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PREFACE 

Nuclear proliferation has 1been treated essentially 

as an intesral part or the nuclear arms race. The princi

pal concern of the arms controllers bas been whether the 

developing nations or the so-called nuclear 'have-nots• 

will so nuclear either wilfully or clandestinely while 

going tor civilian nuclear technology apparently tor, their 

energy requirements. one ot those sensitive areas where 

s~cb a tear persists is South Asia because botb India and 

Pakistan bave been regarded as near nuclear weapon powers. 

India bas already exploded a nuclear devi~:e way back 1n 

197!t. Reports about tbe Pakistani efforts to achieve 

nuclear weapons capability, through indigenous or clande

stine means bas tu.rtber increased this concern. 

Tbia stlldy is primarily t"ocu.ssed on the following 

hypotbeseaa will India go nuclear? Will Pakistan go 

nuclear? What are tbe compulsions and constraints on 

both these countries to exercise their nuclear option? 

What would be the impact of SllCh fateful decisions ot 

India and Pakistan on South-Asia on the one hand and the 

non-proliferation regime on the other? 

The cbapte risation scheme is as follows: '.rbe first 

chapter deals with the non-prolif~ration regime and the 

perceptional dicbotoii\Y between the nuclear • haves' and 
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• bave-nots• on the teasib111ty ot tbe regime. In tbe 

second cbapte r an at tempt is be ins made to examine tbe 

nuclear options ot India, its incentives tor acquiring 

nuclear weapon capability and the constraints on the 

option. The third chapter deals -with Pakistan • a nuclear 

options, its compulsions and incentives for going nuclear 

and the constraints on such an option. The concluding 

chapter deals with the prospects end implications ot 

nuclear proliferation 1n South Asia. 

The research methodology adopted 1n this stucly is 

purely analytical. The author be.s no intention of 

replicating the data already used 1n other studies. SoDJJ 

deductions based on an empirical approach, are unavoid

able in a stUdy of this nature. Since a w1de spectrum 

ot views on South Asian nuclear proliferation 1a already 

available, it is thought that no intervievs are required. 

I am deeply indebted to Prot. T.T.Poulose, m, 

supervisor for bis high]¥ perceptive suggest1on.a while 

working on the study and his sincere cooperation and 

guidance tor its completion. I am also aratetul to mjr 

brother Dr. T.V. t4atbew and Mr. K. ViJayakrishnan tor · ·provid

ing invaluable inspiration and assistance. 

~ 
(T.V. PAUL) 
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Qlapter I 

!BE BUCLBAR 101-PBOWBRATION 1\EGOOI PIRCB.PflONAL 

DICiiOTOMf BETWE!S mJClJUR 'RAVES' AND •BAV80TS1 

More tben a 4ec44e bas pas sad ssnoe tbe cu. nent 

m~olear non-prol1terat1on regime was established. Despite 

tb• serioua cballenaes posed oy the South to 1 ts e~d:lbl• 

11ty, the rectme bas survived os a loose structun of 

treaty commitments, aateguards and ltispeotion, nuclear 

export arou,p• s controls, bilateral aareements, reaional 

arranaements, and. finally, individual nations• pl.e4sea. 1 

De bu.ildin& ap ot tbe regime dates back to the 

Baruch Plan ot 19lt-6 wbera the repreaentati.ve ·or tbe United 

States to the Un1.te4 ll1at1ons Atomic mner&Y Corsm1as1on 

proposed tbe creation or an 1ntornnt1onal authority to 

condU.et. all pbases o~ atomic ene.ray development. !be 

plan proposed to keep atomic bombs out or the banda of 

aovereisn atatea by pl·~cing tbe means to make them uader 

tbe supervis 1.on of a supranational body. 2 · I~ propoa&d to 

gi.ve tbe body t.be power to impose s8ft0t1ons tor minor 

violations and sug6 ested a veto tree Secllrity Council to 

1. §lPRI xtar &12!2kt 1983 (London, 1983), P•69• 
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deal witb ma~or v1olat1ons. 3 Further 1t suas:este4 that a 

control system be set .ap after which tbe stockpile of 

nuolear weapons 1n tbe possessi.on or the USA, tbe only 

nuclear weapon power at that time, would be disposed ot.~+ 

rl;te ·sarueb Plan was opposed by tbe Soviet Union1 

then a non-nuclear weapon state, apparently because sucb 

control would. b.ave belted all its efforts to challenge tbe 

u.s. mcmopoly. Instead, it made a counter proposal tbat 

lett ru.tcletu" resources in national }lands am1 gave tbe 

intemational authority only the powers to conduct certain 

.s.nspections.s 

87 19S5 the stockpiles or nu.clear weapons had grown 

so large that it seemed impossible to give satisfactory 

assurances tor their elimination. ~cause ot this problem 

the United States also ot£1ci.ally dropped tbe .Baruch Plan. 6 

!be next step 1n the creation ot tbe reg1me came 1n 

1953 wben President E1senbower presented his ftAtoms for 

Peacett proposal at the U.N. It called tor the creation of 

en intemational. eaency tbat wou.ld distribUte nuclear 

materials amons countries tor peacefUl purposes. Subsequ

ently, the International Atomic &ners;y Agency (IAEA) was 

3 •. W•Hafele, •xn Setesuard.s in Nuclear Proliferation 
Problema," in Jasani, B. (ed.), fr1ear froliteratigg 
J!r.aPbJD! (Stockholm, 19?1+), p.1 2. 

lt. Ibid,. 

;. lb1d. ' p. 1lf.3. 

6. Ibid. 
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eetabl1sbe4 w1tb tbe intention of promoting peaceful 

nuclear eaeray pro&re•m;les end establisld.ng and adm1n1ster-

1Dg the aereaua.rda ay·stem. 

b l.AlfA aateauards system• wb:icb c:aae :t.r(}o opera• 

t1on 1n 196), eav1ttag9& tuee maJor oategor1ea of agreements 

w1tb national aovemmecta. Tbe:r aret (1) "The Safeguards 

Tranatar .Asreementa" by vbich parties to a bilateral qree

ment tor eooperation 1D the nueloar t1el4 tra,nster to tbe 

Agency tbe right and obligation to appl7 the aateauards 

folt'Setm m such aareements, (2) ffTbe UD1J.s:teral Submission 

Agreements" under wbieb states submit all or a detinet! part 

ot tbei,r peaceful nuclear acti:v1ties to the Agency sate• 

au.arda and.. (3) "fbe Pr-oJect Agreements"' wb1cb pertain to 

aae1•te..~ directly proYided by the .tsency. 1 

!be emergence of the current nuclear non-prolifera

tion reaime i.e 1ntr1ns1cally related. to the Non-Prollfera

tion Treaty (Bft) ot 1969. Un.de:r the Treaty countries that 

possessed nuclear weepona would pled&e not to give them 

away and not to aasiat othel" nations 1ft prot.:lucins; them. 

Cowtries not poaseasin& sucb eaplos1vea woU;l4 agree to 

aceept aatecuarda by l.m.A oa all tbe1r peaceful nuclear 

aet1v1t1ee tn order to et\Siilrtt that suob tacilitiell and 



materials are not diverted to tbe production ot nuclear 

explosives. 8 

Freez1na ot the present nQclear ptatus,gBQ was thus 

one ot the ma~or ob3ecttves or the original sponsors ot tbe 

Treaty. Designed. to forbid t'be e::aergenee of a sixth nu

clear power, the treaty created a mechanism for peaeetul 

nuclear developmen.t among the "'have nots" by imposing on 

them a set ot safeguards end pledges, While a correspoi1d1ng 

obligation on nuclear' "baves" to control vertical prolifera

tion vas not envJ.sagecl. 

'rbe builders of tbe rea1me could not be eontencled 

with the NPT and the IAEA ad.n'd.nistered safeguards system. 

Supply ot .fissile materials and c r.t tical equipment ·to un

stable third World aovemments, they teared, would reduce 

the lead t.ime to acq~ire nuclear weapons by these govern

ments. 

The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) wh1cb came 10o 

eXistence 1n London 1n 197; td.t.h its own guidelines on the 

transter ot sensitive teebnolo&rt equipment and. materialS 

was ai r.ced. at turthe r strengthening the regime. Orisinally 

the Group compr1se4 1e'Ven nations (Canada, West Germany, 

France, Japan, the USSR, tbe UK ancS the USA). It was 
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expanded to titt.een w1tb the a441tion of Belcium, 

Czecboslovald.a, E-ast Germany, Italy, the Betberlarlds• 

Poland, Sweden and Switzerland. fbe &uideUnea asreed: 

upon by these countries, provi.ded tor tbe app11oation or 
IAEA safeguards whenever nu.elear tacil1\1es, materials or 

technology were transferred an4 tbe ezere:tse or special 

caution and restriction wben spent-tuel-reprocesaina and 

uran1wn-enr1cbment were involved. 9 

The nuclear non-proliferation reaime, tbus ostablisbe4, 

1a. pvported to arrest tbe spread of nuclear weapons to otber 

countries and regions where it do not exist nov. Vocalists ot 

the reaim.e often portray tbe picture of a "nuclear armed crowd" 

when twenty to twenty five nations aequ1l'8 n.ttclear capability 

betore 198). 10 

A distinctive feature of softle ot th&se pro~ections is 

tbat capabUity 1s often 4el1nked from mtention. Except a 

brand ot 'par1ab' and 'pat"ano14.• states most ether 'tb1rd World 

countries have procla11'li'Jd their opposition to acquire nu.olear 

weapons. .Hence a disbelief on tbo part of the managers of the 

international system 1s evident 1n the non.-proUferat.ton 

atratesy and writincs on it. 

9• tbe S~rat:ti!t; §SE:V•X• 19?6 (London, 1976), p.116. 

10. Albert Woblsteiter and Otbers, ixms &:tom l!loy.&bshaql 
(Chicago, 1979), P• ;. 
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The regime bas certain otber serious p1ttnlls too. 

Iliratly, it is linked vitb tbe alliance system j.B inter

national politi.es. Alliance partners of the two pover_ 

blocs 1n Europe are always treated by the su.ppl1er count

ries with spec1a.l pr.eterence.s in the transfer ot tecbnology 

and critical materiels, whil~ the Bon-Aligned abd Neutral 

nations are looked ul()n with suspicion. P.roJeetioria are 

being .mede on tbei.r 'dubious• intentions and 'bidden· 

motives•. 

Ant1-prol1terat1o.."l writers often foraet tb.e tact 

that alliance politics bas quickened the pnce of proUtera

tion in new areas where previously no weapons existed. fhe 

Pac1fjc anc1 Indian oceans bear testimony to tbts argUJ.J~Gnt. 

In tact the security pledges by auj)er powers cnn be viewed 

aa indue1Da factors tor more and more iDdependent-td.nded 

Tbil"'l Worlcl countries to Join one alUance or other. Tbe 

super power motives in this regard. are no,t be.sed on the 

noble cause ot creatine a denuc leati sed world but on tbe 

narrow natio.nal interest of perpetuating superiority. 

The eoneern is, obviously, the continuance ot the 

central strategic balance an,d the central atrateaic systems. 

!be spectre of prol1terat1on1 accordina to a writ~r, eYokea 

among statesmen and stratea1sta 1n the induat~ialised world 

a set of tears1 botb specit.ic anc.t general, that pro11tent1on 

will have a debilitating effect on the prudential management 
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of East-\!tt'eat security relationships, particularly the 

Soviet-American nuclear equilibrium. 11 Deterrence, un• 

doubtedly, is the ed.ifice on vh1ch crisis stability 

bet-ween the super powel"s 1s ensured. However, deterrence 

bas proved delicate and even Wlstable as the m1n4less arms 

race centimes t.UU1bated. Anti-proUreration supporters 

vould, therefore,. be less intere3ted to see deterrence 
~ . 

further shaken 'by tbe advent of new nuclear weapon powers. 

Secondly, the NPr is discriminatory botb 1n ita 

atrueture and application. A.rtic~e U(J) ot tbe Treaty 

defines a. nuclear weapon state as one Which bas manutactu-

red and esplod.ed a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive 

d.ev1ce prior to January 1, 196?. 12 fbis leg1t.1m1aation. ot 

a tow nations• nuclear weapons is a clea.rcut evidence or 
tbe discriminatory nature of tbe Treaty. Tbe provision ot 

a1v1ns aancti.ty to the weapons ot a &roup or nations because 

tbey beeame nuclear powers betore a particular period is 

:ra\bet> unusual as compared to many other modern 1ntemat1o:nal 

treaties. i'be freatyt besides 1mpos11'lg a serious restriction 

on the sovereia_m, riabts of the non-nuclear weapon states 

{NBWS) alSo allows the mcl.Gar weapon states (HWS) to continue 

tbetr weapon building programme as tbe safeguards are not 

applicable to their taeilitie s. "The BIWS were accepting an 
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~.mmed1ate and important restriction on their sovereignty 

by a&ree1na not to '&O nue~ear wbile the nuclear powers 

were committed only to a promise to attempt to divert 

themselves of tbeir nuclear veapona capab1U.ty at some 

1n4et1n1te future time". 13 

A third illbuilt weakness of the regim.e ie the total 

avoidance of 'Vertical proliferation from i·ts purview 

except tbe indirect reference in Article VI of tbe NP.r. 

Advocates of nuclear non-proli.feration either' underesti

mate or ignore tbe threat of vertical proliferation wb1eh 

is predicated oft tbe aasumption that civilian ro~te vill 

eventually leB4 NRWS to weapon buildins capab1l1 ty. 

Uranium enrichment capabilities tnat many countries are 

going to acquire la.tbe near future are presented in a 

borrityins manner. Hilt the threat to global security 

posed by the uncontrolled vertical arms re.ee is often 

ianorea. · By Deeember 1982 tbe total number of rmclear 

explosions carr1Gd ou.t ainee 19lt.S by the tive nuclear 

powers and ln.d,ia had reached 137). Out .of this, 1200 

explosions were condu,cted o.r u.s.A. and the Soviet. Union. 

ln 1982 alone, the u.s.A. eondueted 17 tests while tbe 
14 

USOOJ 31. ------------·-
13. William Epstei.nl ~ L!§li .• CbP~} rJucd,eB& £taM,t§ral1on 

and A£ms.J.!sm~r2_ New York, 19 ·. 1 P•10 • 

14. Simi, n.1, P• 9?· 
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Despite the conclusion of SALT I and a num.ber ot 

other aareements' tbe super powers have encased 1n nuclear 

arms race at e apirallins pace. At present tbe u.s. 
possesses in its armoury a total exploa1ve rield ot about 

9000 mt. or !11'.. In otber words, tbe u.s. has adde4 tbe 

equi-valent ot one HiroShima bomb (ta.; kts) to :tts arsenal 

evef1 .30 minutes since World War Il. 1S 

The Dllclear re&ime also witnessed a decade without 

any breaktbrougb in surtr power arms control nG-&ot1at1ons. 

Indeed, it witnessed. worsening o.t us-usSR relations with 

new areas of tension croppinc up. fbe SALT Il ••:ree.ment 

did not come :into toi"Ce due to a variety ot reasons. !he 

strateaic arms reduction talks (BfAR~) proved to be a non

starter. Vertical prol1feratton ts po:1se4 tor a nev take

oft as tbe Geneva neaotiationa on ~ro-m1sa11ea tailtng to 

make any beadvat• The Stockholm International Peace 

aeseai'Cb Institute (SlfRI) bas warned the.\ if the current 

arms control neaotiat1ons in Genna tail tbere 11 tbe 

prospect of an increase 1D tlte world stockpile ot nuclear 

weapons tram tbe tS&ure or about so,ooo today t_o 60,000 

early 1ft the 1990s and witb uus.tly new and more accurate 

varbead,a. 16 

1 ;. Ibid. t P• LI l 

16. D111· 
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Fourthly• tbe non-proUteration regime bas tailed 

to provjde tbe JIWS tbe o1~111an benefits ot nuclear 

teehnoloa:r on a noa-d1scrim1natory basis as promised by 

tbo reatme builders. lror instance, ArtiCle V or JP! says 

tbat tbe potential bflnetits from 8DY peaceful applications 

of nuclear explosions w111 be mad.e available to NNWS,party 

to the treaty oa a aoa-discr1m1rlatory basis. 17 The same 
Article alao calla tor tbe creation of aa 1ntern.at1onai 

bOd7 w1tb adequate representation ot NBWS tor tacil1tat1ng 

special :l.ntern.at.ional eareementa on tb1s. Tbe NWS have not 

so tu- taken any step to create 8llcb an tnte rnational. 

mecbanilm nor shown any w1U1Dgnesa to share tbe spin-ott 

benefits ot peaceful nuelf!UU' explosions (PB&s). fbua the 

promises made 1n. the 1fPr on sharing tbe benefits ot PBEs 

are yet to be ttllt1lle4. !be lUiS are eontinuins PHBs tor 

experiments to enract oil, natura.l au and minerals and 

other eng1neerina proJects. !be US 1nlt1ated "Pro3ect 

Plouababare" 1n 19)7 and con4ucted. 41 rutclear explosion• 

reportectl¥ for peaceful pQl"poaes~ between 1961 aDd 1963, 

while tbe SOViet Union eofttluc\ed. 3~ suob explosions between 

1961 and 19?lt-. 18 out ot the 31 nuclear teats tbe USSR 

eond.ueted 1n 1982, sixteen are believed to be PNBs. 19 

11. SlPRI, n. 12• 

18. Be4ley a.tll., "Wid(lr Still and Widel't Huclear Prolifera
tion 19S. 0.191S,"1nte~tJiggalr;P!t•RE1CiJtl (Ottawa, 
lovember-Deceraber, 1 • P• 2 • 

19. SIPRI, n.14. 
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PIEs have thus been cont1necl .to tbe doma.:tna or IWS u tt 

will be treated aa a tbresb.old act if' conducted by rmws. 

Tbe establishment of the resime baa unleaabed 

bitter theoretiCal end pol1ttcal debates ttmon& tbe ell.tea 

ot nuclear 'llavea• an4 bsve-nots•. Tb1J dichotomy ot 

perceptions c~:ii;>:i reflects the unequal nature of the pre

sent international system to a larae extent. · It also 

mirror~ the d1Yerp soc1o-econom1e philosophies and d.itter-

11\g value systems amona \he elites ot the two •idea. The 

elite perception ot the 4evelop1na world ta deeply roote4 

11'1 biatoriee.l tactore .~ enti-colonta.l struaale end, or 
late, tbe struagle qaiftat neo-colon1Gl.1sm. 

on the other )land, tbe perceptions ·of the ellte 1r.t 

the 4evel.ope4 countries, especially 1n the North, are base4 

on narrov organisational iftteresta. It often symbolises an 

anti-empirieal and m'l!31tttorical trarue ot mind. 20 The elite 

perceptions ot the NWS otten overstress tb.e need tor strin

gent external controlS and ·vigilance aa:unst the NNWS as 

tbe beat way to prolona the lead time tor acquiring weapon 

makina capabil1t7• Very tew attempts bave been made to 

study the internal tactors vb1ob restrain the Third WOrld 

20. ubok Kapur, "Nuclear Prollteration in t.b•. 1980s~ 
J.DHm\19Df!l ,Z9UJ'l'l. (Ottawa, Sumer 1981), P• S5t• 
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countries trom ao1nJ nuclear. 11'1 many tbreebol4 countries, 

powerful anti•rw.olear lobbies ba.ve mnu.enced erue1al 

4ecia1on-mak1ni on the nuclear option, tbougb external re

atraiata end controls do atteet tbeir pereeptions to some 

extent. 

