looks at the igsue with & less chauvinistic
perspective. The fallacy of izhé wutual deterrence doctrine,
especially in the South Asisn context,mekes it absurd the
existence of nuclear weapons in Ivdia's and Pakistan's

arsenals.

The pertinent guestion is how t0 evold nuclear
proliferation in South Asia. At the non-proliferation
" level, the policy of denial by the nuclear powers and other
supplier countries has proved less effective. The continued
opp'a.aition to the nonnprolirex?atmn regime by Inddie and
Pakisten makes it fregile as an effective instrument to
¢k proliferation in South Asia, Treating proliferation
es a technical problem, unconcerned sbout its political
origin hﬁs its adverse effects in South Asia. A more lenient
approach on the part of the nuclear supplier countries
towards the civilian nuclear programe of India and Pakistan
is callsd for as a persuas”ive step to arrest the incentives
for both the countries _going nuclear.
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. Horeovar, the nuclear weapon powers should prove
their credibility by reaching meaningful arms reduction
agreerent. A de~eﬁphasis on the usefulness of nuclear
weapons by the nuclear powers is all the more important
.in any effort to provide disincentives to threshold states
especially in South Asia.

The elite thinking in both the countrieghgaggeaSa
ingly favour achieving nuclear weapon capability,/ there
are powerful lobbles in both the countries arguing against
nuclear weaponé acguisition. Reslisation on the part of
the political and military leadership of India and Pekisten
on the dangers of a nuclear arms race 1is very 1mportant 1n |

ahacking proliferation in gouth Asis.

- It would be &n unwise decision on India's part if
it goes nuclear before Pekistan does so. Any move in this
regard will provide Pakistan a'smokescraen to go for
nuclear weapons. Thus India can play a2 erucial rois in
easing tension and generating trust and cooperation in
South Asiz. The proposed Treaty of Friendship and Mutual
Cooperation is & right step in that direction. Indis should
also convince Pakistan through diplomatic means and politi-
cal actions that it will not go for nuclear ﬁeapons despite
pressures. &t the international level such a stance would
give xndia.more eredence and political clout and would re-
sf{firm the disarmament commitment for which India stood

over the years.



99

Apprdpriate confidence building and conflict resolu-
~tion mechanisms could be developed to further ease tensions
in mutual relatioms. 1In the threet assgessment 6:‘ both the
countries this would be additional inputs. ZHvolving s
regional security mechanism would be the suitable alter-
native which would meke external powers' intervention in the
region impossibla. The negotiations on South Asien Regional
Cooperation (SARC) could be expanded giving the collective
security aspect & place in it.

A conference on the pattern of the European Security
. Conference (CSCE) for confidence building messures in South
4sia could reduce considerably the prevailing tensions in
the region. Such & confefanee vould provide s means to
ventillate the grievances of small powsrs of the region and
to reduce their security fears t»haraby increasing their
mut.ual understanding.
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