Beatra1n1n& factors 1rl tbe regional m111eu are also 

1anored. In tact res1onal taetors play a major role tn tbe 

4ec1sion-mak1ng process ot a potential nuclear state. A. 

nucleariaed. Araentina or Brasil will upeet tbe reaional 

I:SH!\!!1 .wat 1n Latin America, perbaps detrimental to tbe 

interests of the neo-nuclear power. ln the Soutb Aalan 

oonte.t, cteoision ma~~Srs 1A both India and Pakistan be• to 

consider the would be response • ot tbe adversary it one 

nation goes tor the nuclear option. Antagoni sing an 

iliDtedtate neighbour may not be in the national security 

interests ot a medium powe!' which would l11te to emerge aa 

a regional actor or rather aiming at a global role to play. 

UsiJl& tbe parameters given below, one aan see maJor 

countries m the trigger 1ist have more· d1sinoent1ves than 

incentives tor at ~t.ining weapon building capability. 

HH resme, Political lea4ef!-
Supplier eont.rol•, Ship, 
Super power policies. Op,poaition parties, 

Civil servants. 

Begnqmic rae1jerJ_ 

Cost and ettect 
considerations, 
Defence outlay, 
Foreign exchange 
position. 
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.idto1oa&CJa). lae~org 
lationa1 val&ae ayetema, 
General political pbilo
aopby, 
Jro:reian policy ~oatulates. 

Ut&ignal FQrest 

PoaeU:>le responses troa ne1ab
bourina Clt)untrie •• 
Bilateral. tJUltilateral and -
rea!onal treaties, 
Reaional economic and political 
coope :ration. 

I!S~alQa~!~ Esstorg 
Su;pport.1D&. 1adu.str1es, Jn .. , riebment capability, 
Fuel atoraae capab1l1~7, weapon bu.ild ina cepn
b1Uty, State or early warnins and contr-ol If• 
stems, State of conman4, ool'Jtl'Ol and COIUIWli• 
eat1on systems (c3), Supportifl& doctrine of 
use or non-u.ae •. 

The g~neral technological state allo\la the two eountr1ea 

a veapon bu1141ng ,prosr~ witbiD a filed period but tears 

ot external tbre&te in. ttle form of atr-inaent conditions Oil 

•~PPlr ot materials tor the nuclear ener17 proaramae tfth1b1ts 

the eountrlea rrom 101na nuclear \o an extent. !be abrupt 

withdrawal oc Cana41an support tor the ene.PIJ proaruae and. 

tbe ·American relttctsnoe to supply mater-ials 1ft time, have to 

a a nat extent been tbe reasons tor tbe elov srowtb or India' a 

naelear enerc.r procr--. A ftt.IC'lear weapon 4ec1ston will bave 

ita own eowtter e.rteets ill the fo:rm of disruption ot ~Uppltes 

eapeeial.ly tor tu.ture programm&th More tban all then rea

sons, India• s nuclear weapon bu1ld1q fi'Ograrrae will 4opend: 

on ita domestic pressures accentuated by a Pakistani weapone• 

prograaae. Llkew1ae Pakistan! l'lUOl&ar veapon buildtns prograame 
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will bave ita decisional bearing on tbe Indian moves and. 

tbe domestic policies of the military regime in tbe near 

future. 

fbe decision to 10 nucle e.r by Ar&entina and Brazil 

will greatly depend on regional factors. A threat to its 

security o-.en from Britain as happened d.arins the 1982 · 

Falkle.ds war, may induce Argentina to gain more clout by 

acquiring a minimal nuclear power. Bat such an action will 

foment rea1onal rivalries especially' with Cbile and BraziL 

BraZil and .Argentina s.re tbe two leaain& countries of Latin 

.AmeriCa who refused to accept tullscope safeguards 1n tbeir 

nuclea~ taeil1t1ea. Both the eountries are steadily acqui

ring capabilities tor reprocessi.ng and storage or plutonium. 

But these two reaional actors, despite pressures witbtn 

their rul.1ng elites, may not so tor a drastic step tbat 

would upset tbe resional ota~u' .ilUb. 

Both Taiwan and Soutb Korea have regional tbreats 

trom Cb1na and lortb Korea respectively. fbe streqtb or 

Amer :l.oan l'lUClear wzibrella. is grad ~.tally fading out 1n the 

Pacific and this would ot course decide the nuclear options 

of tbese countrie a. But rogional conatt~a:s.nta do prominently 



figure in the nuclear option ot the two countr:lea. Fears 

of pre-emptive attacks· may be a d1s1ncent1Vfh Also the 

small size of tbese countries will make tbem mor& v\llnerable 

to a nuclear attack. So even acquiring a m1n1mum deterrent 

capab1.11ty would bave its own counter-ot:reets tor them. 

Protagon.ists of the current nuclear proliferation 

regime diagnose tbe 1ncent1ve-di81Mentive pattern using tbe 

same barometer of power wbicb underlines super-power rela

tions. the modernisation prosrammes of tbe 4evelopin& 

countri.es a:re tmderplayed. as unimportant taotors in tbe 

nuclear proliferation debate. Countries in the so-called 

nworry list"' are mainl.y 1n tbe Sol.ttb With ambitious economle 

developxnent proarammes. Acquisition or nuclear weapons 

capability, s..ccording to sortJ.e analysts, wolllc! 'Sreatly en

hance the power base of tbeae countriea, both in re1ional 

end global levels. Acquiring nuclear weapons, aceord1Di to 

tbem, is not an aet of desperat1ont it is an act or 
"arriving" 1n tbe nuclear front aa one bas uri.ved or 

arr1•1ns in the otbor fronts of national power erld eucoess:1 

says another studyt "Nuclear weapons can increase the national 

hubris and. ~~elf confidence or tbe poaaeasor, tbus embold.enin& 

its general international bebavtour. Prance• s nuclear foree 

21. Greenwood, n.11, p.16. 
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tbouah mmute compared witb those ot tbe two super powrs, 

re1tored a measure of :French self-respect in the wake or 
1mper1al losses and ted the elan with whicb Charles de 

Gaul\.e mtmoeu.vred politically between Wasb1ngton and Moscow 

in. tbe 1960s. .. 22 

the basis ot tbese arguments, however, 1s moetl.y 

based on tbe incentive factors wbicb led tbe present nuelear 

weapon powers to acqLlire the capa,b111ty and henee, eou.ld. not 

be placed. in ita ent1ret,y to tbe Third World eontext. lt e. 

Third World country, 1n its urse to become more powerful, 

goes .tor nuclear weapons, tnstead ot enbancins its power 

base, would invite the vratb of net&bbouring countries. .& 

D.U.clearised Pakistan vill ~e"fitably beCome a threat to the 

resional security ot South Asia and even. West Asia. Jcqu1s1-

. tion of nuclear weapons by ·India may also have the same 

etrect wbicb vill induce some of the countries 1n tbe Islamic 

tra.temitJ' to ao nuclear. Nuelear1aat1Qn by one country can 

resul.t 1n greater conventional arms race too as eopb1st1cated 

4el1verr systems and defensive weapons are required. to 

counter tbe threat posed. by a nuclear a4versary. 

A mere possession ot some crude weapons w1tbou.t 

support:in& delivery a,ateu, technological and eeonom1e 
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1ntrastrl1Ctl.lre and a logical doctrine may iftvite other 

ambitious n.ei&hbot.u•a to resort to pre-emptive strikes aimed 

at el1m.inattn& the vlllrterabl.e force that will conversely 

bolstel" intra•rea:lonal antagonisms. Is it· then a rational 

course for tbe Tbi:td. World coantriea to pursue? Moreover, 

many Htb countries are aware ot the teet that tbey would be 

third class nQelear powers in the global nuclear context 

and would bave no etreetiw deterrent etapacity against either 

the super powers or tbe secondary r»1clear powers tor many 

yeara or decades. 

Global and regional threats to Tb$.1"4 World security 

h&Ye to be seen in tbe right perspective if an incentive 

tutalya1s bas to be empirical. Tbe nu.clea.r threat posed by 

tbe NWS especially, super powers, will, to a great extent, 

decide tbe nuclear option or many threshold states. Global 

challenges are aasum1Dg wi4er dimensions w1 tb tbe two super 

powers stepp:t.na up thej,r etlorts to 1ncreaae their •pheres 

ot 1ntlu&nce. !lev areas of tension bave been created 

an1tic1ally> thereby threatening tbe security of many 

developing countries~~ Increa•ing super power preseneCJ 1n 

the Indian ocean and the continuance of Soviet troops 1n 

Atabsnistan will bave bearings on rutt~re Indian and Pakistani 

nuelear options. !be increaains militariaation of Japan and 

the u.s. nuclear presence in tbe PMitie may induce the tvo 

loreaa to ao nuelea.r. D&stab111sation or Central and Latin 
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American regional sec\lr1ty by tbe super powers may hamper 

tbe prospects or aob1evina a complete nuclear tree-zone in 

Latin Acaerice. wbere flatel.oeo Treaty already forbids ad

herents trom going nuclear. 

Olashee ot regional 1ntereats and territorial cliaputes 

are pronounced in li&tlT prospective proUteration areas. The 

major causation tor nuclear proliferation 1n soutb Asia would 

be the rivalry between Pakistan and Ind.ia and China and India. 

A.cquis1t1on of nuclear weapons oy tbe two potential prolife• 

rators viz. lnd.ia and Pakistan might equalise the strength or 
the two countrie• in nuclear terms, tboqh, with regard to 

conventional tol"Ces, ·India will remain: superior. India• s 

eontinuin& tears that :l.t 18 vulnerable to Chinese nuclear 

attack would prove an incentive tor its nQClear choice. A 

srow1ng number ot Indian strategists bellne that a mirl1mum 

nuclear deterrent capaoil.ity would greatJ..y enhance tbe 

defensive stren&tb of India via-a•vie Cbina thousb the 

to~tter baa increaaed ita conventional stl'engtb appreciably 

over tbe years. 

!be survival facto~ has to be taken into eona1dera

t1on tor any kind ot incentive analysis. The urge to attain 

selt-su.ff'lciency 1n nuclear teebnolosy by the newly emersed 

nations :ts to be 'Viewed trom tbe ansle ot survival, atabilitT 

and status, tbe t.bree pcstulatea ot a nation• e tore1sn 

policy. Disruption of assured end agreed supply ot nuclear 
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tuel and spare parts bas \m.4ermined the credibility of 

auppUer countriea. This ma,. provide another incentive to 

some developiDs eount:r1es to show more national asaertive

n•ss throuah atttdnmg nuclear weapon capability. 

ftle supplier countries• et£orts towards c11stncen-

tives :1n the form ot 4en1al of tectmolos:r an4 eq,u1pment 

especially related to sensitive parts for the reprocessin& 

ot spent fuel may maintain the lead time barriers egl'linst 

proliferation. iio\J.'e,er, this approach does have only a abort 

term value· as the teotmolosica.l improvisation programmes or 

many threshold states reneb maturity witbin 10 to 1$ years. 

Sanctions 1n tbe form ot embarso o£ assistance and cancella

tion or su.ppl1ea will fUrther i.ndu.ee tbe 1'b1rd World countries 

to reach nuclear adulthood. 

Bee14es beiDa treated w1th second class status in 

tbe &l.Obal. nuclear bargain, neitbe:r the two super powers nor 

tbe other n!lclear vaapon states bave abovn any w1.ll1ngnesa 

to provide the fbir4 World cotmtriea adequate, credible and 

positive asatl!'aneea against nuclear threat or attack. three 

NWS bave not yet. proclaimed a •no·first use• p,leqe, vb:leb 

itself is a negative aect.tri.ty auarantee. As long e.a there 

111 no clear eut security a.~Jsaranee qainst nuclear blackmail 

or real use • the security of the ·!fhlrd World 1s at tbe mercy 
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of the nuclear giants. ·zt bas been en establisbecl dictum 

e•er-siace the advent of tbe nation state system tbat no 

nation has permanent trienda or toes. This is more explicit 

in super power relations s1nce national interest for them 

bave a global angle much wider tban the mterests of a 

middle or small power. 

Even allies are sceptical about the credibility ot 

securtty assurances by the two super powers. Tbe motjvation 

behind the creation -ot a mudmum deterrent by France wtts ita 

' doubts over the availability of the u.s. nuclear umbrella 

against a Soviet _attack in time. William Epstein has rigb.tly 

put ~t: "U tbe United States might tb1nk twice before risk

ing the existence of Washington o.r Sew fork ror the sake of 

Paris or Rome, bov many· times would 1t think before risking 

them for New Delhi or To_,.o~:'2l 

Tbe question of security assurances was one of tbe 

maJor themes 1n the lifT review conferences 1n 197; am 1980. 

However, the e.t i: itude of \be two super powers on this issue 

was neaat1~e and they rajeeted v~'ious proposals suggested 

by Third World countries on speeit1c security assurances. 

Apart from the security d1loma1 developing countries 

have to te.ea a more erueial' questiont how to eope the growing 

-



DISS 
327.17 40954 

P2818 Nu 

illlllilllliillliJIIIIIIIIII!IIiillillllllililllli 
TH1448 21 

eneray needs w1tb tbe increasing priCes ot toas1l tuel and 

tbe in41sor1m1nate controla on nu.c lear ene1"81 production. 

liuel•ar energy bas been accepted as a v18Dle and more rele

vant alternate •n•rsT source in the total energy mu ot any 

developing society. The per unit vol.ua:s in otber renewable 

eneru sources like tid.al, solar, geothermal and biomass is 

rather low. Therefore, harnessing these aourees require 

buae ex»Gnsee eapecially on installation ana execution. 

ilesearcb t1D41Jlss are ,et to show viable results to berness 

many otber alternate sources. Despite the hi&ber capital 

costs of nuclear _plants, vnicb m.a7 be as mu.cb as twice the 

cost per kilo watt installed ot oil ple.nts, tbe large 

ditterential tuel coat sav1ngs compensate and exceed tbe 

capital costs over a rather short period in tbe operating 

lite ot tbe plant • .2a. BetJCe Q.QOlear power otters \fast poten

tials tor tbe 'lb1r4 M)rld eountriea 1n tbeir energy de\felop

ment. The ne-ed for deve~ptng countries acqa~1ring nuclear 

enersy capabilities is turtbe.r explained by tbe sheer fact 

tbey have to have aohie\'ed v1th1n twent7 to thirty years the 

tecbnological. staae tbat the developed countrie a took o-9er a 

centUJ7 or more to reach. 8therw1ae• tile l'or~~er will miss the 

aecond md.u.striel revol\lt1on tak11'1g place 1ft tbe realmS ot 

auolear and space teebnolog1es. 

Developnent," 

.• 

~ .. ' 



With the ,uadrupUng ot oil prices after tbe 1973 

oil cr1s1s nuclear power has aa1ne4 wider importe.nee 1ft tbe 

eneray choice ot non-oil producing countries. !be follow

iftg World Bank analysis will provide en 1d.ea on tbe produc

tion Cost• of various aot11'Cesof el.eetncal power generation 

and the aovantase or nttelear power in re4uc1ns production 

costa (see Table 1 ). 

Nu.clear energy torms a ma3or part of the total energy 

production ot the developed world. !be total world eleotn

e:l.ty production from nW!'lear source ill 1982 was only ten per 

cent. 2; At tbe enc1 of 1982 there were 293 reactors in opera• 

tion in 24. oount.r1es with a total installed generat!n& oapa

c1~y or 169; 929 Mw. 26 As tor tbe 4evelopiag world merely 

rour count rie a were rwmins eeven nuclear power plants t~1tb 

a combined capacity or 189S MW. 2.'1 fb1s accounts tor 'onq a 

little over one per cent of tbe world nuclear pover produ.e

tlon. While developed nations like France and Soviet Union 

produce 30 to ;o per cent of their electricity demands 

tbrouab nuclear plants, India, a pioneer 111 nuclear energy 

proaratml8, p:ro4ueea less tben tvo per cent ot ita enerSY 

requ:1re1JI8nt tbrouah tbe nuclear means. 

2;. I~ jagpal RfpQE\, 1982 (Geneva, 1983), p.21. 

26. !J!..H· 
2?. ~. Tbe tour countries aret Argentina, Bruil, lrld.ia 

iiiid'Pekistan. 



23 
!able-I 

OIL IMPORTDICJ DEVELOPDlG COVH!R:mst COMPARAfiVB 
COS!B OF POW!R GBNDAfiON 

Based on Various types of .Fuel 

1 liriestmeni r 'Fiiei 
cost 1980 cost 

Generator Type US dollars 1980 
rer xw • US/Iwb 

• , . ns!;tll!!i 1 .. • 
Hydro-Power-Large, Higb Head, 1100 n.a. 
Low heacl, Mini·~yd ro JSOO ..... 
Diesel-large! beavy oil tuel 
coastal loca: ion 1000 lt-.2 

-Small lisht oil fu.elin~d 
looat10l'l 800 10.9 

Steam- Larae, aae ti.red. 800 o.a. 
- Larce, coal fired 1000 2.7 
- tarae,oil (~ported) t1re4 800 ;.s 
- Small! beav,- oil tire4 

11+00 ? • .3 1nl.an locaticln 
- Small, wood-t1re4 1SOO J.o 

Geothermal - Dry steam field 1a.oo n.a. 
. - wet steam/bot water t1el4 28o0 n.a. 

Nuclear - Larse Multiple units 1600 1.0 
- S1ftsle small united 2200 1.0 

Solar pboto voltaic 20,000..30,0002 n.a. 

Win4 cener•tor 
. 2 

;,ooo-1),000 n.a. 

n. a. - not applicable 

P'over 
coat 
1980 
US/Kwh 

2.lt-
12·7 

6.7 

13.2 

2.lt 
S.2 
?.) 

11.&t 
10.0 

3.0 
6.0 

;.1 
?.lt 

100..300 

30.100 

1. Investment cost includes cost or tJ"&namisaion and d1atrt-
but1on. · 

2. .Both solar eneray enct wir.dpover are intermittent eneray 
sources which reqvire storaae to make enersy available 
.to clemand.a at all timet. ln.,estant coats siven 8ove 
are systems ooata with storage 1rlclwted. 

Soureet World Bank Report, ".Energy 1rl Develop ina Countr1e a," 
(Washington D.C., 1980). · 
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f~le-II 

BUCLBAR .POWliR 8:1UC!ORS II OPiiR.Al'IOI AND UNDER 
C05S1'RUCT1011 AT TilE END ai 1982 

u 

: ia sua!u:a~ctaa · ' - ~ I - - $ 

Under constru.- Blectr1c1ty 
Country lo.ot To al zia ·- supplied by 

units M.W(e) Bo.ot Total n.aclee.r power 
units MW(e) as'af jD l2~i-Tw. b e share 

r . ,, gf ~gtal 

Araentma I JlS 2 1291 1.?; 4.8; 
Bel&iwn 6 Jlt7l .2 2012 11t.;2 30.29 
Brasil 1 626 2 2lt-90 o.os o.Olf. 
s.tlgaria 4 1632 2 1906 9-93 29.16 
Canada . 14 1218 9 6310 39.99. 1o.;s 
Cult a I 408 
Caechcalovak1a 2 762 6 2S20 n.a. 
F11'11and a.. 21S6 1;.a3· . &.2. 42 
France 32 

~-
27 30200 103.06 38.70 

GerDI8D D.L 1~ 
. n.a. 

Germany F • R. 9831 12 131$~ 6o.o; . 17.1+0 
Bunaar.r ~~ I Jt-08 3 122 n.e. 
India 

"' 809 It 880 2.06 
Italy 3 1232 3 1999 6.39 3.63 
Japan aS 16187 11 10289 100.01 19.lf.S 
Republic of 

1193 '1 6227 3.;; "/.33 Korea 2 
Mexico 2 1308 
Hetberlands 2 ;o1 3.70 6.'a-3 
Pakistan 1 12; 0.(11 0.40 

·Philippines 1 620 
Romania 2 1320 
South Africa 2 18lt2 

·Spain .. 1913 11 101)6 8.Slt- ?.78 
·Sweden 10 ?330 2 2100 3?.30 38.6S 
Sw1\serl&D4 4 19'+0 1 942 1lt.39 2"/.;8 

·ussa itO 17219 31 30486 n.a. 
U.K. 32 6lt62 10 60;2 38.?3 1S.21 
OSA. 80 62376 61 67228 2?9.lt6 12.10 

: Yusoal~via 1 632 n.a. 

WORLD TOTAL 293 169929 21'a- 202966 

sou:reet IAEA Annual Report 1982, International AtomiC Enersy 
A&eney QC (XXVII) 684 Geneva (qast, 1983). 



While nuclear produCtion rate registered. a mar~4 

arowth except turing tbe last tev ,eara in the attluent 

world, tbe Third Worl4 eOW'ltrtea are yet to cateb up vitb 

their estimations. Compared to tbe dynamic growth in the 

· West tand the Eastern Bloc, nuclear proJects tn developing 

nations bave been miatmal. "~st 4ebt-atrapped developtna 

ne.t1one cannot afford. tbe huge start-up costa ot import1Da 

or developing nuoleu tecbnolo&T• BraZil ant Me:x1co, tor 

example, have bad. to delay or scrap nuclear p.ro~ects already 

in tbe works. Meanwbile, Weatem governments are hesitant 

aboflt selling lioph1st1cate4 techrlolou to !b1r4 World 

countries beeauae tbey tear it will. be u.aed to aaaka nuclear 

weapon~ rather than generate power"• 28 This itself explains 

the 41serim1natory nati.U."fJ or tbe rec1m and tbe 1nh1b1t1na 

or rather distrustful approach ot supplier countries to the 

peaceful nuclear programmes or tbe developing world. Tbe 

1nequ1\ous mac lear order bas not only hampered Tb1r4 World • a 

nuclear eneru stratesy but also mqn1t1ed the Nortb-Sou.tb 

imbalances. 

fhe non-proll.teratton :reaime was wilt on tbe assump

tion tbat the tecbnoloa1cal aap between tbe developed and lees 

· developed states in tbe field of nuclear e:net-,7 can be used 

28. IUP!Iit 13 February 1981.. 
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to create tbe most favourable con41.t1ons for preventing 

proureratioa. !be control of exports approach pre• 

supposing a monopoly or oliosopoly o.f DW)lear teehnolou 

and raw materials creates the foundation ot sueb an 

orientat1on.29 

'rbe oarrent non-pro11.rerat1on stratea.v 1s primarily 
. . . 

baaed on a poUcy of dental of tecbnoJ.ou. A pertinent · 

question arises tn this context. Bow long eould teehnolosy 

be kept 1n monopol1at1o bantta? Or bow loq eot.lld it be 

locu4 up and denied? Tecbnolo&Y 1s bound to spread; ao 18 

DU.elear teebnolo&Y• s.en tbe IABA pbUosopby ot reaulatect. 

transter ot naelear tecmology baa tts point of saturation. 

The tut:ulte ot the cu~at nuclear non-proUteration 

reaime ia 4celbtf'ul ae many third Worl4 countries are attain

ina adulthood in nuclear teebnolog.. 1Dd1a. is a clearcut 

instance 1n this tren4. India baa alre841 araduated 1n tbe 

process ot tabricatins a plltton:S.um-made devise an4 1ts 

explosion. It hae auo shown the WC)l"ld its ability to 

4esian and construct a nuclear power plant usina near1y 

cent per oeat or tncltaenous skills and materials with tbe 

oouiasio!Wls ot the first unit or the Madras Atomic Power 

Plant OUPP). 
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Moreover, tbe eobeaion ot alliance systems 1S test 

depleting. As emerainc res1onal powers pull out of their 

traditional orbits around the super powers, 1t migbt be

come tncreaaingly 4itf1cult to har$0111se tbe1r nt.tclear 

postures vitb the Beat-West nuclear ayatem.. As security 

relationabipe become lese r1&1d, as bierarcbical power 

structure erothta, former client states v11l enjoy greater 

freedom ot act1on. 30 

Spread of uranium ·enricbment plants to · NNWS 1n the 

near tuture will pose seriOus threat to mnopol1st1c 

controls O..er it at present. Tbe tracility ot the rqime 

was exposed wben Israel destroyed Iraq• • OSIR.Al research 

r~actor eompl.ex in June 1981 .in a pre-emptive attack. It 

was a clear cut instance ot the fundamental weakness of 

the regime to ebeck a paranoid state trom at tacking a 

peacetul nuclear ener&T proaramme of a country whiCh baa 

a.ccepted t\lll-scope aeteauarda. 

!be nuclear weapon bu1ldiq programmes ot Israel 

and South Africa bave also u.ndermined tbe strengtb of the 

res1me. As the nuclear proarammea of tbese countries bave 

the overt and covert aupport ot some western powers, tbe 

apprebens1ons ot the ot.her reg:1.onaJ. powers remain vel14. 

Finally, the areatest threat to the non-proUteretion 

30. Greenwood, n.11, p.tt. 
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regime stems trom the failure of' nuclear powers. te; reecb 

meantnatul arms control measures. Years of nesottat1?n• 

over the levels and testing of st:ratestc arms bue tailed 

to produce any substantial results Which eould allay the 

tears ot the uws. '*It is, therefore, e 'blatant affront 

to the noa-nuelear states ror tbe super powers to mora

lise about tbe danaera of pro Ute ration, . when. the cerso 

ot a single m1saUe bearirl8 submarine ball 110re deetruc

tive potential ·thara all potential proliterants combined 

could amass in tbe next decade"~l 1 

Concern ove.r the sproad of nuclear weapons 1a Jttst1-

tiaole provided it ·twa into aceou.nt tbe threat in ri&bt 

pe·rspective. Barrowins down the .threat to an imaginative 
e 

level without considering tbe d1cbotomy between capability 

an4 intention would. lea'fe the analysis unempirical and un

realistic. If capability itself' were tbe dr1v1na rorce 

bebind l)rollteration, West Germany, Japan, Italy, 'lbe 

Netherlands, Belgium an<l Sweden would have acquired nuclear 

veapons long aao. 32 

!he eurrent naclear non-proliferation reas.me over

•Jilpbaaisea the technical aspects inatead ot pol1t1cel 

eona14erat1ona. .D1s1Bcent1ves are generally explained at 

31. ~Qid.r.o,. P• 10. 

)2. Mcbu4 Betts, . "Paranoids, Pypies, .Pariabs anS Non
Proliferation," l91'!i&P fs!ltcz (Sprtng, 197?), p.16l. 
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the teehnical level rather than at tbe political. Tbe 

aeeurity end tecbnolosical aspirations or the 4evelop1ns 

world are often torsotten. Tbe most valuable and endurina 
41s1ncent1ve would be the continuance ot detente between 

tbe super powers and lesser involvement 1n tbe internal 

atta1rs of' Third World eountrie s. 

· Firstly, a pledae ot no-tirst use by all nuclear 

weapon powers would considerably enhance the security ot 

the Third world countries. 1.'b1s pled.&e has a political 

and moral value as it de-emphasises tbe use·ot nuclear 

weapons. Seeorutly, tbe United Nations could play a erucial 

role in alleviating tb.e .security tears or the Third World 

states. Tbe collective soeuri tr provisions or the u. R. 

Charter coGll1 be strenathened adding prov1!Uons to race 

potenti.tt.l and reel nuclear tbreats. A 1"8str:S.etion on veto 

power or the aggressor should be formulated wbtcb would 

automatieally be implemented when a nuclear power attackS 

a non-nuelear weapon atate. 

Thirdly, mltilateral treaties on ;os1tive and 

negative secc.1r1ty suarantees should be signed so as to 

neutralise the grave tbJ!'eata of a n'iclear attack. Pollrtbl,-, 

regional. security meaaurea,cou.ld be stl"engthen.ed tnrougb 

bilateral agreements and pledsea or non-asression. 

Pittbp-, or1ais maneaement mecbanisma and eont'14-

enoe building measu.roa atvuld be revitalised. 
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S:txthly, BPT should be amended suitably ta!dt'lg into 

_ Qons1derat1on the aspirations or tbe developing wcrll.,. The 

present cut and dry 4oeuant needs more tle:x1b111ty 1n ita 

allpUcation and tbe ambSgtaous nat\lte of proliferation should 

give place to more systematic and eoneretised tormulations. 

Lastly, a drastic reduction ot su.per power weapons 

eoald be reacbed tbrotCb neaoti&tions. 1'bis would red.Uee 

.Iuper power tens ions and would narrow down tbe importance 

attached to nuclear weapons in. tbe present international 

system. ' 



Cllapter XI 

2'D HUCLBAR W~ OPTION OF DDIAI IB!BN!, 

CAPABlLif'f AID COliSR.AllfS 

Tbe nuolea~ polJ.e1 ot lDd:la 1s related to tbe 

country• a aeneral toreip ,poliO)' tramevork baaed on b1ator1-

oal t&ctOJ"'s tbe .t.mperati.<tea tor nat1on.el asttu't1venela, 

aec.mr1tr and atrateai.c eonai4erat1ons aat tbe \ai'Je tor 

tectaaolocieal. independence. !be aap1rat10A for buildte& an 

aatonomou.a nv.clear capab1Ut7 baa otten been tbe toeal point 

ot ant1-pro11£era,1oa wntera in the Weat to charaete:r.tH 

lftdla as tbe most potential atate 1n tbe nuclear prol1tera

t1on chain. !b1a aceptic v1ew 11 of'en based on India•• 

retu1al to accede to tbe !ion-Prol1.terat.1on Treaty (lfPr), tbe 

84opt1on ot th.e Saral)b.al luclear Bneru tmd Space Proa l"&mmllt'!S 

and tbe 19?'+ peaceful DUOlear explo810Jl (Pill) vhieb t.act 

many to draw the conclusion tb~t "tor years lndta bas been 

q,u.ietly but ateadil.J movin& toval'4a 1Atro4uc1D& n\J.Clear 

veaptms 1ft to ber arsenala"• 1 911• writer eona14era ·tbe 

19?l.t explosion aa an event or transcendental importaa:a. 

Accol'dinc to b1m, 0 it bre~ebed. tbe valls ot the nuclear 

club end once aga1o ra1se4 tbe spectre of the .ltb co.mtry 
a problem•. 

<aray , ., rr• 

1. 'r .J .• rrarurL and Mlehael L. Mo041e, "Nuclear Politic• 1n 
I Ind1a," §sa&!!Ju Vol. n (Hay-June 1917) •. p. 111. 

a. w1111 .. · u sptein~ fB' leW CbMt1 !faslef f1'211U£!tcien 
E.f gg ¥s;mtm• ew York, 19 . . , p. 28 • 
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Tbe Indian aaaert1oD that the esploaioD. waa notb1DI 

more tban a test c-onceived and condurte4 esehlei•fltlY for 

peaceful purposeal bae bGen questloned by evea an authority· 

lib 0.01"&• Queater wbo believes that tbe .PNE was only "• 

label tor eat amolmted to a weapons programme, raaklrla a 

traveaty or the c1YWaa aiUtary diat:lnction wh~Oh j;s 

.reall,y a d.i•••n:Lee to tbe world vide cawte of ai'IU corttJOl'*.-.. 

Jut an lnt:U.m a.ueleer es,ert saea 1t 1n a different v1Jw. 

"By earryin& out the PBB amt not ela1mta& any special pr1v1-

leae•, India 1s attempt.SlJi to dentarate tbe special myat1que 

developed aroW'l4 ntte:lear weapons. •' la. otber vol'4a, by 

procl.aimbJI tbe peacet'ul nature of 1te DU.clear esploalon 

India d.etied tbe logic ot NPT, vh1cb refUses to countenance 

any d1st1netioa between peaceful aa.t aUitary nuclear esplo

al.ona, 1n case tber are cortd w::ted by J:t.OD-m.lclear weapon 
6 atatea (INWS). 

fbouah ambi&~ity ab:rou4a the real l.Dd1.an 1ntent1ons, 

IncU.a at1ll stands o:n the aaze policy framework established 

3. Rikbi Jetpal, "Tbe lrld:ten lhtCl8U Explosion, a l!!.\!m!!4·mlll 
Secu·rit;y ~(sp-r'in~.197.7), p. 44. 

a.. George B. Q1.1eater "&ftUitina Post-191lt ltldia to 'the CSQae 

i!f,lf:·=~ef:=nt;e!'\;!~:. w;rs~J:rPP!d;;~!A' 1 _ _ 
5. x. Subrabamanyam, "India' • Nuclear Policy " _irt Onku Marwab ::1= ~=:t.:"cebt~a:~ ·f"W.'~l!e? - ·•·• _ _ 
6. Hedley Bull, "Wider Still and W:l<lart Nuclear Prol1terat1on 

19S0·191S, u lD~IQ!i&QnaJ, rereptc!tiDI (lovember-J))eember 
197;), p.24. 
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atter the expl.Dsion. A decade is pasairls since India shoved 

to \be world ita capab111ty to fabricate and explode a Dll

olear 4ev1ce us1,ft8 the implosion techRique. Thoucb, there 

are occasional reports tbat India is shovq interest 1ft the 

'backend• of nuclear tuel .Uke 41•ert1ng the spent nuclear 

tu.el ratber tben so:lna tor • tront en4' method.a like m1n1n&, 

proceaa1na and tabricatin& its own uranium tuel eleDenta7 

tbere 1a llO substantial p\1bl1sbed &'Via.ence that India bas 

any operational nuclear weapons capability. S At the otftc1&1 

level too Mra.Gandbi' s Govemmmt baa c.teclare4 tb&t IncJ.1a 

will not prod~ee nucl.Ger weapons even if Pakistan does so. 9 

Bove'ter, tbe proepeets of India takin& a leadins role 

1n nuclear prolireratioD ill South .Asia cannot be outrightly, 

ruled out v1tb the emeraence ot new power equations and 

atrateg1c contiauvations to the sabcontinent. Widely 

publ1c1ae4 1nte111senoe reports ot tbe closeness ot the 

Pakistani military reaime to the acquisition or nuclear 

explosives or veapon capability combined with very 4eep 

concerns over the stratesic co.rutection between th1a 4evelop

ment and the F•16a obtained trom the u.s. bave strengthened 

1. Jft.!h1!J&Si9n fagt, 20 February 1983. 

8. tticbard P.Cron1n, "Prospects tor lfllCle&r Prol1f'erat1on 
1n South Asia, n BMM! •• , iasr:aa), (Autumn, 198ll), p.6oo. 

9• See Report on Mra. Gandb1•s Press Conference t.n Athens, 
, tim!! gt .,.GiL 24 September 1983. 



tbe trends 1n lndia·workina aaainst self-imposed and, to 

aome extent, e•ternally 1nduee4 .restraint w1tb respect to 

nuolea~ ezplotions. 10 fbe ;rocee41ns analysis is pur

ported to focus on India• s nuclear options, a1ven 1ts 

1mpre.es1ve tecbnoloi1Cal capabilitiea and e~er1enoe am 
national security 1mperat1~es. 

Ever since the non-prolif'eration regime was eatabl1• 

abed a major plal'lk or tbe lftd tan nuclear stratesr waa to 

pinpoint tbe lacunae of tbe regime and its colonial over

tones. India,. tbua took the lead. autQng tbe 'third World 

countries 1D at tacking the restme. on account ot its tecmo

logtcal capabilit!es and political convictions. 

fbe Indian case against the regime 1s primarily 

bnsod on the reasona tbat it obatruetsl (a) political iatle

pend.ence, (b) technoloiical. aelt-relianoe, and (c) economic 

development a~d. hinders keeping open its strategic options. 

Prom the very be&ilmiDa tbe Indiu position on nucl.ear

satesuards based. on unequal treaty ayatems, was a collVinc• 

irls one that it would reinforce the alrea47 unequal inter

national aystem and d1v1de tbe vorld into nucl.ear 'baves• 

and • bave nota•. 'R1kb1 Ja1pal, India• a former Permanent 

10• N.aam, "India• a Nuclear Policy: A Case Stu.dy 1n tbe 
FloJfa and Futility ot Non-Prol1terat1on," IDS-l .. iQyrna)., 
Vol. XIV (April-June 1982), P• "8. · 
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Representative to the ualte4 Nations stated India's case 

asamst tbe non-prou.rere.tion reair.net "It 1s tbe nuclear 

Brabm1.ns wbo ad:vocat.e the maiate.nance ot the purity or 

tbeir use at tbe expense or the lesser breed. It ia they 

vbc preach that the otber states should be required to 

place all their nuclear tae1l:l.t1el and reactors under 

strict international sateau.atds and sbould not be allowed 

to conduct PNEs, while they themselves remain tree to 

manufacture n\lelear weapons, conduct tests, and develop 

reactor technologies. u11 

. !he position ts elsa:r; ln41a will not subscribe to 

the view or the nuclear weapon states (NWS) that nuclear 

weapons are sate in tbeir bands and are meant for deterr

ence, while the teebnoloat• s spread in. tbe form ot pover 

rea.ctor.s will enable mn;s to so ror nuclear weapons. !be 

notion that soine states are inherently more responsible 

than others io onaeeeptable to lnd,ia. 12 

India• e position is all the more precarious ae its 

Duclear cap.ab1l1t1ea bave reacbed a atese when a take oU 

1e poss1ble in tbe civ111tm aect.or as well aa 1D tbe 

military application ot the teebllolo,gy. Bence India could 

not earee to an international f"e&ime ldliob would obstruct 

11. B1kbi Ja1pal., n.3., p.lt-7. 

12. Did.,· 
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tbe coWttry developing ita own national capabilltie,a 1n the 

tield. "The tea.sibiUty ot tbe nuclear lawa formulated b;r 

certain couatr1ea b.T 'Virt'le ot tbe1r possesatcn of nt10:t.ar 

weapons and to make use tully tbe tecbftolo&1cal benefits 

accrued trom the nuclear tecbnology, While prevent in& otbe r 

countries wbicb are vitbin the teebnolog from aaptrilta. it, 

1s of course uaacceptable to India." 13 
. . . 

India's disarmament position is tbua, a wider one. 

It calls tor a total tree• on all nuclear weapons produetton 

and eventual .. d1aband1n.s of tbe weapcms trorn tbe earth. In 

aucb a state, all nuclear tae1llt1.ea 1n tbe world would 

beeome peaettl\11 ccnd the NWS wou.ld not have any reason or 

pretext tor not a.cceptin& tl'le she aystem of international 

aategutU"da whieb they ·seek to impose on NNWS like lncU.a 1n 

relation even to their peacetul, civillan nuclear eneray 

programmes. 1lt 

India cannot accept a syatem or international sate

cuar4s m t.be field or nuclear eneray, wh1Cb are not applle

able to a few states Just becauee they chose to bend nuclear 

eneray to wea,Pona purpose a be tore the cut ott date prescrt bed 

in the N.P'l ... 1st Jaouar:r 1967. If tbe BP.f position 1s 

recognised, it would be tantamo1mt to accepting the notion 

13• Subrabaman.yam, n. S, p. 12S· 

14. M. Jtugotra, "Prevention of Nuclear war," Addre§g at tcb! 
u r!: J!"frnal esmre repea ·ier I fmii:K I Ritvmament 98lJ!R!.a&n 
(New De 1) • 2 August 19 • . 
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tbat tbe nuclear weapons fabricated by an earlier group do 

have a lite alvin& or peace ma.ld.lli qll&Uty in tbem. 1$ In 

the lrldlan view nuclear exelt.ta1v1ty is tantamount to nuclear 

anarehy O!l the part ·of e few nuclear weapon powers. By 

82e~QPting the MWi from any scrut1ay or control the syetem is 
. .. . 16 

in tact promotillg tb$ nuclear arms race. According to 

India, inequity in the nuclear field wctlld legitimise the 

nuclear weapons of 'tbe b1& powers tbere'b;v threatening tbG 

tabltic ot international Justice. !be position clamours for 

:reforms in the hierarcbieal atrlleture or international system. 

India• a ppposition to the :OOD-J)r011teration regime is 

also in consonaace v1t.b 1t.s Ron-Al1gne4 posture ot treating 

tbe ma~or issu.ea on merit while not yielding to tbe wb:lma 
.. 

and. fancies of the super powers. Tbe Son-Aligned. toreip 

policy posture demands greater autonomy 1n decision malting 

and laraer natitlnal tac111t1es so tbat dependency state can 

be redueect coruti4erabl7' it not totally· eliminated. !bis 

4cea not preclude cooperation vh1ch 18 mutually advantageous 

and without atrlnsa attached. to it. Brsnce in tbe mtelear 

t1el4• areater autonomy d.emanda mo:ue freedom in decision 

mald.u.g and wider international cooperation espeeie.lly in 

areas of teebnioal knowhow and s-.tpply ot scarce mater1al8., 

Accepting the nuclear satesuards completely would tbus, 

1~. 112!4· 
'16. lW· 



entail permanent dapen4emy wbieb may atreet pol1cy stances 

on crucial international issues atteei11'l& tbe interests of 

one su.per pove r or tbe other. 

The economic .rationale is all tbe more eonv1ne1ng. 

!bough the PNB benefit• are yet to be barnessed on a Vider 

acaJ.e throuabout the world, ladle hopes to ma.ke use o£ tbis 

technoloay in the future tor its e~o.nomic do't'elopment. 

Il'ldia does not aecept tba Western logic that it 1& JlOSeible 

to have .PNEs tor the NWa that are parties to tbe llPf. 

India bolda the view that it there is no such thin& a• PIE, 

then the attvance4 industrialised atates themselves ahoUl4 

denounce it tiret and stop conducting such explosions. 17 

Another apparent reason tor tbe Indian reJection or 

the non-prolit'eration regs.me iS the debilitating ettect ot 

the regilDa' s rules and resu.lations on t11e economic srowtb 

of' tbe developiftl countries. !b1s conviction 1s based on 

t.he tact that nucl.ear ener&Y is increasingly- becom.1Dg a 

maJor sotu'Ce o.t ~ower aoneratton. A country like India, 

wb1eh spends a maJor chunk of 1te foreign exchange on the 

import of oi.l, nu.clear technology would be a welcome alter

native souree ot energy. 

L1Dke4 vitb all these reasoning is the fundamental 

postulate or tbe fDdian foreign policy, i.e. to eselu:1e 

---------------------------
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economic imperialism in all manifestations. aestructur.lng 

the otttmoded alo'bal economic relatioas is one· ot the lnt11an 

demands in all major world torQm8 on mon91 and economy aa 

well as at tbe United Nations and lon-AJJ.gne4 meet1nas. Tbe 

decision to oppose tbe recime bas ita strons nat1onal1at1c 

implications too. It f'orest&ll•d 6DJ international control 

on Iftdia' s tuture nuclear weapons buildina option. treaty 

hurdles ~auld bave made tbe option very difficult i.f not 

impossible. 

Of late there has been intensive debate in India Oft 

wnetber the eotAntry should so for a nuclear weapons option 

in view ot reports that ~ak1stan has acquired the reprocess

ing capability and: marebirtg towards buildin& a nuclear wea

pons programme. Ia taet tne debate can be perceived as an 

ongoing one since tbe Cbineae nu.clear e~plosion 1n 196lt. 

Atter tbe Pakistani plans were re<tealed by Weatern aa well 

aa independent sources, there 1a ·a aeneral agreement e.mona 
the ladian elite exceptini an 1n!1nitaslmal Jld.nority tbat 

in tbe e<tent o~ Pakiatt'Jtl aoqu.irin& nt.10lear capability, 

India will have no choice ctber tbsn baildina a nuclear 

deterrent. 18 

Tbus one ean see Pakiatan as tbe rocal point in 

c\lrrent debates on tbe issue. Besides tbe Pakistani factor 

18. Krisban Kant, "Sbould India Go liuclear?" ll>SA JsUmJl:, 
Vol. XIV (J enuary-Mareh 1982) ,. P• 308. 



otber issues are aJ.so put torward by tbe pro-bomb lobby 

oYer \be ;years ror bu1141ng a powerful nuclear toree. 

'lbe main arsumenta are aenerally base4 em the elite• s 

perceptions of le<!l.lJ'ity tbreata, &lobal and resional 

atrateaic environment, political am economic advantages 

tbat the nuclear weapons would. bring and the role, status 

and. power that India could play in the internati.onal system. 

India• s tmmediate strategic concerns are from Pak1atan 

and .Cbina, tbougb tbe super power ri'fal.ry 1il t·he lnd1tt.n Ocean 

1s also eonceiYed as a threat ot late. The threat p$reept1on . 

about Pakistan ia 'based on an intricate set o! fears which 

are historical and deep rooted 1n the Indian psyche. BeYina 

tQu&ht tbree •~or wars witb Pakistan, India would naturally 

"Viev with suapecicn any moves by that coamtr,. to sequire new 

wea,Pons, new teet4lology and new friendships -with otber 

countries. After tbe 1971 war the power equation in the sub

eontinent has chtin&ed. considerably in favour o£ India witb 

1ts massive geoarapbical size, .t'ov told conventional strength 

and a raat ~eveloping technological end industrial iatrastru

otura compared to Pak.1stan. Growi.ng concern that Pekistan 

is cetcbin& up with India with the acquisition ot sophist!· 

cated weapons end delivery aystoms rrom tbe United. States and 

Cbina, has increased apprehensions that unless India makes 

inanediate dee is ions, ita atratea1e superior! ty will be 



CbaUenged 1n the aear tut~otre. An Indian pro-bomb lobbyist 

bas commented ·that Pakistan tbat waa 20 years be hind lndia 

in 1971-72, bai aalloped to a point Where it is five· years 

beb1nd ln41a and. is abou.t to ae.bieve a nuclear weapon 

buil4Sn& capability. 19 

lJl tbe clobal atrateaic aliglll1l9nts too, Pakistan is 

becom1na u important· actor ever aince the Ushanistan 

cr1a1s ata.rted in ·19?9· fbe .Mahan cri.si.e aa-.e Pakistan a 

new role 1n the us efforts towards bu1141ng atratesic 

au.periority 1n tbe res1on. tbe Pakistani military regime 

has also ShOwn 1aol1nat1on towa:rds beoomiQg a frontline 

state againat the SOviet penetration turtber 4e·ep 1n the 

Gult atd West Aaia. fbe Indian eonoem in tb1s regard is 

tbat Pakistan may becoma the next oand:14a.te tor selective 

nuclear proliferation as 1n the case of Israel and Soutb 

Africa by tbe Weate.rn powers. 20 

A situation ot nuelear aaymmet17 1n the eub-eontinent 

in .ravour of Pakistan would be ttntbi.nkable for India which 

would neutrall.ae tbe kind or eon:veationel superiority Ind1a 

mi&bt bope to en~oy by early ,rd.net1es. 21 It would also 

atve Pakistan an opportunity to arab tbe disputed Kashmir 

territory by bold in& out A nuclear threat. "Tbe impact of 

19. Ibid•, P• 30?. 

20. U.S.BaJJ>&1,. 84., Jl'!1if'.! SBft£1tvt The Pglitiso:StraJ;egi£ 
Jr!Jirgnment (Hew Delb., 19 · , p;,s: 

21. Ibid. 1 l>• 77 • 



sucb a tbreat on the Indian population especially or 
Pun3ab and tbe Armed Forces ean be well torseen as tbat 

o.t cont:lnUel tear and rnorale lostas"• 22 

Pakistan• s newl7 acquired conventional clout is 

viewed by India witb auspioton. Pakistan's argument tor 

armina - to face the Soviet threat from Uabanistan- 1e 

less eonvincin& tor Incl:la. India tears. t.bat ttl newly 

acquin4 F-16 deep penetration f1&hter bombers could be. 

modified as delivery aii'Cratt~t for nuclear weapons. 

The China factor ia anotber major arsument tor the 

pro-bomb l0bb7• TboQ&ll there is a teelina tbat China• 1 

nl.lclear mi&ht is leas dqerous for India tban that of 

.Pakistan, the 1962 war an4 tbe psyeboloaical effects 1t 

created 1ft the Indten mind loom larce 1n the threat pereep. 

tion of any Indian an~at or pol1CJ Gaker. Cbina• s attain

ment of tbe ICBM capability s1&n1tie a tb.e tact that nov 1t e 

nuclear vea.vons ean reeeb any ma~or MGrtb lrtd1an.JC1ty. 

Cb1na is also aap1.r1ng to sch1ev e a blue water navy with 

the eapab111ty ot Submeriue Launched Bell1st1o M1aa1J.ea 

(SLBMs), extending ita naval presenae to Indian ocean end 

the Pacific. Moreover, China has already deployed lRBMa 

and MRats at lfasebu in tbe Tibet region taraetted towards 

the soviet Onion. With any ebanae in tbe Obinese perception 

tbey can be swuna around. to vital Indian tarcete. 23 

22. 1b&a~, ~p-17-18. 

2J. ltrisbankant, n.18, p.323. 



A Wettern analyst wrote tbat India• s Armed Forces, 

with its current mo4em1aat1on proarammes, will become tbe 

second most powerful in Eastern Asia aRer the soviet 

Union. "'ndia' a armed superiority over Cbina comes partly 

from beiOi a aenerat1on ataead in science and tecbnology, 

iJ:leluctirJ& metalllll'"&7, • accor41n& to b111. 21+ With e atroaa 
conventional force capability aup~Jorted by a m1n1mwll uucl.Gar 

deterrent to be 'built India can taoe 811.1 pos~ible Chinese 

tbreat. T.be Cb1nese threat will not subsid~~<~ until tbe 

te.rr1tor1al cU.apute 1s emieably settled. 

Yet enotber coneem of Incu.a 1a the super ;pover 

ri val.J7 in the Indian OCean and the arovtn& Indian ooncem 

to p:roteot ita maritime 1ntere9ta. Aa1' developnenta m the 

Indian ocean would atfeot the security spectrum ot India as 

in the past all colonial COBque eta ot tbe subcontinent came 

tbroqh tbe ocean. lueleansation o.f the ocean is all tbe 

more tbreatenina to tbe maritime security of the country 

as to protect tbe 3000 mile lona eoast line would be a haz

ardous task. SLBMs, both me41um range and intermediate range 

can reacb most of tbe InUan territory U a nuclear power 

tums aaa1nat Iadia. an4 dec1tl.e a on aW'b a course. 

21h Busse. 1 warren aowe, •tn41a' s Armed Force st &n Outsider' a 
Asseaament of Growth," De S\a&eaan (lfev Del.b1), 
2S April; 1983. . 



luclear wea~e capat>il1t1, it is ara\.ted, would 

gi'Gatly ellhmce atrateaia u.ton.omy pro'914iq In41a vitb a 

vide!" Rft&e ot 41plomat1e eboJ.c••• a; The queation of 

Ir.uU.a' a role and otfltua 1n the present intemat:lonal ayatem 

would loom lal'&• in tiDJ' decision .to ao for a ntac lear weapons 

option. Should India Witb it1 cont1Mntal sl88, larae pop\\• 

lation anct •••t resources resaiD aa tm ob3eet power Sa the 

international system or ahould Inclia cane out a poa1.t1on of 

Its ova 1n the r•aional as wll aa alobal power at~uetute? 

"Should In41a plaee 1t•lt 1a tbe pos1t1on ot Pald.aten, 

Bql.&delb an4 In<loneala end determs.ne ita role?•26 

India• a z-ole u a m14dle power baa bee.n recopised. 

1A the teat el'ter the B~m&ladesb var ot 19'/1. But at1U 

\be aenera:l 1mpre salOD about India 1a tbat ot a "pr1m1t1w, 

hopeleaal.T poor and 4ependeat a1at•. 21 hol.ear veapo11s 

vo\tld ebanae the alobal new oc lnt11a as bappene4 in tbe 

oe.se of Clltna. 

one ot the most iiiJIC)rtarrt postulates ot India• s 

tore1an pollcy 1e to keep tbe Soutb Asian 1"8&1oD ott t10m 

a; •. Bray: and Moo41e, n.1, p.112. 

26. lnaben Eant1 n.18, p. 320. 

21• RiChard I• .Betts, •India, Pakistan and Iran," 1n 
Jon}'h A. tager, ed., &om~:&&:!ftlke !Dd U~;ri•E21!Kn 
bM.U (Walhin&ton, 19 ) , ~· 1 • 



outside SDterterence. fhe In41en position is tbat tbe 

maneaem81'lt ot tbe affairs of tbe resion should be the 

responsibility ot tbe powers or the resion w1tbout outside 

intenention. 28 flle cre41b111t.y of tbis postQre can be 

preserved. only wben India atta1as a nuclear deterrent 

capability and to be able to assure tbl security ot the 

reaj.ott rrom any external tbreets. lt eou.lcl be further 

argu.ed that India's traditional role as· tbe 'syltem 

builder• m the reaion would be attenstbenett w1tb tbe 

acquisition ot nu.clear wapons oapab1Ut;r. A nuclear1ft4 

India aceord:lna to an Mr1can expert, is an India vith 

addit.1onal credentials to belp control the destiny or 
'Soutb Aaia as a whole•. 29 luolear clout also ~ou.ld help 

lnd.ia to atJ"engtben tbe Non•Al1aned movement. ttAa a nuclear 

power, India would tor tbe first time be in a position to 

t\Ulctlon as a truly Hon-AU&ned state as she would no lDnaer 

be dependent on eitber of tbe SQper powers for the major 

part of ber .retaliatot'Y' eapabil1tyn.lO In tact, a large 

a umber ot lon-AUcne4 and deve loptna countries velcoaact tbe 

191lt. explosion as "a tecmolo& ic:al ecb1evomen t demonstrating 

28. Balde• Raj lia;rar, Am!EH!fl QeQQOlS:Slgs .IDd, .. lndi! (lew 
D& lhl, 1916). p. 02. 

29. Ali A. Mazur1, ·"Atriea' a Due lear Future, • Ssaiyal 
(Mtn.'Ob-April 1980), P•77• 

JO. Ra'ti Kaul, lll!J~a• a ltDJiea&e SJ?!sS:a (.Ulahabad, 19691 
P..192· 
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tba~r~t~en a de'Velopin& country could acq~1re tb• knovbow 
~.n . 

to :a~~cceaatall:; accOJ.Ii)l.isb tb.e aopbist1oate4 task ot 
.~ r 

e.P~';dia& an underarou.n4 rtQeleaJI' device, whieb bad tor a 

4.o.J;. bee the exclusive preserve of the areat poW&rs". 31 
Ni 

l,\ -rbe focal point ot tbe pro-bomb taction in tbe 

In~ i· elite 1a . t.bat unless Ia41a dew lops 1 ta own atra-. r 

e capability tb.e aap between 1te polley posture ant 

t .'
1 

real implementation wou.l4 wid.ea over tbe eotd.l'l& years. 
'.!!i 

,/,'~ev RaJ B:etyar, an ana~at ot ln41aa toreqn po11o;r1 

b~s1d.era tbat ttn"olear abat1Jlence wo\114 m~e Inc.U,a•a 

aurv ival llosteae to torejsn powara, 1t would court tal~re 

1n tba endeavour to aebS..Ye India• s lona bel~ aepiratit:m 

to be an independent eentre ot power. It VO\lld also lead 

to nu.c lear t Snlar:ultaatke"•l2 

over tb• years Indian poUcy aftken have been 

at.temptm& to •eke the country• • voice telt 1n the :!nter

aational scene, mainly tbroqb the United Nations, the 

llon·AU&netS and tl«t Comon•alb'b t·orums. Tbeae ett·orta : 

bave l'eachet\ a new staae witb Icells assumtna tbe cbail."

manablp or the Bon-Ali&n.ed moveaumt in 1983 tor a period 

ot three years. 

Epstein, n. 2, p.aa8. 
Baldw RaJ Bayar "Re&ional .Power 1n A Mu.ltipol.ar 
World, u 1D JobD ft. Me Uor ·•. d. 1 4Ds!1m A, B&tigg. laM let 
fmr (Sew Delhi, 1981), p.11Y• . 



There bas also been a tencteney on tbe part of lrl41a 

to pla7 a rebe lliou.a role especially 1D Jlu.C lear pol1.t1es 

'but in otber areas of arms control and disarmament neaot1a

t ions, India baa taken a moderate role. Oftel\ vi th a mora

little fervour, 1naia vo1ces ita con.eem over the eacalat

ina arms race anc1 demands total freeze and a ban on nuclear 

weapons. However, the Indian position on disarmament has 

never received. a v14er appreetation in the super power arms 

neaotiat:tona clue to the lack ot force behind it. •with the 

arave 1m'balanoe between tbe diplomatic intluence India 

eouabt an4 tbe eapabil1ties 1t possessed, ita claim to a 

au.bJeet role could not but arouse resentment and bostility 

in tboae whose own power and intluenee would. aa a consequence 

.,_ adve:rsel,y aftected".ll 

Tbe Cb1ne•e ~clear elout is often. quoted aa an 

example of bov m.1c1eu weaponat make a nation prominent in 

bt.emational. ~olitlcs. When. China starte4 its weapons 

proaramme ita per capita income waa less tbe.n what India bas 

nov. !he mclear veapoaa, undoubtedly s•• China a new role 

aDd atatus 1a international politics aa a great power. Its 

:role in ·~the Asian continent al'ld tbe world has inoreaaed 

•tead 1lT and tbe Un1te4 States, a traditional foe ot tbe 

33. Kayar, nA World Rolan Tbe Dialeet1os of Pu.rpose tm4 
Pover, tt· ,.bid, , p.1JJ. 



Peo,Ples Republic ot Chma bas to mead ita d1tte:renees w1tb 

.it to aain ita suppo.rt against the Soviet. Union. Aoco~ma 

to a pro-bomb writer 1t nuclear weapons bave aiven China a 

atrat•&ic autonomy, the same India coald also aspire tor. 

ttebma was bebi~ Ind 1& in mtc lear tecbnolo&y ill tbe very 

beginnina of ita programme and also still l'&s bebiftd in 

tile c1vUian nuclear proar~. B&t it bas surpassed India 

11\ nuclear weapon teobnoloiY and 1\ was witb tbis ad•ance 

it. made its debut in international affairs vben lizol\ had 

to say that China with a population ot 800 million and tbe 

ruaolear veap)n& could not be ignored. ,.Jlt. 

Durin& the put tew yeara India bas increased cans1der

ebly 1ts conventional stronatb by takirt& an ect1ve cletence 

posture to ,protect tts v.ital tePr1tor1al and other interosta. 

In41& now possesses the world' a tourtb J.arceat armed rorce 
.· . . . lS and third. laJ"'est afm7• l\ bas been arau.ed that a nuclear 

weapon toroe would n&lee reliance on eon'Vent1onal forces and 

tbereby defence expendi.tu.re could be reduced. 36 It i.s also 

maintained tbat with the in:troduction ot an element or nalclear 

deterrence into In41u atrategy, expend.1.ture on lal"&e conven

tional roroea could ).)e reduced a1nee the risks would be too 

~. Krishan Kant, n. 23. 

3;. Betta, n.21, pp.1~SS. 

36. Kr1sban Kant, n. 26. 



sreat tor any aaaressor wbo persisted 1n conventional 

forms ot attack. 37 

· !'he posae sa ion of a min1mwa deterrent b7' India, it 

:la argued, would aore tban matcb Pakistani maclear threat 

because ot tbe aeosraptdcal advantaaea that lie w1tb India. 

In Pakutan• e cue, the strateaic taraets - lalamabl4 and 

Karachi - are witb1D easy bomber rBDSe, whereas for 

.Pakiattm1 bombers tuaeta such aa »elb1 and Bombay voula 

"be d1tt.1cult to reach ao lon& aa tbe present limitations 

or del1ve17 systems eontmue., JB 

tt.Anotbe:r advantaae. ot counterin& the Pakistani threat 

vitb u Indian deterrent wou.ld be that the tactical use or 
the nuclear bomb would be virtual]~' 1'\tled out so loDS as 

botb aides posaeased ol'llT a l:lmited ~r of bombs, and 1t 

tbat were •o, India• a conventional super1or.1t,- - even 1t 

only mara:tnal - wou.14 still exert ita own Wluence on tbe 

l:J.&ttlet1eld. Thus both 1n nu.olear ard strategic confronta

tion India would retain tbe atrateaio 14vanoeae "• 39 

1'be Indian 4etertent would also add considerably in 

ll'141a' a bar.ga1n1ng power Yla·a-via Ch1Da and Pakistan 

37. »• som Dutt1 "India and tile Bomb," M!lQl!i Panra, a. 30, 
(November 1 1966), p. 3. 

D.K. Pallt and P.K.s. &amboodiri1 Jtekl;aty! s .Jalamlc 
iall (Hew Delhi, 19'19), pp .. 1lt-1.1t2. 

39. lia4• • p.1lt-2. 
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especially on territorial disputea. Any negotiated settle• 

sent of the Akeai Chin and Itasbmir 1&St1ea coul4 1)e expedited 

•• India'~ posse aute4 the necessary clout to bargain ttom a 

position of atrenatb. 

t'be 191.._ explosion clearly showed that India has 

already mastered tbe necessary teemcloay for destaninl. 

fabr1eat1n& an4 explodibi a nQclear device • . may be ot tbe 

Birosbima type. As thete were no ff.lrtber experiments, ·it 

ta not pred1etal>le tba txact natute ot tbe teehnoloay tbe 

1n41&n at0114c scientist• nov poaaeas. Appre"iable level• 

of modernisation have taken place iD the conventional tield 

an4 many of tbe canventional del1veq vehicles could be 

conYerted tor the nuclear weapon purpose. !be Jft&uar, 

MIG 23, MIG 21 and M!raat 2000 tt&l;lter aircraftf, India 

bas already aoqo.1re4 an4 1n tbe process of acquiring,. are 

all deep penetrable atrcrettpt vbicb could be con'ferte4 

as nuclear deliver,- ~Systems 1t ln41a dee14es eo. Recent 

reports 1Dl1cate that missile teehnoJ.oar bas made rapid 

stJt14e• 1n lndia. In tbe conventional t1eld modern anti• 

tank m1sa:lles lilt• TOW and Milan have appeared. Also in 

the na•al aide ship to .ship an4 aurtace to air m1ss1lesl1ke 

Crotale, SA 9 antt Super Bawka ha'fe been intro4uee4. a.o 



,, 
ln.41& 1a al.so re.rorte417 developing u a1rleuncb04, 

l\lbsofti.c1 cru.1se m1aa:1le capable ot cur;rin& conventional 

ad nuolear was-bead• cleli&ned to attack command and. controlrt 

eentrea, lbipa and runways. lt-1 Accold1n& to tb1s re~f't 
' 

ln.dia 1a also pl&mttna to develop a around launcbed. vera1on 

of tbe cru1.. m1sa1le to be tired from bea'fl" trt.~cka. !be 

tlr•t verai<tn ot tb1s called Piolotless faraet .Aircrstt (PTA) 

1• expected to ~&in .f]Jcbt t••t• early 198lt anti will be 1n 

tull produ.ct1on 1n 1981. a.a 

Wbate'fer may be tbe veracity of these .reports, it 11 

u umtiaput&bl• :.raot that aopb1sttoate4 m1astle teel'.lnology 

is witbia the r•aoh of lm1a. Another re,POrt in earlr 1983 

said the lrd1an Air Force J&~uara ba'fe aaoceastu.lly tired 

J'rencb ~pp11e4 Hatra R•SSO mac.te mlssUes 1natall.S ·on tbet.r 

oveJ"W1ngs, tbe first countr7 1n tbe 'WOrld to <to so. 43 Tbt 

acqui•1tlon or tbia tecbnoloi7 will ha~e tremendous japart

ance in the oventot lnd1a aoin& totr nwtl.e~ delivery syst•ma. 

Xndia ade a bia leap towu4s tbe 1RBM capebill~y ~ 

Apr111983 When 1t aucnestully l&uncbe4 tbe 1D4Qiae$u,sl7 

Jl&de SLV l ltumeb veld.cle w1 t.b tbe torty kiloarac tlohin1 

41. MES!IP!AA Dfil.i (Wt.ehil'J&ton v.c), 2lt August, 198.3. 

-2. IRHt 
ltl. Patriot (Rev J:telh1), 10 Januart, 1983. 



aatellite 1n io tbe eart.b• s orbit. The seventeen ton SLV 3 

rocket with ita bi&bly sophisticated at.lldance systems bas 

aivea the country tbe capability tor buildin& lRBN~, accord

ins to the Cbairaan ot lrl41an Space aeseareb orsanisation 
/ 

( lSRO) Prot. Setiob Dbawan!ltl+ Some Weaterl't analysts 

auue•ted that tbe fourth stace of tbe rocket a.n4 ita P'J' 

load area could be replaced with a.oo k.Uosram varbead, 

inol.ucU.na a nuclear l>omb it India decides so. ltS 

fbe Indian approach to nuclear weapons over 

the years was tbat tbe:y are evil weapons of mass daatruotion. 

"fbi• imorality of nuclear weapona would make it harder to 

plan - at leaat expl1e1tly or witbout a radical cbanae in 

tbe pbilosopby ot tbe sovemina elite - a atrateSY or reta11 ... 

tation ega.inat popul.ation as opposed to military £orcean.46 

Tbus before joining tb& global nuclear arms race, Ittdian 

4ec1s1on makers will nave to take into account not onq 

questions end issues eoncerni.n& national security, inter

national presti&e and t\attwe, regional primacy or l.eadersbip, 

~. lb! BlDiUl (Madras), 18 .April, 1983. 

a.s. !l!Ji;mt fresJ lal!m~t-!anaJ., Neva Report, 2; OCtober 1983. 

lt6. 
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but al.ao the questions ot morality and tbe Gand:bian herit

age of non-violer~e.~1 
/ 

The areatest polS.tical obstacle will be to put 

nuclear weapons under a doctrine whiCb bas some credibility. 

. A non.u.se doctrine liOuld a1Ye tbe vea,POns no ere41b111t7 • 

while a no tirat use would be more beDe.ticial. Whatner 

may be the uaaae theory attacbed to the weapons aysteil, tbe 

basic idea of havin& a cre41ble nuclear 'Weapon terce would 

be to use 1t aa a deterrent eapable ot tbvartiq any enemy 

attacks as tbe enemy anticipates retaliation 1nstentlJ'. 

Such a deterrent posture require a a aecort4 strike capability. 

whieb a\ the present stqe would be d1tf.1<Halt f:or IruUa to 

attain. 

Change tn the elite role aDd new methods of crisis 

management are required to make the nuclear weapons t1i:. in

to the present m1litaJ7•Civil1an structure. 1'he elite Will 

1'1&\fe to modify tbeir traditional pereeptions of non-violence 

and Should plan and prepare to use the weapons when the 

•xigency call• tor. Hitherto the ;politicians took only 

pol1ey decisions. leaving the actual operational part to 

tbe commanders or armed forces. *Witb ;the itlduct1on or 
nuclear wapons, command struet.ares will bave to be re

atrueturGd to d,efine tbe role ot the actual dec1•1on maker 



an4 the f'1el4 commander as the .implications or escalation 

enct tbo need tor restr1cttnc tbe area f41d magn1tu.4e or 
e'fen tbe smallest conflict& are ao tar reacb1na tbat 

blanket eanctiona e armot be &1 ven to m111tvy commanders 

•• to the cbot.ce or veapona and even ot targets. alta 

(b) &Jte£116• India• s decision to so nuclear may beve rar 

reacb1Q& etteeta 1a the non-proliferation front too.\ !be 

\~/&stem reaction to tbe 191lt teatin& vas bitter and tbat 

followed a new vave ot international nuclear rules Wh1cb 

bampere4 to a areat extent India• a further growth 1n the 

nuclear eneray field. lndia, Jo1n1n& tbe nuclear club 

would. crumble the nuclear non-proliferation repme and may 

lead. to economc and political sanctions. Moreover, it may 

usher in a new prolUeration wave ranaina Pek1-stan, lr&D, 

Soutb Korea and even Japan. 

fbe &rea\est ettect could be on India• .s relations t•, 

with its immediate neighbours. fhe nuclear weapons Will 

not help to redue• tension in tbe subContinent wbicb ie 

already plag\le4 witb internecine wars and territorial 

disputes. It may further auravate tbe Indo-.Pak tensions, 

pu.tt1D& an end to a political settlement of tbe ltasbmir 

problem.. The reaction of Cb1na may not be the same as tbat 



ot 191\ as there ta a marked chance 1n tbe Chinese nuclear 

policy in recent years. 

lfitb nuclear weapons 1n ban4 ln41a will enter into 

a· ne-w era of nuclear · &l'll8 race witb Cb1na and Pakistan. 

fo reecb parity v1th Cb1Da, vbicb 1a already twenty para 

ahead or India in the· weapon technology, would be a tough 

task. Tb&s lnd1a will have to race tbe realpolitik or 
etrategi.c saming when wlnerab111ty of its nuclear facili

ties to--: pre-emptive strikes by the enemy is quite bi&b at 

least at tbe early stase• 

fbe economic et.fects may not be a big c·onstramt as 

near]3 as one per oent of tho GNP could be d.i"ferted to tor 

nuclear weapons 1n addition to tbe three to tour per cent 

already expen41!ls on d.etence. But the uae of nucl.ear 

weapons in the possible conflj.ct with fa.kistan end. Cbina 

are questiODable as the seograpbical feaQJ"e ot tbe borders 

make tbem less edvantapous ooapared to eonvent1.onal toreea. 

fbe terrains ot tbe Himalaye.s woultl make atomic use ill tbe 

border clash less ertective while an attaek deep inside the 

enemy's territory would entail more expenditure wbicb would 

attect the plaa allocations for developm.Pntal activities. 

"What is less 4i!£1cult to predict 18 tbat onoe ln.41a goes 

nuclear. it would be under continuoul pressure to keep pace 

with technological chqe, thus climbing to ever bi&mr 

thresholds of' nuclear weaponry. "lt9 
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(c) ZISD&S!l• ln tbe tecbnieal t:S.eld also Iltd1a v1.ll baft 

to mate ra41cal otusnaes tor a4opt1na to tbe nu.alear weapons 

._... &leeti'Onte revolution bas m84e· the control ot nttelear 

weapons more intricate. The eo&and,, control and comrmm1ea

t1on (C3) of con'Veational toreea need considerable modem1sa

t1on tor use in at0111c WU"tare. Inti in v1ll also taoe burdle a 

in <1el1ver7 a;atem aa teetifl& and deployment ot nuclee.r 

milsile.s would: take more time tben otber 4el.1very systeaa. 

Hot only tbts, the Indian u:~oJ-ienee in tabrtcatSns and 

explodini a pl.'ltoni• t.HVice bas ita own l1m1tatSons. 

•tnctia' s iHE vaa a rtasion rather tban a tbe.raoruaoleu- device, 

and nlat:tvely aall yield plutonium weapons vould be unl1ke1y. 

to present a credible <letorren t aaainst mesaton.naae thermo

nuclear weapona".so 

fh• decision to nuclea:r:tae will pose a more important 

q~.te at1on. Wb•tbe~ the liltS tan detern,nt would prov14e -tbe 

countrr· ,protection naa1nat au.clee.r 'blaCkmail or SUJer power 

tbreat.t · AocordfD& to eo enalysia •reaardless ot all ita 

ertorto tbe lad ian deterrent 'Will. be aecond e lase. It vlll 

be viable ~ainst Pakistan and otbor small nuclear po-.rs 

that miabt emerae by the 19901• aay Iraft or bdoneaia. It 

may or •ay not be vi,&ble against Cbiaa, but will be l'lot 

tbr eat at all to 'be u. 8. and. the Soviet tlrlion. uS 1 

SO. ~ :Sray. and. Mo6d1e, n.1t p.11S. 

,,. Bbabani, n.a.1, p.8S. 
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!raining or t1eld commanders in atomic warfare 

eould be Another constraint. Bitbef"to tne sol.d1er bas been 

trained in tbe conventional varf ere wbile a tomie weapons 

will rad1eall.7 cbl nge tbe mo4e ot combat. Moreover, comba

tants, along with, c:1vil1ans bave to be t:raine4 ·1n c1•1.1 

detenee methods tboush no efteottve and ifter(peasive civil 
' ' 

defence methOds exist currently. Finally, command and 

control ot nuclear wea~ns might lead to c1v1li.an vs. 

military e.s well as inter-service conntets. 



Chapter lll 

PAKlSTAB'S NUCUt.AR OPTIONt COMPULSlOllS AND 

CONSf'RADlTS 

Paltlstan, aecordf.D& to general mnsery ls tbe next. 

prime ean41date to the nu.c.lear elub, 1 tbia impra as ion 11 

based on tbe pro 3ecte4 n\lClear ambitions of tbat country 

and tbe controversial nature ot its nuclear power programme. 

AecorcU.ng to one writer, tbotl&b, Pakistan baa per1ot11eally 

announced emb1t1oua plans for civilian nuclear power 

prograames, its strateSY seems to ctety lo&1cal analysis 

exeept for a presumed uplosive programme. 2 It ia erped 

that. tbe.re was no reasonable requirement tor tbe larae 

capae:lt7 npFoeessina tacility such as tbe one Pakistan 

wanted to build at Chasma, a1ven tbe existence of oftll" tbe 

amall bee.vy water reactor at Karacb1. 3 •Likewise, Peki&tan 

had. no need u.t all tor en enrichment capability, at least 

until Pakistan .aol1c1te4 bids tor the lisbt water reeetor 

to be located at Chasma. Pakistan bad Juat1tie4 . tbe re
processin& taetlit7 on tbe basis of an ambitious and wbolll' 

unrealizable pro&ramme ot ad.din& one heavy wate~ reactor 

per year into the 1990s ... »+ 

1 • .Ubok Kapur, •Buclearialrl& Pak1atem Some Jiypotheaes," 
A.fiM @»E!ez:, Vo1.6 (May "1980), p.49S. 

2. R1cbaz-4 p. Cron1n1 .... "Prospects ot Nuclear Prol1terat1. on 
in soutb Aaiat • 1!!!11~ ,B.a•1i Journal (Autumn, 1983),p.60l. 

3· lbH• 
a.. nu... P• 601+. 
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Pakistan' a nuclear ambivalence bas often led to 

apeeulations by the Wtatern me41a. and intelligence aources 

ort the eaaot nature ot 1ta weapons proaramme. It is still 

qolea.r as to what level Pakistan bas reacbed 1n the tabri

cation and teatin& of a nuclear bomb. There baa been oeea

s1onal reports tbet Paktatan baa made mueb headway 1n the 

two routes ot weapoa me.kin& - the plutonium and e~iched 

. uraniura. routes - ueina ita own tac1l.:lt1es as well as tbrou,sb 

clan4tat1De means. lt was reported 1ft 1980 tbat the Karachi 

lhtelear Pover Plant (K.AlflJl'fP) bas produced about ?lt. k11oarems 

ot separable ·plutonium ennuall7 for au years till 1980. S 

A tHew Scientist• report published in December 1982, boveYer, 

•aid. Pakistan must bave produced Up to 20 k1losram of weapons 

arade plutoftiWD at the KRmP..P reactor. 6 ln tbe van ot tbeae 

report a on the storaae or weapons ara4e plutonium, the 

t St~tea1c Bune7' wrote tbat 4u.rtna 1982-83 period Pakistan 

continued its attempt to obtain essential. components tor a 

nuclear weapon. of an implosion type.? 

Side by e14e w1tb stor1Ag .its own weapona arade 

plt.ttord.ua, Pakistan tried: also to acquin uranium trom other 

couatnea. • • News Week• report.. published in December 1982 

s. Arun Itumar, "Pakistan• s Quest tor Nu.clear Leadership," 
PTI I)U!tere, 9 Bovember 1980. 

6. Quoted in %&mss gt !Mitt 1S December 1982. 

7. Quoted in %at• ot ,1n41~, 18 Hay 1983. 
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qllOtiDc .American 1ntell1sence sourcee sa14 tbat Cbina ha4 

slipped to Pakistan botb raw uranium and. blueprints fOr 

1:ni1141»a a nuclear bomb. 8 This enabled Pakistan to 10 tor 

a weapons programme w1tbout a teat explosion w.bicb would 

b.a'fe resultedJlne withdrawal of u.s. aS4 to tba\ eountr,y. 9 

In fact, before getttna the Cb!Deae &14, Paldatan 

ia 1981 reportedly purcbase4 some 110 tonne• ot ur-.1• 

concentrate ot" yellow oeke trom Niser. 10 Besides tbia 

Libya bad a.lso reporte417 belpect Pek1.sten to acqutre uranium 

t'rom Nicer tor tbe ma.ntataotnu·e or an "Islamic Bomb"• 11 In 

tbe tust quarter of 1981 Libya boU&bt some 1000 tonne• of 

uraniwn trom Niger an4 ·banded over :1t to Pak1stan to make 

the bomb. 12 fbe Pak1sten1a bad reJ)OrtecUF ua4 tb1s aranium 

tor tu.elling their Candu reactor at KAlWPP to senerat.e . · 

electric power and to prodt.lce plutonium trom the used tuel.. 13 

HoVe'Ver, the most con•incin& e'fidence for the 

Pek1etan1 nuclear weapolls progrllDDte came 1n February 19S. 

when A. Q. lbaa, Head of the Kabuta centr1tuae tac111t:r 

8. Hewawek, 9 December 1982. 

9· ZA• waah1n&$OP Pgs,, 28 Janua~y 1983. 

10. 

11. 

Steve Naissme.n and Herbert Xrosney, :Q! 111em2tc Bombi,":;: 
(New York, 1983), p. 210. 

~~-

12. DiAL 
13· 1)14. 
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declared that Pakistan has ecbieve4 commendable success in 

tbe enrichment ot uranium puttins an end. to Western monopoly 

1a tbia field. 1a. Khan claimed tbat Patd.atan bu ach1e"te4 

in a reeord abort time what Holland, u. K. , we at Germany, 

Japan and the u.s. achieved in as lon& a period aa twnty · 

yeara with buse C1nenc1el investments and lett India tar 

behind in the earichulent t.ebftolo&Y• 1S Accor41ng to Khan, 

making of tbe bomb would be now a political decision, but 

U entrusted vith any reapas1bU1ty, by t:be Government 1ft 

tbis rq&J'd., •we will never 4isappoint tile nation". 16 . 

Thoaan, ban' a aasert1on. does not aive a clear 

picutre on tbe exact ftmO\mt ot (U'1riebe4 uranium Pakilterl 
~ 

now poaaeasea, 1t is bel1eve4 tbat 90 per cent ot enricbment 

of urtmium bas been acbieved at hbuta with enough quantity 

tor ae'ferel explosive 4ev1eea. 11 Khan• • clatm 1a coDa14ered 

as a a1gn1t1oant pointer tb&t attep • 7881' ot the enrichment 

auccesa1 Paldetan baa .move4 several ateps forward in 4ea1an-

1Da artd f4bl"1G&t1n.g ID exploas. •e 4n1ce ant\ 1 t1 triger 

mecben1-.a. 18 

,,. lb14· 

16. llil4t 
1?. Z!mftt .. ot .Jndia, 22 Februa.ry 1981.. 

18 • .DJ4. 
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fboqh-} secrecy still abrouds tbe real. Pe.kiatard 

intentions, toar possible Pakiatan:L option• could be 

euaaeated. They area (a) to explode a rew nuclear weapons 

und•~ the &arb of PfUla• (b) to conduct one exper1ment as 

In41& 414, (o) reaeldng the tbresbol4 state 1. e. e.equirina 

tbe capab1l1tr abort of a f'ormal • bane• and (4) to coD'luct 

teste 11\ SOlll8 other countries •. However, there is also a 

srowiq opinion amons strategiSts that Paldstan mi&bt eopy 

tbe Israeli atrate1y of bu1141Da bombs 3Wit abo:rt of comple

tion so tbat it cannot be accused of illegal proUterat1on. 19 

(a) D! ft£ME1';z J2;&legp fbe raison d'etre behind tbe 

Pak1•tanJ. etrorts to acquire nuclear power status bas often 

been euggested as the 'lrl41a tactor'• in the words of a 

Pakistani writers "Pakistan• a d.eaire to acquire nuclear 

weapons uises larselr troa a perception ot a nuclear tlu"eat 

trom India datias back aneral years and not trom an impulsive 

m111t8.11CJ' Within the contex't of an lslUlic religious revival. ,.a 
The Indian nuclear ezplosion baa thus been attributed aa a 

maJor element ia tl'le Peld.atani threat pereeption. PaJd.atan 

19. I&VI!Qtk,. 9 DBcember 1983. 

ao. ZaJ.may Ehalilaa4, •Pak1$tan and the Bomb," §Mt!1val., 
Vol...".XX1 (November-December 1979), P• 21t4. · · 
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does not subscribe to the Indian view that the 197lt Pokbaran 

explosion was a •peacetul" one. Beai4es tbia tbere is a 

srowtns belief amons Pakistani poltticiens and etratesists 

that ln,d1a posaeases a small stockpile ot nuclear ••pon• 
and bencet "proliferattott across the border is an accompli• 

sbe4 teet. tt21 

lt bat also been arsued that Pakistan• s plea tor 

security parantee.a trom tbe areat powers qainst lrl41an. 

nuclear threat vent unbeard. Acoorclin& to Z&laay Khalilald 

ttatter the In41en explosion Bbu.tto, asked tor more .aid and 

arms trom the United States e.nd eeeurit7 guarantees. Pesidea 

tbe limited littins. ot (arms) em.berco little else vas done to 

increase .Pakistan• a sense of secarltya the C.&lt-0 pact was 

not strenstnene4 aDd a suarantee agatast nuclear weapons vas 

not offered. •22 

Giwn India• a oonvent1onal superiority in terms ot 

arms forces, territory and resources. tbe nuclear clout 

India be.d. acbieYed atter tbo exploaion vu definitely pa1Jla• 

taking ror tbe Pak1atan1 lea4ersb1p. Moreover, tbe esp1oaion 

came within tbree years ol the 41ameilberaent ot Pald.stan, and 

tbe role ll'd1t. pla;ret\ in the Bangladesh libent ion war would 

bave served aa anotber cause tor apprehension tor tbe already 

battered. ond ·bruised Psld.stani nation. 

21. Sbirin Tahir lhe:u., ~be ~~His~~~~ an4 l&Ma;entiAf 
J:~o;wt;gn o' an Wl:iiii •=iL ii (New Yor?) 12 , 
p.120. . 

22. J<halilatl• n. 20, p.2it-6. 



"!be 1osa ot Bast Pakistan at In41afl bands 1n 1911 

val taken by lllamabad as a arapb:lo rem1n4er ot tbe pre ... 

carioueeas ot P.aktatan•a aec&tritT• Glven the ability or 
Indian umed toreea to free any ot the remainiDg consti

tuent terr1tor1ea ot Pakistan a\ will1 and tbe eont1nu1ba 

41tt1culty ot tbe Iado-Paldstan1 leaderebip to evol•e a 

peaceful. coexistent modus vi<ttnuti, it vas baret for the 

Pak1etan1 eUte an4 the pu.bllc to teel confident about the 

future tntear1\7 and aeeu.rit7 ot 'tbe country". 23 

Pakistani tears also stem from a bel1et that lD41a 1 a 

nuclear clout haa stit~nect. ita posture on lte.abmir. 

P&ld.1tan baa tought tbree major wars vitb Iadia tor wrest1n& 

the· Muslim dominated territoq from tbe In41an bands. But 

1n all these wu-a, Pakistan could not make headway except 

aaintna lome portion ot tbe territory durina tbe 194? :lncu.r

slona. According to some Pakistani analysts, vitb tbe 

aequ1e1tion or lluclear teetb lru11a DOt onl.y d.ernoMtrated. 

ita teeJmoloaic-.1 au.periorit)" but also aave a warn1na shot 

to Pakistan tbat any atteaapts to iD.vade Kaahm1r would be 

cU.sastroua te Pakistan•• existence as a nation. Tbe teebno-

1oa1eal superiority also meant for may Pak1atani!s that 

•tbey will aot only have to torae\ about tllo hSb:mir 1aaue 

but will bave to leam to llve under t'M tbadov ot a bostile 



and powrtul rnaoleu ne!Qhbour. For them tbis vas a bitter 

pUl to ewallov•. aa. t.'be Pakiate.rU. t•ar ot nuc~ar bbok• 

mail b7 Xmtia was expressed bJ Bhll\to way 'back in 1969 wben 

be vrotec "If Pak1sta. reatrieta or suspenda ber nuclear 

proaramna, it woul4 only enable India to blacmaau P&Jdetan 

w1 tb ber rmclea .. a4Yanta&e but wortld. impose .a erlppl1ftc 
. ' 

11mltat1on on tbe deve1opa8l'lt. ot Pakistan• a science end 

teebnoloQ"•~ 

lrl41a•a reJection of Paldat8l'l1 proposals .for deelar

iq a nuclear weapon tree zone in Soutl'l Asia anA inter

national inspection ot botb tW! countries• Duolear 1nstalla

tlons also ad.de4 fuel to tbe Pakistani aeounty tears. Th& 

Inctien new tbat a Dtlelear tree zone would b• an unreaUet 1c 

eonce»t Ullleaa nuclear weapons were eliminated all over the 

world 1e uuaceeptable to P&ktstan.. Pakiatani atrateaiata 

aenerall,y diaaaree w1tb tbe Indian vtew poJnt tbat Cbina 

abou14 renot.mc~ its rn1elear veapon tor any mean1natu.l 

eatabl1Sbment o t auclear weapon tree zone S.n the subcontinent. 

Eter suce tl'le .Araban cr1tU.a atane4 1n 1979, 

Paltiatan• a aecur1ty threats baYe lllUlt1pl1e4. Apart mm 

&ivins •better to more tban one million Mahan re.f'ugeea 

Pen&1s. Iqubal. Cheeaa. !.."Pakistan. •s.Queat tor Haclear . 
!eob11olog i • MQ !tJ.9d1 · ffR•E 12 (Canberra 1980), p. 6. 

z. A. Bb\ltto, 'b• lUtb tt lD!It.aeft4!PCI (London, 1969), 
p.1S3. 



Pakiataa bU been accuae4 as the ap:r1Daboard of Araban 

su.er:lllaa tiabt1na tor tbe overtbrov ot tbe Soviet backed 

Xarm&l repme. Accord1fta to an anal7st "the PaJd. Rani 

worries do not particularly sterc from tbe tact that the 

new 11 tuation in Atabaniatan baa bi'OU;Ibt tbe soviet 

lntluence to w1tb1D 3SO aUes ot tbe Arabian sea, it is 

tbe 1n0reaae4 probability ot Af&ba:Mioviet support to tbe 

41aoontende4 elements 1n tbe minority proyinces ... 

Balu.oblatan e.ntl Borth Weat frontier - wbic.b 1a aenerating 

apprehension and tear amona tbem. 26 

A nuclear weapon force, it bas been perceived, vould 

aerve as a. deterrent e&a1rutt Ind1a1 a nuclear and conventio

nal capabilities and ala ttmet.1on, aa a adnSmus deterrent 

asainat tbe Mahan-Soviet threats. The thinking ot eome 

aembere ot the Pald.ateai elite conf1.m this ~rawne:nt. 

Sa~~ad Bldert the torrJJ!Jr Pakistani Ambaasador to Inti~ ad 

the Soy1et Union arsu.ea tbat. Pakutan eannot bope to 4eter 

India unless it de'felops a eredible nuclear culpabllit,". 27 

nwe must be&ia bT clearly 1dentit11aa the vaf1.ous nuClear 

options open to us bOw to make them OJ~e4ible to our friends 

and potential &dYer•aMes and tbe lead time trame s in.vol"fed 

26. Che•a, D• 2~, P• 8. 

21. Val Hilla (Islamabad), 2 March 1981.. 
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l)e.tore ebooain& the beet option or m1x ot options", he 

vn te •• 28 Stephen t>. Cohen, en Aaer1caa expert on Soutb 

.Aaian defence. au.gs~usta tbat a Pakistani nucleer capab1• 

lit;r vou14 neutralise an assumed ln4.1&n nuclear force. 

Aeeordin& to man, Pe.k1stan1a this "would pro:vs4e tbe 

u'b.rell.a under vbiob .Pakistan coulcl reppen tbe lta&bmir 

l81ue. .l Pakiltani maclear capab111.ty paraly•ea not oftq 

the Indian nuc1ear decision but also Indian conventional 

forces ad • brash, bol(tt iakiatani strike to liberate 

Kaabll11" mS&bt ao unohall.fmae4 it tbe ladian leuersbtp vu 

weak or la4eetaive. to a l.Gsee.r extent sucb a maelear 1'orce 

mi&bt enbance Pakistan• a deterrent along tile Dt.lraa.d lJne • 

.t ma~or 1neurs1on into P8k1stan could trigaer a Pakistani 

nuclear response, d.1rected q.aina\ purelJ' mU1tary targets 

ln Afgbeaiste.n or the SOYiet union ttselt •• 29 

Gi*fen th·e nature ot the Pakistan! atratesy 4ur1D& 

tbe 1Ut three ,..,.. 1t coal4 also be usumed that ruaclear 

weapons could be used as ortens!.'fe weapons so u to ga!n a 

ma~or 1Dit1al vioto17 1D any fUture wars ao tbat an un

acceptable damaae at . the veq outset would weaken the morale 

of tlle lndien ermed forces. Cohea 'believes that at•n 

28. l&!a4t 
29. Stephen p. Cohen, •men.t1ty, survival, Seour1tyt 

Pakistan• • DeteruMi Polley, ... 1a Surenc!ra Chopra ett., 
'Jfi!f.S~~~;:, at f•kl!S&' a lmkm Pol&s_z (Aar1taar, 



Pakiataa• a size, location and the torram alona 1te eastern 

border w1tb IntU.a 1t1 atratea1sts ha't'e always been attracted 

to tbe doctrine ot tbe ttottens1'fe-defens1ve "• 3° Cohen 

oontendaa "in time of t.he heightened cr1s1a Pakistan bas not 

bea1tate4 to be tbe tirat to employ beavy use of force to 

gain an initial ad'9an\age. !b1s vas clearly the pattem 1n 

196S and possibly in 1971, ill botb cases it was thought tbe.t 

a abort, sbarp war would aobleve Pak:tatan' s military as well 

as politic::al ob~•ct1vea • ..31 

Dunne the last two war~, both India and Pald.stm 

concentrated its baa.,. attacks on m1l1tary installations 

rather than on o1 v illan population. Tbia was due to tbe 

peou.liar geogrephteal end politi.cal conditions or South Asia. 

The prox1mit,- o:t major bolder towns and S:)Cial a:nd cultural 

bondasea or tbe people acrose tbe two bolder aa \1911 as tbe 

radiation etteeta of a possible nllctlear war vou.ld make a 

Pald.etani strategist to rely on a strateg by wbicb heavily 

pop\ll&ted Indian cities could be 4enroyed. 

E•er stace 1ts emeraence as an independent nation 

Psltiaten has tried to beeome. tbe leader ot tbe Islamic 

rratem1ty. Tbe very rationale 'bebind tbe creation ot 

30. »aivd.t..t P• S9. 
31. ;tl?id •• 



fakieten vas Islam an4 hence 1t was a l.oi1cal corollary 

that le&1t1DI(IC7 or tb• state eoul4 be reinto.rcett trom 

pose1ole tbreats apec1ally from ln41e.. fo,r tbe Pek1atm1 

leadership, eapoe:iall1 ·for·; Bbt.ttto the acq\lis1.t1on ot 

nuolear tecJmolo&r and nuclear weapou could make Pakistan 

one of the moat t.mpo:-tant and respected m&mbera or tbe 

Kullim. bloc. 32 

Daclattine the conwon ca\\se w1th tbe lalamic ceun .. 

tries Bbutto v:rote trcm bia deatb cellJ "\te kno~ tba.t 

Israel and south Mrica l:save tu~l.l nw:lear capability. fhe 

Cbrieti~m, Jev1eb end B1114u eivili~ations have tbie cap. 

abilitt• tb& Coau.nist powera &lao i'Oasest it. only tbe 

lslemie eiv111aat1on vaa v1t.bout tttt. JJ the acquisition 

ot even a tev nuclear v~a,pon.s. it ie araue4, col.lld provide 

Pakistan w1tb considerable oountenalue enpab11.1ty and to 

1nerflase 1te 1ntemat10Ml prestl&e, especially 8ltKm& tbe 

Middle Eaetero eountr1e-. Jlt 

Pakistan'"• acb1tion to lead the lalamie nat:.tcns 

could be seen in its etrorta to declare common cause v1tb 

tbo Arab oountf'1i:ia aaamst. la.rae1 a.n4 Z1on1am1 ita leadins 

role 1ft tbe i'or~at1on of tbe lalamtc CoDt•renoe Organtea

t1oa (ICO) and its close technical and m111ta:ry collaboration 

32. Oheemat e. 2"', P• 10. 
33., z.A. Bbutto, xr I,!!, &Jstm!l&sttd CRew Delhi, 1~), 

p.1l8. 
,.. F.balilza<t, n. 20,, p. 2l+S. 
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v1tb many Arab eountri•s• oa many ocoasions Pakistan 

belped frieNlly .Arab eountnea 'Witb armed forces 11'1 tbeir 

wara qeinst tnsurcents aod also aaamst Iarae 1.. To 

suppress the m:tofa~> insfU'iency Oman emplOJe4 Pat1atan1 

troops vhile in tbe 1913 Arab-Israeli war Pakistani 

pUote tlew military missions on bebalf ot Libya and Syria. 3S 

In addition to tbe au.pply ot miUtary persomtel 

Pak1atan is repoPte4 to bave JOO, 000 e1'V111arut emploJetl :Ill 

Middle Eastern and &ortb tU"rican Mu•Um nationa. 36 Pakistan 

also malntain• m.111 tary advisers ant! servtee personnel in 

Arab eouatriea like Saudi Arabia tor traiatn& of Ptlets and 

37 other officers. 

!be MGalill co1Ulect1on could further be expla1De4 1ft 

tbe nu.elear eontezt. A nuclear bomb explosion \lnder the 

aarb of "Islteic laomb" woul4 aenorate eon.a1derable support 

amona tbe hard. core Arab countries wbo ha'fe ta1l4ut to detea.t 

Israel. It would aive tbe Pald.atani bomb an 14eoloaical 

and religious eo lou 1. e. a bomb tor tbe eNsade against 

Zionism aDd Iarael\ domination. Furtber, doubts haYe been 

expressed tbllt Iarael possesses nu.elear bombs 111 tbe b&18• 

.ment. 'rher-etore, an lel.amic bomb beeomes all tbe more a 

JS. Sbeikb a. Ali, "Pakistan• s lelamio Bomb, • 'li& f!SiDQ 
C,SHPJili£1 (Sprms 1982), pp.16-7?. 

36. D1da t P•17• 

31. Did. QUoted from PAld.da t&al (Rawalpindi), 
2lr'"Jebruary 19??. 
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aeceaaS.ty;. I\ would: neu.tMlise tbe ID11aa or1tf.c1smt on 

the Peld.a~tll plene u t.ll8o of tbe ouolear powers. 

Apvt from tbe l..alamic c=onnection, Pakistan• 1 role 

pereeptton baa bnn a ma~or 1D4uo1n& factor ln ita etrorta 

to aoqu1re «iidem wa;=one il'lClttcU .• nu.oleel' veapou. The 

s1.na1• prtkliae 'hat has W'lderlaill Pakistan• a toretsn polto:r 

derives from lftd1a*a centrality ill noarlJ' e••rv ealcola:Uon 

of ita tore San poli07 malton. 38 A keen lnai,;bt 1nt~ 
Pakiatanl pronouncements ~· it olear \bat it waa never 

w1ll1na to accept lft41a• a .eu;por1oritT cU1tarlly or polite ... 

ally. !baa, Pakiatan. always souab' to play a •mueb laraer 

an4 1atl.Qent1al role 1n reatoM1 and world affaire tbaa its 

cireuaataacea an4 eepab1lit1es perm1tted•.39 A nucle•r 

force would pro•tda .Pald.staa. the aucb Me4ed clout to usert 

1tS pOSition in the N&ion -, 1a•ti•V1a India. lt would be ODe 

... , of detlattaa ln41al predomtaanoe or abowmc t»•t 

P&td.atan baa to be ta.kea .aet'iou.sl.r as aa 1ndependent :l:nter

aat 1onal aotor.-.o 

11\terna.tienall.y, a nuclear ve:apon capebillty would 

be used. u a ba.J'I•WD& Oblp wltn tne t1rl1te4 States and otber 

38. w. Boward Wrtaains, .,!be Balacill& Proeea el 111 .Pilktatan• • 
Fofti&D folicy," :m Lf&wNDOe Zir1!al and otbera (eda. ), 
b.ls!IUn! d Dt .. ktas !&a (DUDb... 19?1), P• 303. 

39. floraan o. Palmer, "Paki stam !'be Lo11& Search tor Vonl&n 
Policy,• 1n ZSrln&t .n.3 8, P•401+. 

.. o .. ft1cba1'4 LBetta •lldi~ Pakistan an4 Iran • .t.D. Jo•ph 
· A.<· ~'Af!!• ed. , .._ian-Jmf:''lillun ad VsL .. tsaiao bliQr 

W&ah-.ton »•'-'•t 1 , p.129. 
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western countries wbieb alwaya treat :Pakistan as one oZ 

the test eases tor arrestinc tbe prol1terat1on threat. 

1.'b1s waa evident in tbe French decision to eanoel the 

agreement for the COr1atruet1on o£ tbe reprocessing ·plant 

and tbe Carter Administration• s threats to stop m111ta17 

a14 to Pakistan 1t 1t exploded. e. nucl4ul.r bomb. 

The domestic aapeot 1D the .Pakistani nuclear 

dee ision is also to be t.Ska into account. Pakistan baa 

an unstable m111tary regime wh1eb came to power atter 

o•erthrowing Bbutto~a elected aovernment. A nucl•ar weapon 

torce could be used by tbe milita17 repnre to· prop up its 

prestige azona the people and to remove doubta about ita 

legitimacy. 

Despite media repons on the iminenoe ot Pakiatan• • 

n\lclear weapon teat1nc and statements by Pa1t1at.an1 st~a~"" 

te1iate and po11tic1ana on tbe des1rab111ty of acquiring 

. nuclear weapon capability, Pakistan bas not so tar demon

strated: its eapab.111ty eith·er to fabricate oro to eXplOde 

a nuclear 4ev1ee aa done by India 11'1 1971f.. Tbe.re is alvaya 

a sap between tbe Pakistani .intentions end its capab.111t1ea 

aa tar the nuclear field 1.s eoneerned. !>ak11tan w1U baYe 

to overcold a -.ar1ety of eonstraints. 1nternaticnal1 

domestic, tecbnolog1ea1 and economic, before it could 
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proceed w1.tb tbe planntna al'ld iJilplem~Btation or a nuoleer 

weapon force. 

The major 1nternationJ11 eonstrdnt on Pakistan to 

10 tor l'lW!lear weapons appears to be the real:taation amottg 

tbe PeJd.aten1 leadersbip that sucb a cours~ would triger 

ott a multitude ot reactions, bot.b fl"'J'll the 1mme41ate 

ne i&bbov.n and. from tbe ftllO.lear weapon povertt. Unlike India, 

Pakistan• e 1111c1.ear enei'Q' prosramrne is bea'¥11»;.~ 4epem.6nt on 

nuclear supplier countries end. most ot the Pakistani racili

tiea are covered b7 tbe IAEA. aateauarda. Any di•ers1on of 

fissionable materials, :lt notioe4, cou.ld re,auJ.t to immediate 

p\1111t1ve meas~rea on tbe .(.lQrt of the supplier countries. 

Various reports abou.t clandeatlne act1v1t1.es of Pakistan 

reaulted in a situation 11l wh1Cb k'estem wpplier cotmtnea 

wen tbrea.ten1a,s to scrap tbeir nuclear eareemen\e w1th tbat 

country. In 1916 Canacla cancelled its supply' .relat1onab1p 

vitb Pakistan tsarina that 1t might explode a bomb. Franee 

cancelled its asreement in 19?8 after delivering blueprints 

for tbe :reprocesaing plant and 1.n 19?9, tbe u.s. announced. 

tbe termination of its 4eve1opm$ntal assistance to Pald.atan 

in v1ew ot tbat countrt• a &eqQ:lsit ion or com,POnents from the 

u.s. and West Earope to develop a uranium enrichment re.cil1ty • ..,, 



!'be aena1t1vity of the United. ltates to Pak1attn1 

ectorta towards becom1lle a nuclear weapon pover is well 

kno'WJl to Pald.sttm. !be u.s. p.:reas and anti-proliferation 

lobby in tbe Congress and Mm:ln1strat1on ba"Ve to a great 

e.xtent esposea ·the Pakiltani itltentjons over the last tew 

years. Tbouah tbe 'United States c-onsiders Pakistan as a 

trontlf.lle state agaj.nst tbe Sovicet Vn1on ever s1.nce tba 

lf~"'Atgban crisis started, it 18 d.oubttul tbat AlleJU.ca would 

11ke to see Pakistan arming witb nuolettr vtulpona. 

wasbJ.n&ton baa often tn.reatene4 that a nuclear detonation 

by Isleaabfd wouJ.d lead it to abrosate tbe plans for 

modernisation ot Pakistan's armed forces under the J.J 

billion dollar mU1 tary-eum-eeonom1c ald. packaae. 

Pakist~m haa also to overcome q11ite a few resional 

constraints before aoiD& nuel•ar. A nuclear detonation by 

Pakistan wolild undoubtedly t.riJser oft reactions from lDd.ia 

and countries like Israel. India U'liabt be force4 to so 
nuclear thus creating a ai.tuatiOl'l in wbicb Pakistea Will 

bave to e.cqlllre more anci more nuclear teetb. Cohen baa 

rS&btly put ttc: ".Paklatanta are Just entering tbe nuclear 

era, but witbout f.all eomprebens:ion ot the risks tm4 

clflll&eJ"a ot nu.cleartsaticm. and certa1Dly without the teetm.1-

cal and sc1ent1fie resources to eYen b&ain competition witb 

1 ta regional rival India end the new reatonal. auper power 

tbfl Soviet Union. n42 

tta. Coben, n. 29 • P• ;1. 
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A situation of nuclear asymmetry vis-a-vis India 

would be suicidal tor .Pakistan whicb mey have to taee even 

preempt1w strikes ·tram tbe recional adversary, India and 

ita global ad\fer-aary IJrael.. In a nu.clee.r arme race India 

acbievirlg edae in the abort 1"\Ul would also ad.'9ersely artect 

tbe Pak1sten1 ruaclear detenent ae in such a situation it 

will bave no aeeond strike eap&bil1ty •. 

fh\le the strategicC options Pakistan will have even 

a.tter acquiring nuclear weapons are not all that attractive 

in tbe present environment. The eboiees are 1ne reaa1Dgly 

risky and limited. <.<It would be suicidal tor the Pakistani 

army to provoke a confrontation with l.ndia today as l1m1ted 

incursions to tbe Indian or Afghan territor.v run areat r~a 

ot escalation; above all there remains tbe new poss1bU1ty 

ot aet ive lntiian•Sov1et cooperat.ion based on tbe 1971 treaty 

of Friendship wbicb places Pak1tltan 1n a bopeless strategic 

position"·• lt3 

A fti1Cl$ar Pakistan• s greatest concern vou.l4 be bov to 

confront India wbicb 11 technologically tar advanced. India. 
. . 

bas at least an edae or ten years over c· .·..,r Pakistan 1n the 
' . / 

nuclear :tield, being tbe p1.oneer- f·btr4 World country to 
I 

---------------------------
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s.bown 1ta ab1.1:1 ty to fabricate a nu.elear 4ev:tce and its 

ability to explode it slilOOesstull,y a decade aao. In41.a baa 

also considerable amovnt ot untatesuard.ed t1ss1le materials 

vh10b it accrue from tbe eiv1l1an proaranme. Despite ita 

claim tbat tbe Kab\lta taoili.t7 has produced sutt1c1ent 

enr1cbed uranium Paktstanisstill short ot tbe level Imia 

ba.s reached in nuelear tecbnolos7 with pluton1\lm.lt4 

Lack ot cletivery systems w1U be anotber constraint. 

!boug.b Pald.stan iS acquiring the sopbist1catea .F-16 tighter 

aircraft from the United States, it does not bave tbe 

tecbnological capability to oonvert these p~anes into CQClear 

deli very systems· unless u.s. itself eomes to ita rescue. 

Otber war ·planes under ·the Ptkist&l'l Atr .Foree like Canberra, 

Mi.raae V end Mirage IIIJJ ba't'e l1111te4 penetration oapabU1ty 

and would· require massive mod1f1ca.t1ons tor transtortaina 

them as .n~olear doli"ry systems. Compared to India,P8.k1atan• s 

space proaranm.es are stUl 1a an 1ntant stage. lftd:la•s lRBH 

capability puts Pakistan 111 a 11ery precarious position.. It 

lnd:.ta acquires the m1ssUe systems, it will simultaneousq 

acquire tbe aeeond strike capability too. 

Pakistan ean tbus be termed as a "static" tbresbol4 

ntlOlear power without e:noUBb technological thl\lst to ao 



11 

nuclear. wna raaa, ln~ia remains 1n the eeteao ry ot 

"dynamic" ttu-esbold mclear powers vitb the teobnolo&ieal 

eapab111ty to &O nuclear at a comparatt vely short notice 

and without .takina recourse to 1\md.amental cha.ncee ill its 

nuclear development prosra.rome ... -..; 

Domes\iCall1 also Pakistan will have to su~mount 

many c:onst.rai.nta before aoirag nuelear. Pakistan belQJl8:tt 

to a clasa o£ states wbose very SIU'¥1Va1 1s uncertain, 

whose legitimacy is doubted and whose securi.ty related 

reeourees are inadequate. 46 Unlike othtr nuclear weapon 

powers., the le&itimaoy of tbe Pakistani reaime .ie very 

traaile. Sudden political cbanaes make thG Pakistani 

ay stem one of the most unstable political. systellls in the 

Third. World. Apart trom tb1s, tbe role ot the military in 

political decision meld.na is more apparent 1n Pakistan tban 

any other nuclear veepon powers. As lona as the c1v1llan 

eontrol 1s lee king in nu.clea!" decision makiDg, tbe armed 

torc:es may t'eso:rt to pol1tice.lly unwise decisions wb1ob 

would be 4:1sa•trous to the aurvi.val ot Pekiatan as a. nation. 

lt-S. Brij Hoban ltausb1k and .o.R. Meb)totra, falfiistan•! Jfucletz 
.D9DIQ flew Delhi, 198o)• P• 3). 

1t6. Cob en.. n. Ita. 
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!be. ftUClear capability would alao entail ma3or restruutur-

1n& ot war taetica and orientations of ord,inary soldiers • 

. Pakistan will have to take into eons:1derat1on tbe possible 

inter•lervioe eonfl1cte whea it aoea tor nuclear weapons. 



Cbapter lV 

PBOSPECfS OF troC.LEAR PI.OLlFlm.&fiOH 111 SOUTH .ASIA 

Soutb Aaia hal been described b,y man,. acbolars ot 

mtolear prol.Uerat1on aa tbe tnas•rtaa sround tor tbe 

next chain or nuclear pnl1terat1on ne.r since India, 

detonated a plutonium made device in 197a.. Despite India• s 

repeated aasert1on tbat the uplosion was only tor peaceful 

pul"poses, sceptics eoaai<ler 1t aa one ot tbe tempting tacton 

tor many tlueabold countries to become nuclear weapon powers. 

Tbus Pald.stem• a attempt to build a nuclear bomb, clandestinely 

or otherwtae, accor41n& to many Weatern stratea1o analysts, is 

a . chain reaetton .trom tbe I.D4ian ·explosion. 

!boqb, .it is a decade slace the lnd:ta.n explosion, 

there is bardly any ev14enee augaestl11& tbat Ia41a haa altered 

ita policy opt1ona reaarding nuclear weapons. oeeaa1oDal 

debates ineicte the country otten lead to augaestions tbat 

India is acquirin& a m1nimunl 4eterrent, but it lacks 11\lb

stanti&l ew14enoe. Severe economic, pol1tScal1 atratesSc and 

domestic constraints make it 41fticult tor tbe Indian deeis1cn 

makers to go tor a nuc~ar w•apol'l proarasme. Tbouah teebnte

ally .1n4ia tested bomb, tbe country doea not bave a progrrurme 

tor the production of enriched urant~~m, one ot the rogtes to 

a nuclear weapons progl"'Jmm18. 1 U India wanta to opt tor tbe 



plutoniUm route the onl.r source ot setegu.arcl tree plutonium 

available at present is tbe CIRUS reactor witb an output ot 

9·~ kilogram a year. But tbis is considered to be too 

little to support a nuclear weapons programme. A programme 

will, therefore. bave to w~t tbe commissioning of tbe R-S 
reactor, Iilru:va, which will produce 23.lt- kilosrams ot Pu 239 

annuall;y. But this reaetor is not yet reedy for comisaon-

1q.2 

•to weaponis• a ainale bomb 4ea1an can require Up to 

20 separate testa, otherwise tts performance and yield N• 

main uncertain.. lt is not inconceivable that ten ;rears 

wortb or Pu 239 could be used in perfecting a deliverable 

nuclear weapon. Giving R-S time to sbake down ard le-bugge~. 

tbe first IM1an nuclear weapon might not be available till 

tbe late 1980s or even tbe earq or mid. 1990s. nl 

ftle case ot PaJdat.an is no way better. !here ia yet 

no substantial e•14ence~. tbat Pak1stan is diverting weapon 

a:ra4e plutonium rrom the KMI11I3.P faf!111ty.. Tbou.sb tbe· re

procesaSn& plant 1s gettina ready, no int'ormation is available 

on tbe precise nature of Pakistan• s capability to produce 

enough quantity ot weapon arade plutonium or enriched uranium 

ill tbe near tuture. The Pakistani efforts to acquire fissile 

materials tbrousb elandestine means J. ~: •1 tram countrie:S~ like 

2. ll!id1 

3. ll!id·. 
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Obina, N2&er or Libya have also its 1Sm1tnt1ons since tbe 

international repercussions ot sucb a programme wou14 be 

lligbly detr&mental to 1ts nu.clear eneraY programme. 

Bovever, a strona urae f·or nuelear1sation 1• takin& 

place in both tbe countries as mutual suaptl.c'-ons still mark 

Indo-Pak relations. Under tbe given geopolitical situation 

in tbe subContinent and tb~ absence: or sufficient· oonven

tional atrenstb to taoe an Indian threat it would not be 

surprisin& if the pressures for nuclear.tsat1on 1ntena1.f'y 1D 

Pakistan. It Tbe peree·tved Indian nu.olear threat coupled vitb 

Pakistan• s ambitions to beCome the leadin& power in tbe 

Islamic srouping also make 1t imperative tor the Pakistani 

rulers to go for a nuclear vea.P()ns programme, bowner, eru«e 

system it would be. 

AS tar aa India is concerned, though it bas repeatedly 

declared that its explosion was solelJ tor peeeetul purposes 

an4 that it bas ao inter&ion to 4e,elop1n& nuclear veapons, 

"tbis intention 1& a subjective matter based on a unilateral 

decision and is sub3eot to cbans:e at 'Will, witb or without 

notice."; Despite pressures b7 tbe pro-bomb lobby, successive 

lt.. Penuz Iqbal Cbeema., "Pald.stan• s Quest tor Nuclear 
'feebrlolog;r,• 6RP Jgrking lt!R!E 12 (Canberra 1980),. p.9. 

s. William Epsteirl, pae 1!ft Cl)~neg• Nuglear PtoUtel!tigp 
,!D4 ws CgnU,gl New Yo~k, 191 l, p.221. · 
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Indian governments have stuck to tbe peaoetul nuclear 

!l\tent, tho4!Jb tuture d.ee1siona could not be torecaat as 

the ruaclear de'folopmenta in Pakistan will bave an import

ant beanq o.n my IM1tm decision ill tbts matter. Not 

oDl:y tbat, atter the 19?1 war cor.ul14er8ble mo4ern1eation 

bas taken place 1D India• s conventional detenM posi*ra •. 

India ts ounently movtna away .trom a passive defense 

posture to an aotive one m wbicb D.QCl-ear weapons v1U 

have a place. 

!here are three other ; pog,s1ble contexts otber tban 

tbe P8k1sten1 nu.cleu threat in which lDcUa may d.ee1de to 

ao n11clean (a) a deliberate deo1•1on to Join the nuclear 

elub, (b) a pl'Otest eaM.nat, or 4ettance ott the UD~uat and 

exp1o1trrtitte lfPf reaime and a de-Uberate atep to break tbe 

non-prol1.1'erat1on barrier and (c) a belated response to 

Cb1na• a cue lear povar. 6 

Technological progreus in tbe mtolear field and tbe 

eu.rrent 1nd<raen1aetioD prt'ls:raues ae.artng at.tecessful 

complot:son, Indian policy makers ma1 opt for nuelear weapons, 

es at that atqe In4ta will not tace aa 11\lCb adveree·.reaetion 

as 1t aSgbt tace now. lrldia' a emeraenee es a major power SA 

the res1on and 1n Asia lteeU ea,ll. tor a turtber stl"en&the:nins 

6. Bbabani, n. 1 , P• 20 .. 



83 

of its armed ro:rcea an4 nuclear weapons could add a substan

tial clout to its already acquired conventional migb.t. 

QJ&o)aal,t A possible Indian and Pak1atmi 4ec1a1on to so 
nt~clear will bave tar reaching global Smpllcatione. Jlot onlJ 

tbat it w1ll undermine the nuclear non-prol1teration regime 

and tbe nuclear autarchy ·Of the weapon pOwers. but also could 

1t tr1&&er a nev proliferation ehai~ among the threshold 

states. It would also 1'ndr1ee Israel and South Africa to 

remove their nuclear veil and to come out as aerioua cball• 

angea to international security. 4 sort of "domino theory• 

could be applied in the nuclear context when each time a 

count17 goes nuole11r, 1t increases tbe i~ent1'Ves or pres

suns tor its neigbbou.r antt. other sim1Utl.y situated countries 

to do eo. ,.1 

!be active adversary rel.ationabip between In41a and 

Pakistan presents a nev mtclear s1 tu.ation eoJ:tpare4 to the 

Bast-West rivalry context. Whereas tbe NATO and W,ARSAW 

powers never touabt each other atter their formation, India 

e.n4 Pakistan ba,ve taught tbree me.Jo,. wars and pcss1bll' 

another I'CWl4 eoul.d not be ruled out siven the political 

situation of the subContinent. Apart from this, tbe tvo __ , __________________________ _ 



attversa17 relationShips 1n South Asia .. India vs Pakistan 

e.n4 India ve China ... do bave maJor territorial disputes 

pla&&ain& their relations. wb.ile India elairas tbs.t China 

controls some 14000 square kUometre or Indian territory, 

Pakistan bas not· yet stven G.P her claim over Ka.abmir. 

Bence any armed. con,t'liet in Sot~tb Asia could spill over to 

nuclear level easily thereby tbreatentng world peace. 

It is unpredictable bow tbe tlrfO super powers wou14 

reeet to tbe nuoleartsat1on of Sou.th Asia. Given tbeir 

reoe»rd in tbvartina tbe attempts of tbreshol4 countrteo to 

acquire nuclear capabilities, one can presume tba.t they 

would react s·be.rply tbougll 'interest ;pe:rceptions may cbenae 

later. There is also a creater pos s1.bil1ty ror China 

e.l1anln& w1tb a nuclear Pakiata.n to race any Indian nuclear 

tbreat. 

Buelearisatioa ot India could make regional eocpera

ti.on more difficult and may also prompt some ot the smaller 

ne1shbours like· Sri Lenka, Bhutan. Bqladesb, Nepal and 

Burma, to seek protection from otber nu.clear powers Uke 

China, America and eyen Pakistan. 8 fo ottset tbe lrd.ian 

nuclear threat some or the littoral states of tbe lndian 

Ocean,, lilte Sri Lanka may go tor tbe u.s .• nuclear eeeurity 

guarantees wbieh would turtber wol"een the eeour:lty environ

ment in tbe subc:ontinent. Pakistan's acquisition or nuclear 

a. .Bbabani. n. 1 ' »• 21. 



8) 

weapons trOuld antagonise Atsbarl1stan turtber, makq tbat 

cotmtt7 a J)Grm&nertt vassal 'state or tbe Soviet Un1on. A 

uuoleu- i'akist&n would uso attract the wratb of Israel 

l.eav1.ng the sub~ontinent a possible taqet of Israeli 

aaanssion. 

Pro-bomb lobbylate 1n botb tbe eoYOtriea ba8a tbetr 

ara~.R~Bnta .tor tbe aoqu1d:t1oo ot tntcle.ar weapon capability 

on the aaaumptioa that ~clear weapons would eet a• a 

deterrent eae.1ast any tu.ture wars or tbreat ot vara. The. 

arsuaDt is aenerally taken from the atratea1c 11teratuft 

of tbe West where deterrence ta conaldend aa tbe coner

atone ot East-west relations. 

Deterrence implies resporuling with pua1abment bJ' the 

attacked. 9 A altuatton ot "mutual deterrence" 1mp11eat 

(1} the capacity to cleny tbe oppone.n.t biB ob~ect1'Ves 1n aA 

attack nt an acceptable cost to 1taelt1 and tbe ability to 

oommun1eate tbia or (2) tbe capacit7 to 1m10ee uaacceptable 

costa on tbe opponent after en attack at an wte.cceptable cost 

to itself and tbe ability to communicate this,. 10 

Blt 1n tbe lr.do-l?ak context., acn1evea.eat of a cret11blo 

4etej"ent cap&b1Uty· by botb tbe countries is 411'tlcult. It 

9. Patriek M. Mora•1.. f!!.su:nru, . 6 G9MtR\tall &alr!1! 
(Beverly Bills, 198 , p.2 • 

10. lbid:F't p.92· 
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baa been &Q&~eate4 that tbG sixtb, seventh and eiabtb 

nuclear powers will be tb11'd. class nuclear powers wbo would 

bave no effective deterrent eaainst either the super powers 

or secondary nuclear powers tor many years or decades to 

C0114h 
11 

the Pakistani weakness in .the f'i~ld of del1Yory 

systems makes that cou.ntrt' s possible nuolear deterrent 

capability less effective. for instance 1n a confrontation 

between Indla e.mt Pakistan in tbe late 1980s in vhiob 

Pakistan relies on e:trcratt for tbe delivery or a bandtU.l 

ot nuclear weapons wbile India bas ft~&Clear armed missUea, &J 

an Indian first atrike migbt virtually destroy Pald.stan• s 

nuclear force, tbereb7 greatly reducing the tbreat or nuclear 

rete.U.ation. 12 

Another poss1ble area ot stratepc d11ema woUld be 

in tbe target tina pl&Ds. A pre-emptive strike em Pald.stan• s 

DQClear inst.aUations woultt be advantqeogs tor India, but 

tor Pakistan this would be more dif£1Cttlt. Two possible · 

strategic taqett1na would be one ot eountertorce (ainJ.ln& 

at ene1n1 welear or military assets) or or eoantenalue 

(aiming at popu,lat1on concentrations or economic assets). 13 

11. Epstein, n.. S, P• 3S. 

12. Lewis .A. Dunn. ! Cgn~lliQ&,,tbe .j NgSljK ftsl&t•£1-:. 
t~on »! tbt 1!80a, . ew Raven, 1. , P• 7 • 

13. 8.1ehtU'd L Betta .,India, Pak1atan and Iran, n 1n .Toaeph 
A Yager ed.,- fto4r~~ioD rt U.S,Foreian PolicY 
(waebiagton D.c., 1 o , P• o. 
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fbe toreer atre.tesy :requires bigbl.y sopb1St1.cated deUvery 

ay•t•• wbicb both t.be countries do not poseas now while 

tbe latter option is 411't1Cult to implement given tba close 

ethnic and rel1&1oua 11nk8 ot. tbe people and the c11atribu

t1on pattern of population centres. Thus a threat ot attack 

on the Kaabm1r plains or ,populated azreas ot Punl&b would not 

serve Pakistan• a deterrent capab111t1es. 

!he chances ot mtclear war by accident or m1scaloula

t1on ·it.~ pi'Oba1>17 bilb ira the South Asian eontext. ~».ring en 

intense· crisis <U" tbe tizost ataae ot a conventional military 

clash, an accidentt.tlL detonation v1th1n the country or an 

accidental missile launch eaa1ly micht be mia1rltf'())rete4 aa 

the first strike or a surprise s.t·tack. Pressures to escalate 

in a last ditch attempt to 41aarm the opponent before be 

completes t.bat attack will be intense. 1a. The ettorta to aa1n 

initial victory wot1ld be mon appareBt aa conttnuaticm of 

war would resut in a d1sa4vantageou position tor one of 

the adversaries bav1nc a superior nuclear torce. Pakistan 

may resort to an allout attack to 41ee.rm India • 1 nuclear 

capabilities which would 1n turn result in India retal1attns 

with its auper1or weapon capability. 

A deterrence capability also re1ta on the eapabUlty 

of botb t.be powers· to convince each other ot the dqers ot 

a .nuclear attaek. Given tbe rudimenta17 aatul"e .or tbe early 



warning aystem.a each country posseae~, nuclear intentione 

ot tbe oppcment • A• voul4 be u.nkaovn to opponent • s•. 
Time t.be aitu(J.t1on tfoul4 l;)e one ot '*1ntorr:u~.t1on 1.nsecur1ty 

and the players would follow tbe rule of aafe'y t1rst•. 1' 

!b1S woulA ft.anhttr provide inoenttvea to one power to employ 

1ts mu!D.um auolear ee_pabtltty to a•o14 nsu ot teilure in 

tbG wu. There will be no t:lme to verity tbe :tniti..al wm

ha of attack bec&QGe of the ahol't 41stances aeparat1na tbe 

two nuclear po¥ers. out sinCe the atakea e..re bi&b, pressure 

to act on 1uch a wamina lest • surprise attaek su.cc•eds ~\\&A1cL 

be 1ntenae. 16 

Uneutho.r1aed. use ot nuclear weapons bt the m111tary 

is Uao a poss1b111t1• J"acte4 w1tb an imminent ~onventtonal 

sill tary de teat end beUe•1Ds tbat tMN 1a 11 t tle ten to 

loae any way, e. tew ~bora of Pak1atan•a military could 

lauch a nuclear stl'ike aaemst lntlia to 1Dtl1ct as much 

4uqe •• po.s1ble. 11 

A DUOleu arms race betWMn Ia41a and Pakistan demands 

tncreea4 defence espen<liture by both tbe countries tram tbe 

1S. Harold Muller, ttJ. !beoret1eal Appf'Oecb. to lon•PI'Olit'era
tlon PolJ.oy, • 1n W1Uiara a. .IU.ocad.• an4 Chr1 atopber B 
Bel'tllam e4a., ~~=·m•ttttl\Sl9D ~-Jb•.~801! f'EGSI&.!t~, Y4 :=' i London, 1 ~ 2 , p;l. 

t 6. Dunn, n. 13, P• ?3. 

1?. ll:!i£· ' p.. 76. 
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present level. With the upgrad!ns of nuclear and conventional 

veapons botb tbe countries wotll.d bave to allocate a good amouat 

ot tbe1r eeonomic resources on new weapon SJStems end deli'YeJ7 

vehicles. Deterrent capabUity needs drastic cbanaes 1ft force 

pattern. It invol~e• en incremental action-reaction ayndrome. 

In other words, to achieve parity or later superiority., one 

power may resort to bi&ber spendlD& on sopb1st1cate4 weapon 

ayatems wb1cb 1n turn wou.ld induce the otber to toal.ov suit. 

Accor4ma to a u.s. SntelUgenee Aaenc7 ProJection the 

following inorease is requlJ-94 tor a DUe lear veapcm programme 1 

fable 111 

UDBD COSTS Oil' SUCL&.All FORCS BUILDING Ill 
~lVB LIVELS 

Item 

J>et'ence atd&et in 1979 (111 billion 
dollars) . 

ft:Ct!'l! fgr lb!£lea.r .Prosraumt 
. peroentqe) , 

10 mUllen (mini force) 

100 million 

300 million 

'00m1ll1on 
700 mUUon (massive coree) 

India Pald.etan 

0.3 0.9 

2.'1 9~6 

8.1 26.1 

13.; 43.S 

18.9 60.9 

lotea Tbeae t1•• levels are arb:tt.ra17 end beW'1st1c. 
Soureet ~oted from o. s. Central. lntel11&enee ~eney, 

Rational Basse IDtelUgence Feet Book (Jtlll' 19'19), 
in r1. 13, p.1S1. 
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'!he figures 1n tbe table suaceat tlmt by add.1q about eigbt 

per cent to ita defence b\ldset ladla cou.l4 ua4ertake a 

moderate 'Weapons dellver;r prograrrme while Pakistan voUlJ! 

bave to 41vert more tban e quarter of its resoareee from 

coawentional torcea. 18 .Pakistan baa .rever potential. econo

mies ot· scale, a less advanee4 · tecbnological base and a GIP 

less than one fifth or ID41a' s. Since it bas a biaber 

con.,entional detenoe burden as well,. Paldstan woald f'1nd it 

tm1cb 1110re diftieult to undertake a signU'ieant nuclear 

weapons prognt.r.me v1tbout ma.3or aacrit1ces~9 

However, these estimates have been questioned by an 

lnc!i.SD expert study on the sroutd that the cost of delivery 

aystems, weapon tea'in&• oomm.an4 an4 eommuntoation tee1U. 

ti.es, restrueturina ot· force patterns, C1'f11 detenc·e etc. 

· would make the equmaea manitold. 20 .Acoo.rd1na to the study 

an etteet1ve Indian deterrent VOQ14 coat as .mucb as Ra.1~,ooo 

crore over ten years whiob would be about tour per eeDt of 

tbe coi.U\try' s Grose Natiaal. Product (CJBP). 21 

18. setu, n.11t, p.1S3. 

19• D141,, p. 1 $6. 

20. Bbaoard., n. 1 , P• 24. 

21. .D.!!· f P• 2S. 
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liaclea,-uation ot Soutb Asia will. coat India and 

Paldatan politically too. Apvt &om w14en1as the alretldy 

ez1atiq iQlf in tbeir relats.ons, nuclear rivalry 1i0ul4 add 

a new cU.menaioft to tbe cr1a1s pattem 1n South Aa1a. lt 

voul4 dampen_ uy ebanf!ett or aormal1aa.t1on ot relat1cna and 

tbe settlement of tbe ltasbmu 1seu.e. 

lftereaae of tene10Da could lead to t10ro er1111 1ft 

lndo-Pak :relat:.tona. Pald.sten:• a nuclear weapoa act1Y1ties 

have already be1gbtened India.• s a\ls-pq_•cions and have sloved 

ettorts to improve rela..t1Clla between the two oountriea. 
. & 

Sboul.d India step up .tta nu.olear weapons ectivit1ea in 

recponee and aebieve clear eut, nuclear Juper1or1t,., 

fald.stan• • tear• ct ltd1an nuclear blackmath would " 

11'lereaeed aa well. 22 

Nuclear w•a.Ponl will in llo way reel'fe t.be extatma 

cliaputes between the two COW'ltriea. Inatea«. it will 

atitten the poaitj.on ot bQtb the countnea espe-ciall¥ cc 

tbe Kashmir queat1.on. The proposed "110 vu paotn and 

treaty ot aa.tual tr:iendahip would lose its purpose when a 

nuclear situation 11 'bein& t.uust up on tbe neaot1attna 

process. smoe India &1¥1 Pakistan do not bave • dialogue 

---·----------·------------22. Dwult n.13, p.??. 
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on strates1c quest1onsat pM$ent11 the IA\1tual conYentional 

a:ra• race nov underwe7 v111 turther- increase at1d1na to tbe 

nev nuclear d1aena1on. 

Nuclear veapona could ereate • ataleaate in the 

au.b-reaional atratea1e en-.1.ronmant u both India aD!1 

Pakiatan could cot aspire to matob tbe nuclear at ztellltb ot 

either China or acwiet t.Jrtton. Once a htlCloar arms .race 

bes1ns. the eatabllahment ot a nuclear weapon tree zone or 

4enuclear1aation or tbe sabeont1nent will become all the 

more 1m.POI11ble. 



COICLUSIOIS 

By the end ot 1980s, wben botb Pakiata end India 

&eqQ1ring enou.&b fissionable material end delivery syetoms, 

it is expaeted tb&t both tbe cowttJ"1es ma,v go tor small 

naolear weapon ro..-a., !be scenarios predictable .tbr 

Pak1at.an aret (a) a.equt:rin& nuclear veapona of tbe t::lrat 

aenerat.ton tJ»fl usina enr1clled orauium d.nel.o~4 at tbe 

Kabuta taeiUtn (b) aequuirla ru:tclear weapons throusb 

olan4est1ne ~teess (c) ezplo41DC a crude nuclear de"YS.ee in 

a national or for•tan site, and brand 1t a peacefUl nuclear 

exploa1ont and (d) reubJDa the tbresbold atqe short of 

weaPOn testtna an4 threatens India of nuclear arrus race 

unless lndia 41soarda 1ta nuclear vesp0ns option by aareein& 

tor a 11\lclear weapon, tree zone SD4 nl\&tual uspect1oa of 

tac1ltt1es. 

The scenarios 1rl tbe ladian context Wo\114 bet (a) 

continuin& ita poat-191lt posture - DO mon ozploaiona, no 

plans to build ntlclear weapons even U Pakistan does so 

bat no ql"e&ment on JtUtual inspection and weapon tree ~a::Jn• 

Ct. e., vil"tually· contimla\ion ot the presQnt pol1q)t (b) 

solnc tor a minimum nuclAU' deterrent befor-e Pakistan coes, 

in order to tace the possible Jo1Dt Pakistani and Cbmese 

nuclear tbNatat (c) to ao tor tect~cal weapo~ capabiU.ty 

vitb maclium ranee nuclear missiles and aireraft like Jeguara, . 



Mila and. Mil'aaee v1tb modit1e4 delivery oapab1lit1esJ or 

(4) reacb1fta qr&•lment w~th Pakistan on a nuclear weapon 

tree acne on mQtually acceptable terms. 

!bese scenar1oe point to one probule aituatioD 

wbere ID11a and Pakistan acqu.iriaa a crude aaol•ar weapon 

e&pabil1ty 1ft wbieb ltl4:1a wUl bave u ed&e o.ver PekiataD 

v:ltb superior delivery systems. .A ltmited but 48Jllenu 

nuclear arms race would follow tbis, markins a new era in. 

tbe sub-continent • s strategic environment. 

A nuclear arms race 1D. Soutb .Asia ia tra.usht with 

1anumerable &angers. SOGtb Alia is a volatile reaioa vitb 

recurrent cri.es, persiatent miatnu•t• and corro•1ve conflict: • 

aitu.at10M• With the introduction ot nuolear el9UI8ntt the 

balance of power ot the res1on w1U Ullderao drastic cbencea 

neceaa1tat1ns cbaqes 1n the strateatc cam1ng o£ India and 

Pak1at~ But botb tbe countries are at leaat·payobolog1c

ally not yet ready to play auc:b a galle based on reeip:rocatet! 

reatraint. 

Moreover, the induction ot nac~ar weapons would 

arreot tbe stntec1e stability ot the reaion. Under 

conditions or stratesie stabU1t;r, both adveraar1ea 

recoanise that the use of nuclear weapons woUld inevitably 

entail. untorae•n d.eatruct:ton and possiblT mutual armibil&-;. 

tion. !'herefore., both sides would keep an interest in . 
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chooalna a cooperat1'n strateay i.e., maximum avoS4ance 

of the u.ae ot nuclear weapons. 

In tbe Sou.tb Asian context no atrateg1.e doctrw 

as to bow>wben an4 where nacleer weapons eould be u.sed 

exiat. Hence, tbe le:as pwer.ful ediYe.Jtsary may be tempted 

to resort to an allout attack or tbe more povertSll re~rt-

1ng to pre-eapt!:ve strillee eould be 'V18W\l1ae4. Under botb 

tbeae situations, the seeurit7 env;ronment ot tbe region 

will become .further trqile, resulting in ese&lation ot tbe 

crisis, nen involvina or mv.ttlag otheP nuclear weapon 

.PQWera. 

Aequ.1a1tion ot· a cra4e nuclear weapon torte cap. 

&b111ty bT ln.d1a and Pakistan will not bel.p to resolw 

their outstan4inJ territorial and other diaputet'l. . Instead, 

s..t v1U I'Oilke botb tbe powrs intranaiaent towarda reacb!Dg 
. . 

d1pl.oeat1e solutions to tha problema. fbe ongo1na necotia-

tion.a tor a no-war pact and tmprovtns mutual. relatione 

will become fUtile with the nuclear element. enter1na into 

tbe proeess. 

IncU.a and Pakistan 4o llot baw cu.rrently lnJ' aras 

control or toroe reduction talu. JhlCleu weapon1 would 

turtbel" aggravate tbe aras raee vitb mutual mistrust on 

tbe torce acquisition pers1st1na. Nuclear weapons would 

alao make 1t imperative for botb tbe powers to devise 

methoda an.4 supportive doetr1nea to make their posture 



.more convincing to the eneay an4 to otbe,r powors. llowwr, 

a 'Viable doctrinal &9proaeb ia laCkirtl 1n the current 

strateaie tbinkina• 

fb\1 most 1m;ortant que1t1on tbat India voultl ba-re 

to race, before soiD& nuclear is wbetb.Or it wants to reaeb 

a pe.CeM settlement to all the outatandina 41spu.tea wlth 

Pakistan or it wanta a permanently boat.ile nei&bbour. . 

Ind 1a vUl also taee tbe que1tlon whether it want• to keep 

up its resionnl preJX)Ilderar..ce usir4 nuclear leveraa• r:llCb to tbe 

ebqrin ot tbe amall pawn ot t.be regicn. 

'fbG eflec t s of nu.c.lear proliferation 1n South Asia 

could be rname4 up ua (a) irlereUin& tension, (b) W'lltablG 

nu.clear terce postures witb tbe laok ot ere41ble deterreaee, 

(c) undesired levels ot eonvent1onal arms race, (d) 1l'!Oreese 

ot coup Wlnerab111tr 1D Pakistan, (e) inereaae in hdenl 

Government• s role 1D India. (t) poas1b1lit1ea tor intra

service and military -va. eiv11J.en oofttliets (s) prolifera

tion of nuclear weapons to other .restons eapee1alq the 

K14dle East ard (b) chances ot botb the count.-tea al1gnbJa 

witb tbe power blocs. 

In a positive sense, Duclear1aat1on of' tbe sub

oont1nent eould result in (a) nd~ction bl conventional 

arms espcmd1ture, (b) roduct10n ot Clla.neea ot var despite 

tension, (c) areater ettorta tor non-combative resolution 

ot contlicta, (d) aeneration of the awareness to'e' arms 
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control, (e) res1ona1 assertiveness via-a-vis super power 

domination, (t) emergence ot resiona.J. mechanisms tor 

security, (g) bolstering up o.f botb tbe countries' preatise 

in the international eystem, (b) more tectmoloa1cal independ

ence and (1) strengthening o£ both the countries• non

aligned posture. 

However,. the dangers of proliteration outweiab -tbe 

merits 1t one looks at the 1asue -with a loss chauvinistic 

perapectj.ve. The fallacy of' the mutual deterrence doetrineJ 

especially 1n the South Asian context) makes it absurd the 

e:z:iatenee ot nuclear weapons 1n India's and Pakistan• a 

arsenals. 

Tb1! pertinent question ia bow .to avoid nuclear 

proliferation 1n South Asia. At the non-proliferation 

leyel, tJlo policy of denial by tb& nuoJ.ear powers and otber 

supplier countries bas proved less etteetive. The eontinued 

opposition to the non-proliferation resime by India and 

Pakistan makes it fragile as an ettect1ve inatrWAent to 

c~4ek proliteration .in South Asia. Treating proliferation 

as a teChnical problem, unconcerned about 1ta political 

origin bas its adverse etteets in Soutb Aaia. A more lenient 

approach on the part ot the nuclear supplier countries 

towards the civilian nuclear proaraame of India and Pakistan 

is called for as a perauas~ve step to arrest the incentives 

tor botb tbe countries :~.-going; nuclear. 



Moreover, the nuo1ear weapon.powers should prove 

their credibility by reaching meaninatul arms reduction 

agreement. A. de-emphasis on tbe usefulness ot nuclear 

weapons by tbe nuclear powers is al.l the more tmportant 

in any ettort to provide disincentives to thresholcl. states 

especially in South Asia. 

The elite tb1nkini in both the countries 1n0reas-
though 

ingly favour achieving nuclear weapon capabU1ty,L there 

are powertul lobbies 1n both the countries ar,u1ng against 

nuclear weapons acquisition. Realisation on the part ot 

the political and military l.eadersbip ·of In.dia and Pakistan 

on the dangers of a ~clear arms race is ver7 important 1n 

cbee kin&· proliferation in South Asia. 

It would be an unwise dee1s1on on India'q part it 

it goes nuclear before Pakistan does so. Any move 1n this 

.regard will provicle Pakistan a smokescreen to Bi<? tor 

nuclear weapons. Thus India ean play a cruci.al role in 

eaains tension and generating trust and cooperation in 

Soutb Asia. Tbe proposed Treaty of Friendship and.Mutual 

Cooperation is a rit;ht step in that direction. India should 

also eonvi.nce Pakistan through d 1plomat1c means and politi

cal actions that 1 t will not go for nuclear weapons despite 

pressures. At the international le,el suCh a stance would 

give lnd.ia more credence end political. clout and would re

affirm the disarmament comitment for whicb India stood 

over the years• 
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Appropriate cont1denoe·bQ1ld1ng and conflict resolu• 

tion mechanisms cou.ld be developed. to further ease tensions 

in mutual relations. In the tbreat assessment of botb the 

countries this would. be at.141t:i.onal inputs. Evolving a 

regional security mechanism would be tbe •uiitable alter

native which would make exte.rna!' powers• intervention in the· 

region impossible. Tbe negotiations on South Asian Regional 

Cooperation (SARC} . could be expanded g1v1n,s tbe collective 

securit,y aspect a place 1n it. 

A conference on the pattern ot the European Security 

Conterenee (CSCE) tor confidence building measures in Soutb 

Jsia could reduce considerably the prevailing tensions 1n 

the region. Sucb a conrerenoe would provide a means to 

ventillate the grievances of small powers of the resion and 

to reduce their security tears tbereby increasing their 

mutual understanding. 
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